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1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) has been prepared by the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Agency (TRPA) as the lead agency in accordance with the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (Public Law 96-
551) and 1980 revision, Code of Ordinances (TRPA Code), and Rules of Procedure. It contains comments 
received on the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Draft EIS) and responses 
to those comments, as well as revisions to the Shoreline Plan and revisions and corrections to the Draft EIS. 
The EIS for the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan consists of the Draft EIS and this Final EIS.  

1.1 BACKGROUND 

The Draft EIS contains the following environmental analysis sections:  

 Land Use; 
 Fisheries and Aquatic Biological Resources; 
 Hydrology and Water Quality; 
 Soil Conservation; 
 Recreation; 
 Scenic Resources; 
 Air Quality; 
 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change; 

 

 Noise; 
 Roadway Transportation and Circulation; 
 Terrestrial Biological Resources (Wildlife 

and Vegetation); 
 Public Health and Safety; 
 Cultural Resources;  
 Cumulative Impacts; and 
 Other TRPA-Mandated Sections. 

TRPA used several methods to solicit input on the Draft EIS. A Notice of Preparation was issued to inform 
agencies and the public that an EIS was being prepared for the Shoreline Plan and to solicit their views 
regarding the scope and content of the EIS. The NOP was distributed on July 12, 2017, and comments were 
received through August 16, 2017. Scoping meetings were held with the TRPA Advisory Planning 
Commission and the TRPA Governing Board to provide information on the environmental analysis and to 
obtain oral comments. Public input on the scope of the Shoreline Plan also was obtained through the Joint 
Fact-Finding Committee. All written and oral comments received during EIS scoping were summarized by 
TRPA and included in the Scoping Summary Report in Appendix B of the Draft EIS. 

On May 8, 2018, the Draft EIS was released for public review and comment for a 60-day period (ending July 
9, 2018). The Draft EIS and/or a Notice of Availability was distributed directly to public agencies (including 
potential responsible and trustee agencies), interested parties, and organizations, and approximately 
33,000notices were mailed out to each property owner in the Lake Tahoe Region. The Draft EIS was made 
available for review during normal business hours at the following location: 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency  
128 Market Street 
Stateline, NV 89449 

 

The Draft EIS was also available online at the TRPA website (www.trpa.org/document/projects-plans/), and 
the Shoreline Plan website (www.shorelineplan.org). 

Oral comments were provided at the following TRPA Governing Board and Advisory Planning Commission 
meetings:  

 TRPA Governing Board meeting, 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, May 23, 2018, at the TRPA office, Stateline, 
Nevada; 

http://www.trpa.org/document/projects-plans/
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 TRPA Advisory Planning Commission meeting, 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, June 13, 2018, at the TRPA 
office, Stateline, Nevada; and 

 TRPA Governing Board meeting, 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, June 27, 2018, at the Kings Beach Events 
Center, Kings Beach, California. 

Written comments were provided at the following public workshops:  

 public workshop, 5:30–7:30 p.m. on Monday, June 4, 2018, at the TRPA office, Stateline, Nevada; and 

 public workshop, 5:30–7:30 p.m. on Wednesday, June 6, 2018, at the North Tahoe Events Center, Kings 
Beach, California. 

At each of these meetings, TRPA staff made presentations to describe the proposed Shoreline Plan and to 
discuss key environmental issues identified in the Draft EIS. 

1.2 ORGANIZATION OF THIS FINAL EIS 

This Final EIS is organized as follows:  

 Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides background on the Shoreline Plan EIS, summarizes the organization 
of the Final EIS, and lists all parties that submitted written comments on the Draft EIS during the public 
review period. 

 Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” presents revisions to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan Code amendments that were made in response to comments.  

 Chapter 3, “Comments and Responses,” contains copies of the comment letters received during the 
public review period and responses to the comments. The chapter begins with a set of master responses 
that were prepared to comprehensively respond to multiple comments that raised similar issues. The 
master responses are followed by comments letters and responses from agencies, organizations, and 
individuals. Comments and responses from public hearings and workshops are also provided. 

 Chapter 4, “Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS,” presents revisions to the Draft EIS text made in 
response to comments or made by the lead agency to clarify text or to make minor modifications or 
corrections. Changes in the text are signified by strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where 
text is added. 

 Chapter 5, “References,” identifies the organizations and persons cited in the Final EIS and response to 
comments. 

 Chapter 6, “List of Preparers,” identifies the lead agency contacts and preparers of this Final EIS. 

 Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” provides detail on TRPA’s approach to implement the 
proposed Shoreline Plan, including information on fees and program funding, monitoring, education, and 
enforcement. 

 Appendix B, “Attachments to Comment Letters,” provides all attachments that were included in 
comment letters.  

 Appendix B, “CARB Emissions Data,” provides details on watercraft emissions from the California Air 
Resources Board. 
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1.3 LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Table 1-1 identifies the numerical designation for each comment letter received on the Draft EIS, its author, 
and the date. The letters are organized alphabetically by commenter within groups of agencies, 
organizations, and individuals, followed by public hearing summary notes.  

Table 1-1 List of Commenters 

Letter/Hearing # Commenter Date of Comment 
(or Date Received) 

 Agencies  

A1 California Attorney General 7/9/2018 
A2 California State Lands Commission 7/9/2018 

A3 California State Parks 7/9/2018 
A4 Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 7/9/2018 
A5 Nevada Division of State Lands 7/9/2018 

 Organizations  

O1 Feldman McLaughlin Thiel, LLP 7/9/2018 
O2 Friends of the West Shore 7/4/2018 

O3 Lake Tahoe Marina Association 5/23/2018 
O4 Lake Tahoe Water Trail 7/9/2018 
O5 Lakeridge General Improvement District 7/3/2018 

O6 League to Save Lake Tahoe 7/9/2018 
O7 Lien, Gregg 7/9/2018 
O8 Marla Bay Protection Association 7/1/2018 

O9 Midkiff & Associates 7/9/2018 
O10 Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group 7/9/2018 
O11 Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association 7/9/2018 

O12 Tahoe Lakefront Owners Association 7/9/2018 
O13 Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 5/24/2018 
O14 Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 5/24/2018 

O15 Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 7/2/2018 
 Individuals  

I1 Paul Adams 7/9/2018 

I2 Anonymous 7/5/2018 
I3 David Antonucci 6/26/2018 
I4 Karen Bachand 7/9/2018 

I5 Marguerite Bachand 7/9/2018 
I6 Philip Bachand 7/9/2018 
I7 Thomas Bachand 7/9/2018 

I8 Laurelee Barnes 7/5/2018 
I9 Cody Bass 7/9/2018 

I10 Veronika Behlmer 5/9/2018 

I11 Taylor Bennett 7/9/2018 
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Table 1-1 List of Commenters 

Letter/Hearing # Commenter Date of Comment 
(or Date Received) 

I12 Lea Betty 5/13/2018 
I13 Kelsi Boyd 7/9/2018 
I14 Rob Brent 5/26/2018 

I15 Steve Bridges 7/9/2018 
I16 Steve Bridges 7/9/2018 
I17 Jen Bronken 6/4/2018 

I18 Robert Byren 6/7/2018 
I19 Lisa Cady 7/9/2018 
I20 Jim Carlson 7/9/2018 

I21 Simon Cassidy 7/5/2018 
I22 Heather Castro 7/9/2018 
I23 Sarah Chisholm 7/9/2018 

I24 Crumpton Family 7/7/2018 
I25 Thomas E. Crumpton 7/8/2018 
I26 Steven Decea 7/9/2018 

I27 Geoff Elmore 5/8/2018 
I28 Geoff Elmore 7/2/2018 
I29 Fabian 7/5/2018 

I30 Julia Feldman 7/9/2018 
I31 Lee Frederiksen 6/19/2018 
I32 Ray Garland 7/9/2018 

I33 Michelle Genosick 7/3/2018 
I34 Ron and Sally Grassi 7/4/2018 
I35 Fred Grosser 6/30/2018 

I36 Alice Grulick-Jones 5/18/2018 
I37 Amber Hall 6/3/2018 
I38 Karen Hoida 7/9/2018 

I39 Katherine Jordan 7/9/2018 
I40 Kathryn Kowalewsxki 7/9/2018 
I41 Robert Lambie 5/23/2108 

I42 Paola Lancellotti 6/13/2018 
I43 Brian Loring 5/15/2018 
I44 Mike Marini 6/7/2018 

I45 Carol Mazeralli 7/9/2018 
I46 Mel Meyers 6/22/2018 
I47 Richard Neubauer 6/7/2018 

I48 Janet Norcott 7/9/2018 
I49 B. Renzi 7/9/2018 
I50 S. Rising 7/9/2018 
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Table 1-1 List of Commenters 

Letter/Hearing # Commenter Date of Comment 
(or Date Received) 

I51 Jim Robertson 5/24/2018 
I52 Sara Schmitz 6/22/2018 
I53 David Simon 6/23/2018 

I54 Steve Smith 6/27/2018 
I55 Steve Smith 7/2/2018 
I56 Steve Smith 7/9/2018 

I57 Anthony Spatucci 7/9/2018 
I58 Tom Spencer 7/7/2018 
I59 Alison Stanton 7/9/2018 

I60 Paul Turney 7/6/2018 
I61 Garrett Villanueva 6/14/2018 
I62 Ellie Waller 6/13/2018 

I63 Ellie Waller 6/13/2018 
I64 Ellie Waller 6/13/2018 
I65 Kelsey Weist 7/9/2018 

I66 Lorenzo “Spike” Wimmer 7/8/2018 
I67 Gregory Woolley 7/9/2018 
I68 Bill Wynne 7/9/2018 

 Public Hearings  
Comment summary notes from the TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

PM1 Darcie Goodman-Collins, League to Save Lake Tahoe  5/23/2018 

PM2 M. Elie Alyeshmerni, Lake Tahoe Marina Association 5/23/2018 
PM3 Jennifer Quashnick, Friends of the West Shore 5/23/2018 
PM4 Jessica Tucker-Mohl, California Attorney General 5/23/2018 

PM5 Robert Larsen, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 5/23/2018 
PM6 Liz Kingsland, Nevada Division of State Lands 5/23/2018 
PM7 Jan Brisco, Lakefront Property Owners’ Association 5/23/2018 

PM8 Laurel Ames, Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group 5/23/2018 
PM9 Jim Lawrence, TRPA Governing Board Chairman 5/23/2018 

Comment summary notes from the TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

PM10 Kristina Hill, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member 6/13/2018 
PM11 Zach Hymanson, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member 6/13/2018 
PM12 Jennifer Carr, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member 6/13/2018 

PM13 Mike Marini, Public Commenter 6/13/2018 
PM14 Laurel Ames, Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group 6/13/2018 
PM15 Nick Exline 6/13/2018 

PM16 Steve Teshara, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member 6/13/2018 
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Table 1-1 List of Commenters 

Letter/Hearing # Commenter Date of Comment 
(or Date Received) 

Comment summary notes from the TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

PM17 Steve Smith, Lake Tahoe Resident 6/27/2018 
PM18 Gregg Lien, Attorney, Tahoe City 6/27/2018 

PM19 Shelley Aldean, TRPA Governing Board Member 6/27/2018 
PM20 Jim Lawrence, TRPA Governing Board Chairman 6/27/2018 

Comment summary notes from the TRPA Offices Open House 

PM21 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM22 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM23 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 

PM24 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM25 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM26 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 

PM27 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM28 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM29 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 

PM30 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM31 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM32 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 

PM33 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM34 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM35 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 

PM36 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM37 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 

Comment summary notes from the North Tahoe Event Center Open House 

PM38 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM39 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM40 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 

PM41 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM42 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM43 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 

PM44 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM45 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM46 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 

PM47 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM48 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM49 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 

PM50 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM51 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
PM52 Public Commenter 6/6/2018 
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Table 1-1 List of Commenters 

Letter/Hearing # Commenter Date of Comment 
(or Date Received) 

Comment summary notes from the Comment Cards 

PM53 Public Commenter 6/4/2018 
PM54 Jan Aville 6/14/2018 

PM55 Ken Viel NA 
PM56 Roy Pike 6/4/2018 
PM57 Public Commenter NA 

PM58 Public Commenter NA 
PM59 Abby Edwards NA 
PM60 Elise Fett NA 

PM61 Madonna Dunbar, Tahoe Water Suppliers Association NA 
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2 REVISIONS TO THE PROPOSED SHORELINE PLAN 

On May 8, 2018, the proposed Shoreline Plan, including the proposed Code amendments, and Draft EIS 
were released for public review and comment. The Draft EIS analyzed the environmental effects of four 
alternatives, each representing a different approach to achieve the goals and objectives of the Shoreline 
Plan. The Draft EIS included Alternative 1 – the proposed Shoreline Plan, which was developed through a 
consensus-based planning process described on page 1-2 of the Draft EIS. This chapter describes changes 
to the proposed Shoreline Plan that TRPA and the Steering Committee have developed to address comments 
raised on the May 8, 2018 version of the proposed Shoreline Plan.  

In response to the call for review and public comment on the draft documents, 149 comment letters and 
presentations of oral testimony were received: five comment letters from public agencies, 15 comment 
letters from stakeholder organizations (including environmental and business organizations), 68 comment 
letters from individuals, nine comment forms from open houses, and 52 oral comments received at TRPA 
public meetings and open houses. 

Many of the comments suggested improvements or revisions to the plan. TRPA and the Steering Committee 
evaluated the feasibility of proposed changes and their consistency with the goals of the Shoreline plan. In 
August 2018, the Steering Committee endorsed many of the policy recommendations suggested in public 
comments. TRPA then presented the recommendations of the Steering Committee to the Regional Plan 
Implementation Committee (RPIC) of the TRPA Governing Board, which reviewed and endorsed the proposed 
revisions on August 24, 2018. The revised proposed Shoreline Plan represents Alternative 1 from the Draft 
EIS as revised by the Steering Committee and RPIC. Each substantive revision to Alternative 1 is described 
below, followed by a discussion of how the change would affect the environmental impacts as analyzed in 
the Draft EIS. For the most part, these changes would provide additional environmental protection and would 
not change the analysis in the Draft EIS. The complete revised proposed Shoreline Plan includes the project 
description in the Draft EIS, as revised in this Final EIS; the final draft amended shorezone ordinances (TRPA 
2018) included in the TRPA staff report for the September 26, 2018 RPIC meeting; and a new document, 
the Shoreline Implementation Program (Appendix A). All of these documents are available at 
www.shorelineplan.org. 

2.1 ADDITIONAL NO-WAKE ZONES 

Expanded no-wake zone enforcement and education programs are included as a part of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan described in the Draft EIS (see pages 2-36 and 2-37 of the Draft EIS and Appendix A, 
“Shoreline Program Implementation,” of this Final EIS). The expanded enforcement program would occur in 
coordination with law enforcement agencies operating on the lake, with roles and responsibilities 
documented in a memorandum of understanding between TRPA, state, federal, and local agencies.  

In response to comments on the proposed Shoreline Plan, TRPA has incorporated additional no-wake zones 
suggested in comments. In addition to the supplemental no-wake zones that are incorporated into the 
revised proposed Shoreline plan, other measures suggested by commenters could be adopted in the future 
if the results of recreation monitoring indicate a need for adaptive management actions (see also Master 
Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan). TRPA would adopt the following 
additional no-wake zones as part of the revised proposed Shoreline Plan to provide greater protection for 
nonmotorized recreation:  

 Implement a 200-foot no-wake zone around shorezone structures. This new requirement would establish 
an additional no-wake zone surrounding all piers, buoys, or other structures on Lake Tahoe. With this 
new no-wake zone, nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers could navigate around all structures while 
remaining well within the no-wake zone, regardless of the location of the structure. 
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 Implement a 100-foot no-wake zone around swimmers and nonmotorized watercraft. This new 
requirement would establish a moving no-wake zone that extends 100 feet in each direction around 
swimmers and nonmotorized watercraft. This new no-wake zone would reduce conflicts between 
motorized and nonmotorized navigation throughout the entire lake. 

Both new no-wake zones would be enforced through the coordinated enforcement program described above. 
Education programs would include multiple approaches to notify the public of no-wake zone requirements 
(see Appendix A, Shoreline Program Implementation, for more information). By implementing these actions, 
TRPA would reduce potential conflicts between recreationists and increase public safety for the same 
reasons detailed in the discussion of Impact 8-1 in the Draft EIS. The potential for conflicts between 
motorized and nonmotorized recreationists under the revised proposed Shoreline Plan would be less than 
analyzed in the Draft EIS, and no additional analysis is necessary.  

2.2 SUPPORT FOR LAKE TAHOE WATER TRAIL 

TRPA would allocate a portion of the fees collected from the proposed Shoreline Plan to an education and 
outreach program to improve the safety of boaters and other recreationists. This program, as described in 
Appendix A, “Shoreline Program Implementation,” of this Final EIS, would be funded by the boat rental 
concession fee and the mooring fee. In response to comments TRPA has modified this funding program to 
contribute a portion of the education and outreach funds to the Lake Tahoe Water Trail to implement 
paddler education and access programs. 

Funding for the Lake Tahoe Water Trail would further the objectives of the organization, which includes 
improving paddler access and providing paddler safety information. The Lake Tahoe Water Trail organization 
also provides interpretive signage around the lake trail to improve public access, safety, and wayfinding and 
reduce conflicts. By furthering these objectives through funding, the Shoreline Plan would provide better 
protection for nonmotorized watercraft and reduce the likelihood of conflicts among recreationists. 
Therefore, the potential for the revised proposed Shoreline Plan to result in conflicts between user groups 
would be less than analyzed in the Draft EIS and no further analysis is necessary. 

2.3 PHASED MOORING PERMITTING  

Under the proposed Shoreline Plan detailed in the Draft EIS, the total number of new moorings would be 
capped, but there would be no limit on the number of moorings that could be permitted each year as long as 
the total number of moorings did not exceed the mooring cap. TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan 
to implement a phased mooring allocation system that would regulate the rate at which new moorings could 
be placed on the lake. The phased mooring system would include the following elements:  

 Up to 15 percent of the remaining number of new moorings could be permitted each year. 

 Require best management practices to be in place on upland property before the property owner may 
apply for new moorings.  

A phased approach to mooring allocation would be similar to the approach for piers, which would limit the 
rate of development to allow TRPA to periodically evaluate progress, environmental impacts, and threshold 
attainment. A phased approach to permitting moorings would also balance increases in boating and boat 
fleet turnover to ensure that reduced emissions from newer boats offset the increase in emissions 
associated with more boating activity (for more information, see Master Response 4 – Watercraft 
Emissions). In addition, by requiring that upland best management practices are in place before new 
applications are submitted, the Shoreline Plan would reduce runoff and pollutant loading along the shoreline 
and result in less pollutant loading than analyzed in the Draft EIS. The phased permitting of moorings would 
not change the total number of moorings that could be placed on the lake, and it would restrict the rate of 



Ascent Environmental  Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency  
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 2-3 

new moorings permits. This would be consistent with the estimated rate of new moorings analyzed in the 
Draft EIS and no additional analysis is required. 

2.4 MOTORIZED BOAT NOISE RESTRICTIONS 

TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to prohibit vessels configured with exhaust systems that emit 
exhaust directly to the air, and any vessels capable of generating noise that exceeds TRPA or applicable 
state standards, from operating on Lake Tahoe. This regulation is consistent with Nevada state law (Nevada 
Revised Statues 488.195) and the California vehicle code (California Harbors and Navigation Code, Section 
654 A), which require that vessels be equipped with a permanently installed, constantly operating muffler 
system. This provision would be enforced at the mandatory AIS boat inspection stations, at launch points, 
and by TRPA enforcement crews. Information this provision would also be imparted at marinas. By reducing 
or eliminating some of the sources of single-event noise exceedances, this would reduce the likelihood of 
single-event noise exceedances. The potential for single-event noise exceedances under the revised 
proposed Shoreline Plan would be less than analyzed in the Draft EIS and no further analysis is required. 

2.5 EXPANDED NOISE MONITORING 

The single-event noise threshold standards establish maximum allowable noise levels for various land uses 
surrounding the Shoreline, and the threshold monitoring has shown exceedances of the single-event noise 
threshold. TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to expand noise monitoring along the shoreline to 
better detect, identify, and address noise sources. This existing noise monitoring program would be 
expanded to include updated noise monitoring equipment with photo identification capability that could 
positively identify boats that contribute to a violation of noise standards. This expanded monitoring approach 
would allow TRPA to identify boats that exceed noise limitations, and enforce the noise limitations described 
in section 2.5, above. 

2.6 EXPANDED RECREATION MONITORING 

The revised proposed Shoreline Plan would incorporate additional recreation monitoring. The expanded 
monitoring would include recreation user surveys to collect information on the quality of the recreational 
experience. The monitoring would include surveys that evaluate beach recreation, motorized-non-motorized 
user interaction, and recreation capacity. The expanded recreation monitoring would begin in 2019 and 
would occur as part of the recreation threshold monitoring. The results of the recreation monitoring would 
inform future recreation threshold evaluations, recreation planning, and the adaptive management of 
recreation along the shoreline and on Lake Tahoe. Adaptive management needs would be determined 
during the threshold evaluation, which would inform and necessary changes to the Regional Plan and 
recreation management programs. 

2.7 NO BOAT BEACHING ZONES 

The proposed Shoreline Plan includes a prohibition on beaching boats in spawning habitat. However, 
compliance with this restriction would require targeted education and outreach, specific provisions for which 
were not included in the proposed Shoreline Plan as presented in the Draft EIS. To increase compliance with 
this prohibition, the proposed Shoreline Plan has been revised to identify mapped spawning habitat as 
“protected no-beaching zones” on boating maps, in on-site signage, and in the Lake Tahoe boating smart 
phone application that would be developed for the Shoreline Plan. TRPA would also coordinate with 
enforcement agencies to monitor and patrol these areas and to provide education to boaters at aquatic 
invasive species inspection stations, concessions, and boat launch facilities. These measures would provide 
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additional protection for fish spawning habitat and would reduce the likelihood that spawning habitat would 
be degraded because of boat beaching. These measures would not change the analysis or significance 
conclusions in the Draft EIS.  

2.8 DEEP WATER PIER DESIGN STANDARDS 

The proposed Shoreline Plan includes design standards that require that piers be perpendicular to shore 
and which limits pier length to the pierhead line (i.e., length of surrounding piers) or lakebed elevation 6,219 
LTD, whichever is more limiting (see Draft EIS Table 2-5). It is infeasible to construct piers that meet these 
design standards in some portions of the shorezone where there is deep water directly adjacent to shore. In 
some locations the lakebed drops off adjacent to shore, and lakebed elevation 6,219 is located within 
several feet of shore. In response to this fact, TRPA has revised standards for single-use piers under Section 
84.4.3.B of the final draft amended shorezone ordinances (TRPA 2018). The revised design standards would 
allow non-perpendicular pier walkways up to 30 feet in length, and pier length would be limited to 30 feet 
lakeward of the shoreline. This change would allow for piers in steep areas where the lakebed elevation and 
boulders would otherwise prevent compliance with the design standards. In these situations, piers would be 
required to comply with all other design standards, including limits on visible mass, pier color standards, pier 
width limits, and setback requirements. Very few locations would qualify for deep water design standards. 
Piers that comply with deep water design standards would have a different appearance than other piers. 
However, these piers would be smaller than typical single-use piers because they would be limited to 30 feet 
in length. They would also comply with the same visible mass limitations and offset requirements as other 
piers. As a result, the scenic effects of these piers would be less than or equal to the scenic effects of the 
single-use piers evaluated in the Draft EIS. These piers would have the same effects as other single-use 
piers with respect to other environmental topics. Therefore, no additional analysis is required. 
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3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIS, which 
concluded on July 9, 2018, including copies of the summary notes of oral comments from public hearings. 
Table 1-1 in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of this Final EIS presents the list of commenters, including the 
numerical designation for each comment letter received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of 
the comment letter. This chapter provides written responses to all comments received on the Draft EIS. 

The comment letters and oral comments are reproduced in their entirety and are followed by the 
response(s). Where a comment letter addresses multiple topics, each topic is considered a separate 
comment. Each separate comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying number in the margin of 
the comment letter. 

3.1 MASTER RESPONSES 

Several comments raised similar and/or related issues. Rather than responding individually, master 
responses have been prepared to address related comments comprehensively. A reference to the 
appropriate master response is provided, where relevant, in responses to individual comments. The 
following master responses are included in this Final EIS: 

 Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process 
 Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation 
 Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates 
 Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions 
 Master Response 5 – Growth and Mitigation under the Existing Shorezone Regulations 
 Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan 

3.1.1 Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process 

Many of the comments received during the public review period for the Draft EIS addressed the Shoreline 
Plan rather than the environmental analysis in the Draft EIS. Many comments provided support for or 
opposition to the proposed Shoreline Plan or other alternatives. Many comments suggested specific 
revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan. To provide a comprehensive response to these comments on the 
Shoreline Plan, this response addresses the following topics: 

 the consensus-based planning process and 
 how comments on the Shoreline Plan are considered. 

THE CONSENSUS-BASED PLANNING PROCESS 
TRPA carried out a consensus-bases planning process to develop the proposed Shoreline Plan, as described 
in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIS. TRPA procured the expert services of a nationally recognized 
third-party, neutral mediation firm, the Consensus Building Institute (CBI), to design and facilitate a 
stakeholder consensus building approach to Shoreline Plan development. Through CBI, TRPA convened a 
Steering Committee that included stakeholders with various interests and areas of expertise to develop 
policy recommendations in response to key issues. The Steering Committee consisted of senior-level 
representatives from the California State Lands Commission, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, Lake Tahoe Marina Association, League to Save Lake Tahoe, Nevada Division of State Lands, Tahoe 
Lakefront Owners’ Association, and TRPA. The Steering Committee met nearly 40 times over the 2-year 
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planning process. Each meeting was facilitated by an outside mediator who worked to develop consensus 
among the differing perspectives on the Steering Committee and from within broader stakeholder interests.  

The shoreline planning process also provided opportunities for public involvement in a variety of forums. 
During the planning process, public workshops were held on the north and south shores to gather input and 
suggestions for the shoreline plan. TRPA met with nine boating businesses (both motorized and 
nonmotorized) and held 27 workshops or meetings with a diverse cross-section of community groups. 
Information from these workshops and meetings was summarized, and the key issues were presented to the 
Steering Committee. The Steering Committee considered these key issues and developed a set of policy 
recommendations to address and harmonize a wide array of disparate interests. To aide in providing the 
best available scientific and technical inputs to the Steering Committee’s policy recommendations, TRPA, 
with the help of CBI, convened a Joint Fact-Finding Committee, as further described in Master Response 3. 

As proposals were being developed, the Steering Committee policy recommendations were presented to the 
Regional Plan Implementation Committee (RPIC) of the TRPA Governing Board at 10 separate public 
meetings through the 2-year planning process. The RPIC reviewed and endorsed policy proposals 
recommended by the Steering Committee. The policy proposals that were recommended by the Steering 
Committee and endorsed by the RPIC constitute the proposed Shoreline Plan, described as Alternative 1 in 
the Draft EIS. 

The Steering Committee also reviewed and endorsed the plan alternatives proposed for review in the EIS. 
The RPIC reviewed the recommended plan alternatives, and based on public input and other policy 
considerations, modified the alternatives, and endorsed the alternatives to the proposed Shoreline Plan 
analyzed in the EIS. 

Finally, throughout the development of the Steering Committee’s collaborative work, the recommended 
planning proposals were made publicly available on a widely-noticed public website (www.shorelineplan.org). 
This website is easily accessible from TRPA’s homepage, and provided regular updates on the progress of 
substantive planning recommendations. 

HOW COMMENTS ON THE SHORELINE PLAN ARE CONSIDERED 
The public review period for the Shoreline Plan Draft EIS began on May 8, 2018 and concluded on July 9, 
2018. During the public review period for the Draft EIS, five public meetings and workshops were conducted to 
solicit public input (as noted on page 1-6 of the Draft EIS). TRPA mailed more than 33,000 notices to residents 
in the region with information on the public meetings and how to comment on the plan or Draft EIS.  

In response to the call for review and public comment on the draft documents, 149 comment letters and 
presentations of oral testimony were received: five comment letters from public agencies, 15 comment 
letters from stakeholder organizations (including environmental and business organizations), 68 comment 
letters from individuals, nine comment forms from open houses, and 52 oral comments received at TRPA 
public meetings and open houses. In addition to those comments submitted during the formal comment 
period for the Draft EIS, comments on the Shoreline Plan are accepted and considered at any time before 
adoption of the Shoreline Plan. 

Consistent with the Compact, Code of Ordinances, and Rules of Procedure, this Final EIS provides written 
responses to comments that address the completeness, accuracy, and adequacy of the environmental 
analysis in the Draft EIS. Many comments and letters and much of the oral testimony received since release 
of the draft documents do not address the environmental review. Instead, they express opinions, make 
suggestions, pose questions, and express concerns about the substance of the Shoreline Plan itself. These 
policy-related comments offer a variety of perspectives regarding the Shoreline Plan alternatives, ranging 
from statements of support or opposition to very detailed recommendations regarding specific provisions of 
each alternative. Comments that do not address significant environmental issues raised during the public 
review period are summarized and identified in this Final EIS, and responses are provided to the extent 

http://www.shorelineplan.org/
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feasible. All public comments on the proposed Shoreline Plan have been made available to the TRPA 
Governing Board, Advisory Planning Commission, RPIC, and Shoreline Steering Committee for consideration.  

Comments in Support or Opposition to an Alternative 
The Draft EIS evaluates four alternatives that represent a range of approaches to achieve the purpose and 
objectives of the Shoreline Plan. Each of these alternatives is a viable option, and although the proposed 
Shoreline Plan has been recommended by the Steering Committee and TRPA staff, the TRPA Governing Board 
could adopt any of the alternatives. The Governing Board could also elect to combine features from different 
alternatives into a Shoreline Plan. Many of the comments received expressed support for, or opposition, to an 
alternative or component of an alternative. All comments in support or opposition to an alternative or 
component of an alternative are available to the TRPA Governing Board, Advisory Planning Commission, and 
RPIC and will be considered as those bodies consider the merits of the proposed Shoreline Plan. 

In addition to those comments already submitted, additional public comments on the proposed Shoreline 
Plan and alternatives are welcomed by TRPA at any time and may be made at any of the following meetings 
of the Governing Board, Advisory Planning Commission, or RPIC, up to adoption of an alternative: 

 TRPA Governing Board RPIC meeting, time to be determined, Wednesday, September 26, 2018, at the 
North Tahoe Events Center, Kings Beach, California; 

 TRPA Advisory Planning Commission meeting, 9:30 a.m. on Wednesday, October 10, 2018, at the TRPA 
office, Stateline, Nevada; and 

 TRPA Governing Board meeting, 9:30am on Wednesday, October 24, 2018, at the TRPA office, Stateline, 
Nevada. 

Suggested Revisions to the Shoreline Plan 
Many of the comments suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan. TRPA and the Steering 
Committee evaluated the feasibility of proposed changes and their consistency with the goals and scope of 
the Shoreline plan. In August 2018, the Steering Committee endorsed many of the policy recommendations 
suggested in public comments. TRPA then presented these further modifying recommendations of the 
Steering Committee to the RPIC, which reviewed and endorsed the proposed revisions on August 24, 2018. 
Many of the suggested revisions were incorporated into a revised proposed Shoreline Plan. The revised 
proposed Shoreline Plan represents Alternative 1 from the Draft EIS as revised by the Steering Committee 
and RPIC. Revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are described in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed 
Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS. 

All suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan and alternatives are welcome and will be considered 
by TRPA. Public comments will continue to be accepted through adoption of a plan by the TRPA Governing 
Board. TRPA encourages all members of the public to make their voices heard by commenting in writing or at 
the meetings identified above.  

3.1.2 Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation 

TRPA received several comments related to the effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on recreation on Lake 
Tahoe and along the shoreline. Recreation comments suggest that the Shoreline Plan focus on beach use 
and nonmotorized recreation rather than boating and boating structures, request additional detail about how 
motorized boating could affect beach use and nonmotorized recreation, inquire about the boat density 
analysis, suggest use of the Water and Land Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WALROS) in the recreation 
analysis, and request a more localized analysis of the effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on recreation.  
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To provide a comprehensive response to comments on the Shoreline Plan and planning process, this 
response addresses the following topics: 

 scope of the Shoreline Plan, 
 recreation planning in Lake Tahoe, and 
 Shoreline Plan recreation impact analysis. 

SCOPE OF THE SHORELINE PLAN 
A goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreation experience along Lake Tahoe’s shoreline. However, 
the plan is not intended to be the overall recreation plan for Lake Tahoe or the shoreline; rather, it is 
predominately a plan to set the development envelope for water-dependent structures along the shoreline, 
and to do that in the context of a mix of 55 percent public and 45 percent private property fronting the lake 
shore. It consists of ordinances and resource management programs that regulate and manage structures 
along the shoreline. In the Tahoe Region, most types of development, such as residential, commercial, and 
tourist accommodations, are strictly limited with caps on the total amount of development that can occur. By 
contrast, existing ordinances do not cap the total number of shoreline structures that could be developed 
and do not reflect the current understanding of the environmental effects of those structures. The proposed 
Shoreline Plan would set strict limits on the number of structures that could be built along the shoreline and 
enact regulations and programs to protect the environment and the recreational use and enjoyment of the 
Tahoe Region. The suggestion by some commenters for the Shoreline Plan to acquire more public shoreline 
to change the current mix of public and private use is outside the scope of this planning process. Programs 
to promote the acquisition of lands for public access are actively operated and managed but are not within 
the scope of this Shoreline Plan. Other regional planning initiatives are underway to holistically address the 
public recreation experience in the Tahoe Region. 

As a regulatory instrument, the Shoreline Plan focuses on public and private structures along the shoreline 
and the levels of motorized boating that result from their use and operation because these activities have 
the potential to degrade the environment and the recreational enjoyment of Lake Tahoe. In the context of 
the plan’s purpose to set development limits on the number, type, location, and design of new water-
dependent shorezone structures, the proposed Shoreline Plan includes elements to protect and enhance 
nonmotorized recreation and beach use. The plan includes fewer of this type of regulation and program 
because recreation experience was looked at through the lens of the controls needed on development of 
structures. Enhancing passive recreation uses was not looked at holistically because that purpose was 
outside the scope of the Shoreline Plan and does not implicate developing new shorezone structures. 

Nonmotorized Recreation Features of the Proposed Shoreline Plan 
As described above, the Shoreline Plan is not intended to serve as the comprehensive recreation plan for 
beach use, swimming, and nonmotorized boating on Lake Tahoe, which is managed by various other plans 
and programs. Rather, the Shoreline Plan, consistent with the Recreation Element of the Regional Plan, 
includes features and provisions to enhance recreation where such provisions are within the scope of the 
plan. Examples include establishment of Shoreline Preservation Areas that prohibit private structures along 
undeveloped portions of the shoreline, caps on the number of structures that can be developed along the 
shoreline, design and location standards that protect public access and recreation opportunities, and 
additional public boat access facilities.  

Within the noted limits, the scope of the plan includes access and navigation features to support 
nonmotorized recreation (see Draft EIS pages 2-37 through 2-38), and in response to public comments, 
TRPA is adding further elements to promote nonmotorized recreation. These elements are described in more 
detail in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS. The following nonmotorized 
recreation navigational and access features are included in the proposed Shoreline Plan, as described in the 
Draft EIS, or are required as mitigation measures: 
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 Expand the 600-foot no-wake zone to include all of Emerald Bay. This feature would restrict motorized 
boat speeds in one of the most popular nonmotorized recreation areas on the lake, which would reduce 
the potential for motorized boats to detract from the nonmotorized experience or result in conflicts (see 
Draft EIS pages 2-36 and 2-37). 

 Increase enforcement of the no-wake zone. TRPA would provide an additional boat and crew to patrol 
and enforce the no-wake zone. TRPA would also enter into agreements with law enforcement agencies 
operating boat patrols on the lake to establish increased coordinated enforcement of TRPA and state 
boating requirements. The increased presence and enforcement would help to establish orderly 
interaction of users for peaceful nonmotorized recreation opportunities within 600 feet of the shore. 
More details on the enforcement program are provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation 
Program,” in this Final EIS. 

 Enforce design standards to protect nonmotorized navigation. New, modified, or expanded shoreline 
structures would be required to comply with location and design standards that limit pier lengths to allow 
navigation around piers and buoys within the no-wake zone and provide public access along the beach, 
where it is legally allowed (see Draft EIS pages 8-14 and 8-23). 

 Regulate motorized boat rental concessions. The proposed Shoreline Plan would limit new motorized 
boat rental concessions to within existing marinas, preserving more beach space for nonmotorized 
recreation (see Draft EIS page 2-38). 

 Allow nonmotorized storage racks. The proposed Shoreline Plan would allow for storage racks for kayaks, 
paddleboards, and other nonmotorized watercraft. Storage racks would make it convenient and easier 
for recreationists to store and launch nonmotorized watercraft. 

 Increase boater education. TRPA and partner organizations would provide increased education to 
motorized boat users, including education about the no-wake zone and boater safety. Education about 
lawful, safe, and appropriate boating behavior would occur at boat inspections, at rental concessions, 
and at popular access points (see Draft EIS page 2-37). 

Some comments suggested additional elements to protect and enhance nonmotorized recreation. TRPA and 
the Shoreline Steering Committee reviewed these proposals and revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to 
include additional nonmotorized recreation elements. These additional elements are described in Chapter 2, 
“Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS and summarized below. Additional details on 
the implementation of these elements are provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” in 
this Final EIS. The following elements to protect and enhance nonmotorized recreation were added to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan after the public comment period on the Shoreline Plan and Draft EIS: 

 Establish a 100-foot no-wake buffer around swimmers and nonmotorized watercraft. In addition to the 
600-foot no-wake zone along the shoreline, TRPA would establish a 100-foot no-wake zone around 
swimmers and nonmotorized watercraft on the lake. This buffer, consistent with state laws, would 
reduce the risks of conflicts with motorized watercraft even if the swimmer or user of the nonmotorized 
watercraft was outside the 600-foot no-wake zone. This buffer would be enforced through the expanded 
multi-agency coordinated enforcement and education programs described above. 

 Establish a 200-foot no-wake zone around shoreline structures. In addition to the 600-foot no-wake zone 
and the 100-foot no-wake buffer, TRPA would establish a 200-foot no-wake zone around all piers, buoys, 
and other structures. This buffer would reduce the risks of conflicts with motorized watercraft by 
providing a minimum of 200 feet of no-wake zone for nonmotorized navigation around all structures, 
regardless of the location of the structure. This no-wake zone would be enforced through the expanded 
enforcement and education programs described above. 
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 Support the Lake Tahoe Water Trail. TRPA would provide a portion of the education and outreach funds 
collected through the proposed Shoreline Plan to support paddler access and education programs of the 
Lake Tahoe Water Trail. 

 Conduct recreation monitoring and adaptive management. TRPA would conduct regular recreation user 
satisfaction surveys to assess user satisfaction, including information on the quality of the recreation 
experience, crowding, and conflicts between user groups. This information could be collected in 
coordination with TRPA’s recreation threshold monitoring or other recreation planning initiatives. TRPA 
would consider the results of this monitoring to determine whether plan or program changes are needed 
to protect and enhance nonmotorized recreation. 

Nonmotorized watercraft access would not be limited by implementation of the proposed Shoreline Plan. 
Unlike motorized watercraft, nonmotorized watercraft do not rely on facilities for launching. Kayaks and 
paddleboards are routinely launched from locations other than formal access points, including virtually any 
stretch of publicly accessible shoreline. As discussed for Impact 8-4 on page 8-31 of the Draft EIS, “[t]he 
existing distribution of publicly owned property in the shorezone includes approximately 55 percent of the 
shoreline and privately owned includes approximately 45 percent (Table 8-2). None of the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives would directly change the amount of shoreline in public ownership.” Because of the flexibility 
enjoyed by users of nonmotorized watercraft in accessing launch points from the shoreline, compared to the 
more limited access of users of motorized watercraft, and because more than half of the shoreline around 
Lake Tahoe is public land, implementation of the Shoreline Plan would not substantially impair nonmotorized 
boating. Other recreation plans and programs are in place to enhance nonmotorized recreation, and the 
proposed Shoreline Plan also includes such measures as appropriate to the plan’s scope. 

RECREATION PLANNING IN LAKE TAHOE 
Recreation planning in the Lake Tahoe region is within the purview of TRPA and numerous federal, state, 
local, and private recreation providers. To provide a more comprehensive understanding of regional 
recreation planning relevant to the Shoreline Plan, this section summarizes the pattern of recreation land 
ownership, the TRPA Regional Plan Recreation Element, recreation provider plans, ongoing recreation 
planning initiatives, and the availability of shoreline recreation opportunities. 

Pattern of Recreation Land Ownership 
The Lake Tahoe Region is home to almost 55,000 full-time residents and is a recreational destination with 
four to six million visitors each year (TRPA 2017). The shoreline of Lake Tahoe includes private residential 
and public recreation areas and opportunities that reflect the mix of residents and tourists that enjoy the 
beaches and shoreline. Approximately 55 percent of the shoreline is in public ownership, most of which is 
available for public access to the lake (see Draft EIS pages 4-16 to 4-17). TRPA’s Regional Plan and the 
multi-agency Environmental Improvement Program (EIP) promote the acquisition of lands for public access 
to Lake Tahoe. Public agencies, including the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy), Nevada Division 
of State Lands, and U.S. Forest Service (USFS), have land acquisition programs to purchase suitable land 
and make it available to the public for dispersed recreation. Between 1996 and 2009, these agencies 
purchased more than 3,000 acres of land throughout the Tahoe Region (TRPA 2009). In 1983, less than 70 
percent of the region was in public ownership (TRPA 1982). Today, approximately 90 percent of the region is 
public land (TRPA 2015). 

The USFS, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) manages approximately 27 percent of the 
shoreline. Public access and recreation are fundamental objectives of LTBMU for these shoreline areas, 
which include remote and dispersed shoreline access opportunities, as well as developed beaches and 
recreation sites (USFS 2016). The States of California and Nevada own and manage approximately 25 
percent of the shoreline. Most of this land is managed for public access and recreation by California 
Department of Parks and Recreation (California State Parks), Nevada Division of State Parks (Nevada State 
Parks), and the California Tahoe Conservancy. These agencies also provide access to a variety of 
opportunities and recreation experiences ranging from secluded stretches of shoreline to developed 
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beaches and lakefront picnic areas. Approximately 3 percent of the shoreline is owned by local jurisdictions 
including counties, the City of South Lake Tahoe, public utility districts (in California) and general 
improvement districts (in Nevada). These agencies provide public lake access and facilities, including 
beaches, picnic areas, and nonmotorized access points. Much of the privately-owned portions of the 
shoreline are not open to the public, however substantial public access opportunities exist at privately 
owned facilities, such as marinas. In addition, a public trust easement between the low- and high-water 
elevation (elevation 6,228.75 Lake Tahoe datum LTD) exists along the entire California side of Lake Tahoe. 
This easement allows for public access and enjoyment of the shoreline within California.  

TRPA Regional Plan Recreation Element 
TRPA implements the Recreation Element of the Regional Plan to manage recreation and provide 
opportunities for high-quality recreation along the shoreline and throughout the region (TRPA 2012). The 
Recreation Element is guided by TRPA’s recreation thresholds, which are environmental quality standards 
TRPA is mandated to monitor and maintain. These thresholds provide policy direction to preserve and 
enhance recreational experience and include directives to preserve high-quality undeveloped shorezone; 
provide for additional shorezone access, where lawful and feasible, for low-density recreational uses; and 
ensure a fair share of the region’s capacity for recreation is available to the general public. The Recreation 
Element includes goals and policies that are implemented through the TRPA Code, the EIP, and the plans 
and programs of recreation providers. The most recent recreation threshold evaluation assessed data on 
recreation capacity, access opportunities, and user satisfaction surveys, and determined that “TRPA and 
other agencies are implementing actions that are effective at satisfying the intent of the adopted recreation 
policy…” (TRPA 2016:11-1). 

The EIP Recreation Program is a primary strategy to implement the Recreation Element. It has focused on 
bringing additional acres of natural lands and miles of Tahoe's shoreline into public ownership and 
established new points of beach access, developed and retrofitted facilities, and created recreational trails. 
In the last 10 years (2008–2018), 36 recreation enhancement projects have been completed under the EIP 
Recreation Program, including 33 new recreation access facilities and two public acquisitions that added to 
the amount of shoreline in public ownership (TRPA 2018a).  

Recreation Provider Plans 
Agencies that provide recreation opportunities along the shoreline administer numerous plans and programs 
that promote high-quality recreation on and around lake. These plans and programs address recreation 
opportunities, facilities, and access for the full range of recreation activities and users in the region. 
Recreation planning and management of the shoreline are the purview of many organizations, including 
TRPA, USFS, California State Parks, Nevada State Parks, and the California Tahoe Conservancy. Tahoe Basin 
counties, the City of South Lake Tahoe, and other local public agencies, such as the Incline Village General 
Improvement District, North Tahoe Public Utility District, and Tahoe City Public Utility District, also manage 
public access points along the shoreline. 

California State Parks manages lands within the state park system, including vast stretches of the shoreline 
in Emerald Bay State Park, Sugar Pine Point State Park, Kings Beach State Recreation Area, and D.L. Bliss 
State Park. The management of recreation in California state parks is guided by general plans for individual 
parks, the California State Parks Department Operations Manual, and other regulations and guidance that 
seek to achieve California State Parks’ mission of providing for the health, inspiration, and education of the 
people of California by helping to preserve the state's extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most 
valued natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality outdoor recreation. Each 
general plan includes a framework intended to guide day-to-day decision making and serve as the basis for 
developing focused feasibility and management plans, specific project plans, and other management 
actions. A revised general plan was recently prepared for the Kings Beach State Recreation Area, which is 
along the shoreline.  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-8 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

Nevada State Parks manages land within Lake Tahoe-Nevada State Park. Management of recreation in this 
park is guided by a general management plan that includes a long-range management and development 
strategy based on visitation, needs, and conditions, as well as projections for future use and needs (Nevada 
State Parks 1990). The Lake Tahoe-Nevada State Park General Management Plan is applicable to areas of 
the shoreline near Sand Harbor and Cave Rock, Spooner Lake, and the State Route 28 corridor. 

The California Tahoe Conservancy Public Access and Recreation Program implements projects that provide 
public access to locations with regionally significant lakefront, riverfront, and cultural/historical and natural 
characteristics. It seeks to increase regional waterborne and nonmotorized transportation and recreation 
opportunities (Conservancy 2009). To support the program, the California Tahoe Conservancy allocates 
funds for projects it undertakes directly and for grants to eligible project sponsors, such as local 
governments or nonprofit organizations.  

The Nevada Division of State Lands includes the Nevada Tahoe Resource Team Recreation Program, which 
develops and implements recreation projects in support of TRPA’s Regional Plan and the Environmental 
Improvement Program (NDSL 2018). Elements of the Recreation Program include improving lake access and 
creating high-quality recreation experiences that maintain access to public lands while preserving 
sustainable recreational opportunities. 

The USFS LTBMU Land Management Plan includes a recreation program strategy that provides for a range of 
recreation opportunities and considers changing trends and user needs while maintaining the natural setting 
(USFS 2016). The Land Management Plan identifies desired conditions for recreation opportunities, public 
access, and recreation development, such as providing a range of high-quality recreational opportunities and 
encouraging additional access to the shoreline. Desired conditions for recreation development also include 
meeting a wide range of social expectations while maintaining the quality of the setting and natural 
resources. USFS also implements the National Visitor Use Monitoring program, which surveys recreation 
visitors to the national forest system, including the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit. The National Visitor 
Use Monitoring program measures trends in user satisfaction and use levels, and the results assist 
recreation managers in making decisions that best serve the public and protect valuable natural resources 
by providing reliable, science-based information about the type, quantity, quality, and location of recreation 
use on public lands (USFS 2018). 

The Lake Tahoe Water Trail follows the shoreline and connects approximately 40 public nonmotorized 
watercraft launch/landing sites (see Exhibits 8-1 and 8-2 on pages 8-8 and 8-9 of the Draft EIS) (Lake Tahoe 
Water Trail 2018a). The Lake Tahoe Water Trail provides opportunities for nonmotorized recreationists—
kayakers and paddleboarders, in particular—to plan day trips between the different public launch and 
landing points or to plan multiday trips. As of June 2018, the Sierra Business Council has secured funding to 
complete the Lake Tahoe Water Trail signage system and mobile mapping water safety tool (Lake Tahoe 
Water Trail 2018b). The water trail signage and corresponding mobile mapping tool, with real-time weather 
and marine conditions, provides useful water safety and resource conservation tips and navigable paddle 
routes to access shoreline businesses, nearby hiking trails, historic sites, lodging, and campgrounds along 
the shoreline. 

Ongoing Recreation Planning Initiatives 
The Sustainable Recreation Collaborative, a multisector working group of conservation and recreation 
professionals, private and nonprofit partners, and recreation stakeholders, is developing a regionwide 
sustainable recreation strategic plan. This plan will integrate recreation planning throughout the Tahoe 
Region and include decision support tools, policies, management and funding strategies, project 
recommendations, and implementation measures to achieve a holistic recreation vision for Tahoe. 

TRPA is implementing a strategic initiative to update its recreation thresholds and monitoring systems (TRPA 
2018b). The TRPA Strategic Initiative Team is working with the new bistate Tahoe Science Advisory Council 
and science community to create a sustainable, prioritized, and relevant recreation monitoring plan and to 
review and consider modifying the recreation threshold standards to reflect current conditions, emerging 
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trends, and the latest science. Updated recreation thresholds would guide regional plans and programs to 
enhance and maintain the significant recreation values of the region. 

Availability of Shoreline Recreation Opportunities 
More than 40 public beaches and developed access points are located around Lake Tahoe (see Draft EIS 
Exhibits 8-1 and 8-2). Corresponding generally to the most populous residential and commercial centers 
around the lake, the highest concentrations of these public facilities are in Tahoe City, Tahoe Vista, Kings 
Beach, and the south shore between Emerald Bay and the state line. In addition, numerous opportunities for 
dispersed beach use and shoreline recreation are available. Approximately 12 miles of nearly continuous 
public shoreline are available in Lake Tahoe-Nevada State Park and along USFS lands that stretch along the 
east shore from Incline Village to Glenbrook. On the south and east shores, almost 12 miles of nearly 
continuous public shoreline extends from the west side of the Tahoe Keys, through Emerald Bay, and north 
to Rubicon Bay. These areas include developed beaches and public access points, as well as opportunities 
for dispersed recreation along the shoreline. 

The Conservancy recently completed an inventory and assessment of public shoreline access opportunities 
(Conservancy 2018). This effort involved site-specific assessments of lakefront public lands, lake-view public 
lands, and lakefront private lands that provide public access and use on the California side of the lake. The 
inventory consists of an objective on-site review and documentation of observable public access facilities 
and any associated impediments to public access. This assessment noted that “[t]he primary and most 
important observation is that during our on-site review of lake access sites we noted no obstacles to access” 
(Conservancy 2018:7).  

SHORELINE PLAN RECREATION IMPACT ANALYSIS 
Several comments express concern about how an increase in shoreline structures and motorized boating 
under the proposed Shoreline Plan could affect the quality of the recreation experience. Their premise is that 
new structures and additional motorized boating could result in conflicts between nonmotorized recreation 
(e.g., paddlers and swimmers) and motorized boats or present navigational hazards to nonmotorized 
recreation. Specifically, comments questioned the boating density analysis in the Draft EIS, suggested the 
EIS should incorporate the WALROS system, and requested a more localized analysis of the recreation 
effects of the Shoreline Plan. To provide a thorough response to these comments, this section summarizes 
the Draft EIS analysis and provides additional analysis related to boating density, WALROS, and localized 
effects on recreation. 

Boating Density Analysis 
The Draft EIS evaluates whether implementing any of the Shoreline Plan alternatives would alter the quality 
of recreation experiences or create user conflicts (see pages 8-11 through 8-24). As part of this analysis, 
changes in the density of motorized boats on the lake during a peak day (i.e., Independence Day or Labor 
Day weekends) were estimated for each alternative (see Draft EIS Table 8-3 on page 8-13). Some comments 
assert that the Draft EIS relies solely on the estimates of lakewide boat density to assess effects on user 
conflicts and the quality of the recreation experience. Other comments note that boat use is not evenly 
distributed around the lake and suggest that the boat density analysis should assume that most boat use 
occurs close to shore. 

A change in boat density is only one of several metrics used to assess potential effects on the quality of 
recreation experiences and recreation user conflicts. The Draft EIS also evaluates the general location of 
new shoreline structures and determines that, based on the distribution of private land and parcels 
potentially eligible for new piers, most new structures would be located in areas with existing shoreline 
development. Thus, structures allowed under the proposed Shoreline Plan would not change the character 
of areas experienced by recreationists because they would be located in areas where recreationists already 
experience substantial shoreline development, and only a limited number of public structures would be 
located in areas that do no not already contain substantial shoreline development (Draft EIS page 8-12).  
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The Draft EIS also includes a detailed evaluation of design and location standards proposed under each 
alternative to assess effects on recreation. The analysis determines that the standards in the proposed 
Shoreline Plan would maintain opportunities for nonmotorized navigation and beach access (Draft EIS pages 
8-14 and 8-29). The evaluation of effects on the quality of the recreation experience also incorporates the 
scenic analysis because changes in scenic views would affect the quality of the recreation experience (Draft 
EIS pages 9-19 through 9-69). In addition, the assessment of potential user conflicts incorporates an 
analysis of increased boating and navigational hazards based on accident data (Draft EIS pages 15-16 
through 15-20).  

The Draft EIS also considers the patterns of recreation, noting that the lake provides a variety of recreation 
experiences varying from popular destinations with heavy use to less crowded areas that offer quieter 
experiences. Because of the relatively small increase in boat density, the large size of the lake, and the 
diverse range of recreation experiences that would be available, the proposed Shoreline Plan would 
maintain this range of recreation opportunities (Draft EIS page 8-13). Lakewide peak summer day boating 
density estimates provide a reasonable comparison of the relative amount of crowding that could occur 
under each alternative during the busiest periods for recreation (see Draft EIS page 8-13). The analysis 
notes that under the proposed Shoreline Plan, boat density on peak summer days would increase, but the 
relative increase in density would not be substantial enough to be noticeable on those peak summer days or 
result in a substantial increase in user conflicts. Contrary to assertions in comments, the analysis recognizes 
that, in practice, additional boats on the lake would not be evenly spaced at the densities shown in Table 8-3. 
The Draft EIS summarizes the boat density conclusions as follows (Draft EIS page 8-13): 

[U]sers of motorized watercraft would likely follow existing patterns of travel to popular destinations 
around the lake, including Baldwin Beach, east shore beaches, and many of the state parks such as 
Emerald Bay and Sand Harbor, and public beaches along the south shore. Because of the relatively 
small increase in boat density (11.5 percent on a peak day) and because motorized recreation users 
would congregate near existing popular destinations along the shoreline, the increase in motorized 
recreation with Alternative 1 would not be substantial enough to be noticeable by recreation users on 
the lake and in the shorezone such that the quality of recreation experience would be degraded. The 
increase in motorized watercraft would not change the character of the experience in areas that 
already experience overcrowding.  

As requested in comments, the analysis here expands on the lakewide boat density analysis presented for 
Impact 8-1 in the Draft EIS, recognizing that much of the boating activity occurs in areas closer to shore. 
Table 3-1, below, presents the relative boat density that could be expected if all boating occurred within 2 
miles and within 1 mile of shore. Compared to the lakewide density, the density of boats on a peak day 
increases when smaller areas of the lake are considered; however, the percent increase in density under 
each alternative compared to baseline conditions does not change from what is described for Impact 8-1 in 
the Draft EIS. For the proposed Shoreline Plan, boat density on a peak day would increase by 11.5 percent, 
regardless of whether the analysis assumes boats are distributed evenly across the lake or congregated 
near the shoreline.  

Using the scenario in which all boats are clustered within 1 mile of the shore and assuming—for the sake of 
analysis—a 1-square-mile sample area, a total of 84 boats would occupy that space on a peak summer day 
under baseline conditions and would be about 660 feet apart if they were evenly distributed within the 
sample area. Under Alternative 1, the total would be 94 boats in that same square mile, and they would be 
587 feet apart, 73 feet closer (perhaps three boat lengths closer) over a distance of approximately 29 boat 
lengths (assuming a 23-foot-long powerboat).  
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Table 3-1 Changes in Density of Boats on the Lake on a Peak Day at Buildout 

 Peak Day Boat Trips1 Existing Plus Project 
Peak Day1 

Lakewide Boat Density2 
(acres/boat) 

2-Mile Shoreline Buffer 
Boat Density2 
(acres/boat) 

1-Mile Shoreline 
Buffer Boat Density2 

(acres/boat) 

Baseline Conditions 5,899 N/A 20.8 15.3 7.6 

Alternative 1 +767 6,666 18.4 13.5 6.8 

Alternative 2 +2,639 8,537 14.4 10.5 5.3 

Alternative 3 +222 6,121 20.1 14.7 7.4 

Alternative 4 +0 5,899 20.8 15.3 7.6 
Note: N/A = not applicable. 
1 Peak day boat trips were obtained from Table 2-3 in Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives,” of the Draft EIS. 
2 The surface area of Lake Tahoe is approximately 122,880 acres. The surface area within 2 miles of the high-water line elevation is 90,017 acres. The surface area within 
1 mile of the high-water line elevation is approximately 45,050 acres. The boating densities presented here are rounded. 
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2018 

 

Using the scenario in which all boats are clustered within 2 miles of shore, the same calculations for a 4-
square-mile sample area (2 miles by 2 miles) yields 167 boats 880 feet apart for baseline conditions, and 
about 190 boats approximately 812 feet apart under the proposed Shoreline Plan. Boats would be 68 feet 
closer together (approximately 3 boat lengths) over a distance of about 38 boat lengths. These estimates 
are conservative and overestimate the density of boats that would occur on Lake Tahoe because (1) these 
estimates are for a peak summer day and not an average day during the boating season, (2) these 
estimates assume that all boats that access the lake at some point during a peak summer day would be on 
the lake at the same time, and (3) it is unrealistic to believe that all boats would remain clustered within 1 or 
2 miles of shore.  

Given the ample lake surface, which provides a range of different recreation experiences, and the modest 
increase in boat density, which would occur gradually over the long-term planning horizon, the increase in 
boats would not be noticeable to the average person recreating on Lake Tahoe. For these reasons, the 
density analysis in the Draft EIS is appropriate as presented. 

Under existing conditions, recreation experiences on the lake can greatly vary depending on the season, day 
of the week, and time of day. Weekdays, early mornings, spring days, and fall days can provide opportunities 
for a more serene experience with fewer boats. These quiet, solitary experiences are already limited during 
peak periods, and it would not be reasonable to expect such experiences during those peak times in the 
future, even with no increase in boating. Implementation of the proposed Shoreline Plan could increase the 
number of motorized boats on the lake during off-peak times when quiet, solitary experiences are available. 
However, the increase in boat density would be small during these periods. For example, the amount of boat 
use that associated with a buoy on a weekend outside of the peak summer season is less than half the 
amount associated with a buoy during a peak season weekend. Similarly, the amount of boat use associated 
with a boat slip during a weekend in the off-peak season is about 8 percent of the boat use attributed to that 
same slip during a peak season weekend (Draft EIS Appendix A:3). Thus, opportunities for quiet, solitary 
experiences would remain during the same time periods that they are currently available. 

In addition, the proposed Shoreline Plan has been revised to add a 100-foot no-wake buffer around 
swimmers and users of nonmotorized watercraft, an additional 200-foot no-wake zone around structures, 
and recreation monitoring and adaptive management, as described above. These changes would reduce the 
potential for the proposed Shoreline Plan to degrade the quality of recreation experiences or result in user 
conflicts. Therefore, the potential impacts of the revised proposed Shoreline Plan would be less than that 
presented for Impact 8-1 in the Draft EIS. 
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Water and Land Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
Several comments correctly note that the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives on recreation would vary 
by location, and some comments request that the EIS address localized conditions at individual areas 
around the shoreline. Some further suggest that the EIS should characterize recreation use based on the 
WALROS system (Reclamation 2011) as applied in Reservoir Boating, a recreation study to support the 
Oroville Facilities Relicensing (California Department of Water Resources 2004).  

The WALROS tool is used to understand the type and location of six categories of water-related recreation 
opportunities, otherwise known as WALROS classes: urban, suburban, rural developed, rural natural, semi-
primitive, and primitive (Reclamation 2011:ix). A particular “package” of activities, setting attributes, 
experiences, and benefits defines each WALROS class. The WALROS tool provides land, water, and 
recreation planners and managers with a framework for making informed decisions to conserve a spectrum 
of high-quality and diverse water and land recreation opportunities.  

Table 3-2 summarizes the WALROS method: characteristics of recreation experiences and recreation user 
expectations for the six recreation opportunity settings. These WALROS descriptions are intended to be used 
as approximate guidance that is tailored to the specific recreation resource area being assessed. The 
WALROS system is not well-suited or well-tailored to Lake Tahoe’s circumstances. These classes consider 
both the physical setting (e.g., the level of shoreline development), and the social setting (e.g., amount and 
types of recreational use) and correlate one with the other within each recreation opportunity setting. These 
classes have limited value for characterizing recreation opportunities at Lake Tahoe because the physical 
and social setting correlates at Oroville Reservoir are diametrically different than how those factors correlate 
at Lake Tahoe. Consequently, the WALROS opportunity settings do not represent Lake Tahoe or its array of 
recreation experiences. More specifically, the number of users, types of activities, and density of boats vary 
substantially at Lake Tahoe, a seasonal vacation destination, depending on the day of the week, season, 
and time of day. Thus, the social setting at Lake Tahoe varies substantially depending on the season, day of 
the week, and time of day. As a result, the social setting categories used in WALROS classifications do not 
reflect the range of recreation experiences available at Lake Tahoe. Because of the strict development 
limitations and the heavy visitation at Lake Tahoe, the physical setting and social setting tend to diverge. For 
example, many undeveloped sections of the shoreline receive heavy visitation during peak periods. In these 
areas, the physical setting (i.e., amount and type of development) would reflect a less-developed WALROS 
class, whereas the social setting (i.e., number of visitors) would reflect a more developed class. In sum, the 
six WALROS settings do not describe the high variability of experiences available at Lake Tahoe, and it is not 
an appropriate system of analysis for use in evaluating recreation effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives. 

Table 3-2 Water and Land Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Setting Descriptions 
Setting Type Description of Experience Characteristics and Recreation User Expectations 

Urban There are very limited opportunities to see, hear, or smell the natural resources (e.g., forests, wildlife, aesthetics).  
Watching and meeting other visitors are expected and desired, and large group activities, such as guided fishing and tour boat 
sightseeing, are popular.  
Socializing with large groups, family, and friends is important.  
A high sense of safety, security, comfort, and convenience is central and dominant.  
The mix of recreation activities is diverse, ranges from relaxation and contemplation (e.g., sunbathing, reading, nature walking) to 
physical exertion and excitement (e.g., parasailing, jet boating, water skiing).  
The area may serve as a transportation corridor for transient visitors or as a staging area for others traveling to nonurban settings. 

Suburban There are limited opportunities to see, hear, or smell the natural resources.  
Watching and meeting other visitors are expected and desired.  
Socializing with family and friends is also important and large groups and families are common.  
A high sense of safety, security, comfort, and convenience is central and dominant.  
The mix of recreation activities may be diverse, ranging from relaxation and contemplation to physical exertion, thrills, excitement, and 
challenge.  
Learning about natural or cultural history, ecology, and reservoir and river operations is important to some people. 
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Table 3-2 Water and Land Recreation Opportunity Spectrum Setting Descriptions 
Setting Type Description of Experience Characteristics and Recreation User Expectations 

Rural Developed There are occasional or periodic opportunities to see, hear, or smell the natural resources.  
Development, human activity, and natural resource modifications are common and frequently encountered.  
The opportunity to experience brief periods of solitude is important but changes from day to day.  
The presence of other visitors is expected.  
A sense of safety and security is important.  
Recreation activities may be diverse, ranging from relaxation and contemplation (e.g., sunbathing, sailboating, shoreline fishing) to 
physical exertion and challenge (e.g., competing in shoreline and water sports, tournament fishing, water skiing, and kayaking). 

Rural Natural Opportunities to see, hear, or smell the natural resources without human activity and natural resource modifications are only occasional 
and infrequent.  
The setting is noticeably more natural, less developed, and more tranquil than an urban setting.  
Socialization is not very important, although the presence of others is expected.  
The opportunity to relieve stress and get away from an infrastructure environment is important; a high sense of safety, security, comfort, 
and convenience is not important or expected.  
A sense of independence, freedom, and tranquility is also important.  
Experiences tend to be more resource dependent and diverse and may include relaxation and contemplation (e.g., sunbathing, 
canoeing, sailing, boat fishing). Activities could also include socialization and physical exertion (e.g., kayaking, waterskiing). 

Semi-Primitive There are widespread and prevalent opportunities to see, hear, or smell the natural resources.  
Development, human activity, and natural resource modifications are seldom encountered. 
The opportunity to experience a natural ecosystem with little human imprint, a sense of challenge, an adventure, a risk, a sense of self-
reliance, and a feeling of solitude is important.  
A sense of independence, freedom, tranquility, relaxation, appreciation of nature, and stewardship is typical.  
More trip planning, more preparation, a travel distance of one or more days, more physical effort, and a longer duration visit are 
required.  
The semi-primitive area provides opportunities for the more adventure-based enthusiast (e.g., fly-fishing, backcountry camping, 
canoeing, rafting, and nature viewing).  

Primitive There are many opportunities to see, hear, or smell the natural resources.  
Development, human activity, and natural resource modifications are rare.  
The opportunity to experience natural ecosystems with very little and no apparent human imprint is paramount. The natural views, 
sounds, and smells dominate the area.  
A sense of solitude, peacefulness, tranquility, challenge, adventure, risk, and self-reliance is highly important, as is the lack of sight, 
sound, and smells of other humans.  
There are opportunities for human-powered activities, such as canoeing, kayaking, fly-fishing, and backpacking. 
Visitation often requires considerable trip planning, more travel, physical exertion, and a longer duration visit. 

Source: Reclamation 2011 

Localized Effects on Recreation 
The Draft EIS includes a description of existing recreation facilities; public access points; shoreline 
structures; and motorized and nonmotorized recreation use, including areas with user conflicts (see pages 8-
7 through 8-11). It does not provide quantitative estimates of changes in boating activity within specific 
portions of the lake because (1) no quantitative data on boating use patterns or localized boat use densities 
are available, (2) it is not possible to know the location of future access structures (e.g., public boat ramps) 
that could affect the distribution of boating, and (3) boats are highly mobile so future changes in localized 
use patterns would be more affected by individual boater adaptations and preferences than by the 
distribution of access structures authorized by the Shoreline Plan. It is also not necessary to quantify the 
density of boats within local areas to understand the programmatic effects of the Shoreline Plan, which is a 
long-term plan covering a broad geography (see Draft EIS page 1-3). 

Nevertheless, in response to comments, the discussion below expands on the analysis provided in the Draft 
EIS to further evaluate recreation activity along different segments of the shoreline. It relates the 
characteristics of the recreation opportunities on Lake Tahoe to the recreation opportunity classes that 
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make up the WALROS system, a modified WALROS analysis applied to the characteristics of Lake Tahoe. 
This additional analysis divides the shoreline into nine different segments, each of which represents areas of 
the shoreline with similar recreational characteristics. The nine segments were selected based on 
consideration of (1) public versus private land ownership (see Draft EIS Exhibit 4-6), (2) shoreline character 
types (see Draft EIS Exhibit 2-4), (3) day trips identified by the Lake Tahoe Water Trail (Lake Tahoe Water 
Trail 2018a), and (4) the distribution of shoreline access facilities (see Draft EIS Exhibits 8-1 and 8-2). The 
locations of the segments are shown in Exhibit 3-1. A qualitative analysis of each shoreline segment is 
provided below, including a description of use patterns, applicable WALROS classifications for physical 
settings, a characterization of the existing and future level of development, and an assessment of effects on 
nonmotorized navigation. Recreation facilities, existing piers and buoys, parcels eligible for a new pier, and 
no-wake zones within each shoreline segment are shown in Exhibits 3-2 through 3-10. The more localized 
analysis, below, reveals that none of the nine shoreline segment’s WALROS classifications change to a more 
developed class as a result of buildout of the proposed Shoreline Plan.  

Tahoe City Area (Exhibit 3-2) 
Recreation opportunities in the shoreline segment near Tahoe City include a variety of access sites and 
facilities, including two marinas, three public boat launches, seven formal nonmotorized launch sites, and 
several publicly accessible beaches (Exhibit 3-2). However, due to the high percentage of private land along 
the shore in this segment, there is a limited amount of public shoreline access, such as beaches, in this 
area. This portion of the lake’s shoreline is dominated by privately owned land and is characterized by 
commercial and residential development and other structures that are interspersed with considerable 
vegetation. High concentrations of piers and buoys, including buoy fields, are associated with private parcels 
located along the shoreline in this area (Exhibit 3-2). The existing physical setting reflects the suburban or 
rural developed WALROS class, with pockets of more intensive development similar to development in the 
urban class. As shown in Exhibit 3-2, parcels eligible for a new private pier are generally located between 
Sunnyside and Tahoe City and between Tahoe City and Dollar Point, and new buoys could be located 
adjacent to private land throughout much of this segment. Development of these new structures and the 
redevelopment of existing structures would not alter the character of the existing suburban, urban, or rural 
developed physical setting, because added new structures would be limited and similar to existing structures 
and because this area already contains a substantial amount of shoreline development. 

The recreation experience in this segment varies substantially based on the time of day, day of the week, 
and season. On a peak summer day, popular shoreline destinations in this area, such as Commons Beach, 
experience high visitation and a great number of nonmotorized and motorized watercraft in the water. 
Common travel routes for swimmers and users of nonmotorized watercraft in this area are generally along 
the shore, where users may experience high levels of motorized and nonmotorized use during some periods. 
Nonmotorized travel routes tend to be landward of large buoy fields near Tahoe City and lakeward of 
shoreline development in other areas, such as McKinney Bay and north of Dollar Point (Exhibit 3-2). The 
proposed Shoreline Plan would not alter these travel routes, because it would provide expanded no-wake 
zones with increased enforcement, would not allow for new buoy fields, would limit pier lengths, and would 
require space sufficient to allow navigation around or between buoys. Overall, the nonmotorized recreation 
experience in this area would not substantially change, because the physical character of the area would not 
change, nonmotorized travel routes would not change, and the increase in motorized boating activity would 
be limited (11.5 percent on a peak day) and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of the 
Shoreline Plan. 
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Exhibit 3-1 Shoreline Recreation Segments 
  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-16 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

 

Exhibit 3-2 Tahoe City Area – Shoreline Structures 
and No-Wake Zones 
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Exhibit 3-3 Kings Beach Area - Shoreline Structures and No-Wake Zones 
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Exhibit 3-4 Crystal Bay Area - Shoreline Structures and No-Wake Zones 
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Exhibit 3-5  East Shore Area - Shoreline Structures 
and No-Wake Zones 
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Exhibit 3-6  Cave Rock Area - Shoreline Structures 
and No-Wake Zones 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-21 

 

 

Exhibit 3-7  South Shore Area - Shoreline Structures 
and No-Wake Zones 
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Exhibit 3-8  Emerald Bay Area - Shoreline Structures 
and No-Wake Zones 
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Exhibit 3-9  Rubicon Bay Area - Shoreline Structures 
and No-Wake Zones 
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Exhibit 3-10  West Shore Area - Shoreline Structures 
and No-Wake Zones 
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Kings Beach Area (Exhibit 3-3) 
Recreation opportunities in the shoreline segment near Kings Beach include a cluster of five public access 
beaches, two public boat ramps, and two marinas (Exhibit 3-3). This area contains a high level of development 
near the shoreline, including several resorts and other private development. There is a high concentration of 
piers and buoys serving marinas, public recreation areas, and private parcels in the area between Tahoe Vista 
and Carnelian Bay. Kings Beach State Recreation Area is very popular during summer peak periods, with 
greater beach use and more nonmotorized and motorized watercraft than are found in other portions of this 
segment. The existing physical setting reflects the rural developed WALROS class, with pockets of more 
intensive development similar to development in the suburban class. As shown in Exhibit 3-3, parcels eligible 
for a new private pier are generally located along the western side of Agate Bay and along Carnelian Bay, and 
new buoys could be located adjacent to private land in much of this segment. Development of these new 
structures and the redevelopment of existing structures would not alter the character of the existing rural 
developed physical setting, because added new structures would be limited and similar to existing structures 
and because this area already contains a substantial amount of shoreline development. 

As with the Tahoe City segment, the recreation experience in this segment varies substantially. Common 
travel routes for swimmers and users of nonmotorized watercraft in this area are generally along the shore, 
where users may experience high levels of motorized and nonmotorized activity during some periods. 
Nonmotorized travel routes tend to be landward of large buoy fields near Tahoe Vista and Kings Beach and 
lakeward of shoreline development in other areas (Exhibit 3-3). The location standards in the proposed 
Shoreline Plan would not alter these travel routes, because the plan would provide expanded no-wake zones 
with increased enforcement, would not allow for new buoy fields, would limit pier lengths, and would require 
space sufficient to allow navigation around or between buoys. Overall, the nonmotorized recreation 
experience in this area would not substantially change because the physical character of the area would not 
change, nonmotorized travel routes would not change, and the increase in motorized boating activity would 
be limited (11.5 percent on a peak day) and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of the 
Shoreline Plan. 

Crystal Bay Area (Exhibit 3-4) 
Public recreation opportunities in the Crystal Bay area, including Incline Village, are very limited. Several 
beaches within Incline Village are quasi-public, in that they are available to Incline Village General 
Improvement District passholders and their guests (Exhibit 3-4). The only open publicly accessible beach in 
this area is the small Speedboat Beach, located in Brockway. The shoreline in this area includes many 
private residences and a high concentration of piers and buoys near Incline Village. The shoreline along 
Crystal Bay is characterized by fewer piers than are present near Incline Village. The existing physical setting 
reflects the rural developed WALROS class, with areas near Incline Village that are more similar to the 
suburban class. Although many parcels are potentially eligible for new private piers, the number of new piers 
under the proposed Shoreline Plan would be limited by distribution standards that allow only up to 21 new 
piers within the more than 12 miles of shoreline in Washoe County (an approximately 25-percent increase in 
the number of piers in the county). New buoys could be added to existing buoy fields and adjacent to 
individual parcels in much of this segment. Development of these new structures and the redevelopment of 
existing structures would not alter the character of the existing rural developed or suburban physical setting, 
because the added structures would be limited and similar to existing structures and because this area 
already contains a substantial amount of shoreline development. 

As with other segments, the recreation experience in this segment varies substantially. Common travel 
routes for swimmers and users of nonmotorized watercraft in this area are typically far from shore because 
of the limited opportunities to stop at public beaches and landing spots; or nonmotorized recreation is 
clustered around individual beaches and private residences. The location standards and number of 
structures authorized under the proposed Shoreline Plan would not alter these travel routes, because the 
travel routes tend to be far from shore, where they would not be affected by shoreline structures, and 
because the proposed Shoreline Plan would provide expanded no-wake zones with increased enforcement, 
would not allow for new buoy fields, would limit pier lengths, and would require space sufficient to allow 
navigation around or between buoys. Overall, the nonmotorized recreation experience in this area would not 
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substantially change, because the physical character of the area would not change, nonmotorized travel 
routes would not change, and the increase in motorized boating activity would be limited (11.5 percent on a 
peak day) and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of the Shoreline Plan. 

East Shore Area (Exhibit 3-5) 
Almost all the shoreline along the east shore segment is USFS land or public land within the Lake Tahoe-
Nevada State Park. Recreation opportunities in this area include several scenic beaches that are accessed 
either by traveling by motorized or nonmotorized watercraft from the lake or by parking on State Route 28 
and walking to the beach (Exhibit 3-5). Because the east shore is primarily public land, the shoreline in this 
area is dominated by natural features and vegetation with historic sites remaining in a few places, including 
Thunderbird Lodge and the Newhall House at Skunk Harbor. Despite the limited access to the east shore 
from the land, beaches on the east shore have high visitation on peak summer days from recreationists 
traveling on foot and on motorized and nonmotorized boats. This area also includes Sand Harbor, which 
provides a boat ramp for launching motorized and nonmotorized watercraft. Sand Harbor is very popular 
during summer, with the parking areas, including those for visitors launching motorized and nonmotorized 
boats, reaching capacity early in the morning. The existing physical setting reflects the semi-primitive 
WALROS class. The proposed Shoreline Plan designates almost the entire area within this segment as a 
Shoreline Preservation Area (see Draft EIS Exhibit 2-12). No or very few new private shoreline structures 
would be expected in this segment under the proposed Shoreline Plan, and the semi-primitive physical 
setting would not change.  

As with other segments, the recreation experience in this segment varies substantially. It often reflects the 
semi-primitive WALROS class because of the dispersed nature of beach and water recreation in this area. 
However, during busy summer weekends, the setting can become substantially more crowded as many 
visitors make east shore beaches their destination. Because no or very few new private structures would be 
constructed under the Shoreline Plan, nonmotorized travel patterns would not change in this segment. 
Overall, the nonmotorized recreation experience in this area would not substantially change, because there 
would be no or very few new shoreline structures and because the increase in motorized boating activity 
would be limited (11.5 percent on a peak day) and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of 
the Shoreline Plan. 

Cave Rock Area (Exhibit 3-6) 
Recreation opportunities along the Cave Rock segment are somewhat limited because, with the exception of 
the Cave Rock boat launch, there is very little public access from the land (Exhibit 3-6). The boat launch is 
used for both motorized and nonmotorized watercraft. Nonmotorized watercraft recreationists launch at this 
point for day trips along the shoreline to the north and south. A small public beach is also located at the 
south end of the parking lot. In the Cave Rock area, the areas north and south of the public boat launch and 
beach are characterized by private homes interspersed with vegetated areas. A high concentration of buoys 
and some piers are located in the Glenbrook, Lakeridge, and Skyland residential areas. The overall physical 
setting reflects the rural developed WALROS class. Some areas (such as near Logan Shoals) contain less 
development and exhibit characteristics of the rural natural class. More than 20 parcels are potentially 
eligible for new private piers in this segment, all of which would be located in areas with existing shoreline 
development (Exhibit 3-6). Similarly, new buoys could be placed adjacent to private parcels, most of which 
already contain shoreline structures. Development of these new structures and the redevelopment of 
existing structures would not alter the character of the existing rural developed physical setting, because 
added new structures would be limited and similar to existing structures and because this area already 
contains a substantial amount of shoreline development. 

Like other areas of the lake, the recreation experiences in this area tend to vary based on the time of day, day 
of the week, and season. The primary access point for nonmotorized and motorized boats in this area is the 
Cave Rock boat ramp. Nonmotorized travel routes tend to follow the shore on the lakeward side of most 
existing buoys. The location standards and number of structures authorized by the proposed Shoreline Plan 
would not alter these travel routes, because the plan would provide expanded no-wake zones with increased 
enforcement, would not allow for new buoy fields, would limit pier lengths, and would require space sufficient 
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to allow navigation around or between buoys. Overall, the nonmotorized recreation experience in this area 
would not substantially change, because the physical character of the area would not change, nonmotorized 
travel routes would not change, and the increase in motorized boating activity would be limited (11.5 percent 
on a peak day) and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of the Shoreline Plan. 

South Shore Area (Exhibit 3-7) 
The shoreline in the south shore area is characterized by private homes, commercial development, resorts, 
and public beaches, including Zephyr Cove, Round Hill Pines, Nevada Beach, Pope Beach, and Camp 
Richardson. Seven marinas are also located in this area (Exhibit 3-7). Recreation opportunities in the South 
Shore area are abundant and are associated with several large public beaches, nonmotorized watercraft 
rentals, public piers, public boat launches, and marinas. Motorized and nonmotorized watercraft travel 
between the beaches in this area and congregate for special events. This area contains some of the most 
heavily used motorized and nonmotorized travel routes, particularly routes that head west from this area 
toward Emerald Bay. In the South Shore area, most of the buoys are clustered in buoy fields near the Camp 
Richardson, Timber Cove, Ski Run, Lakeside, Round Hill Pines, and Zephyr Cove marinas. Compared to other 
developed shoreline areas around the lake, the South Shore area has a lower concentration of piers, with 
some located around Zephyr Point and near Round Hill Pines, Lakeside Marina, El Dorado Beach, Regan 
Beach, and Camp Richardson. The existing physical setting varies with portions of the east side of this area 
reflecting the rural-developed or suburban WALROS class and areas on the west side more similar to the 
rural-natural or semi-primitive WALROS class. As shown in Exhibit 3-7, parcels eligible for a new private pier 
are generally located between the California/Nevada state line and Ski Run Marina. The number of new piers 
in this area under the proposed Shoreline Plan would be limited by restrictions on the placement of structures 
in Shorezone Tolerance District 1, which includes much of the area that would otherwise be eligible for new 
private piers (see Draft EIS Exhibit 2-6). New buoys could be located within the existing buoy fields or adjacent 
to individual private parcels. Development of these new structures and the redevelopment of existing 
structures would not alter the character of the existing suburban physical setting, because added new 
structures would be limited and similar to existing structures and would be located in areas that already 
contain a substantial amount of shoreline development. 

On peak summer days, the shoreline destinations in this area experience high visitation on the beaches and 
high concentrations of nonmotorized and motorized watercraft in the water. During weekdays and outside of 
the peak boating season, recreational activity in this area decreases but remains higher than in many areas 
of the lake. Common travel routes for nonmotorized watercraft in this area are generally either along the 
shore on the landward side of buoy fields, with heavy use clustered around public beaches, resorts, and 
marinas. The location standards and number of structures authorized by the proposed Shoreline Plan would 
not alter these travel routes, because the plan would provide expanded no-wake zones with increased 
enforcement, would not allow for new buoy fields, would limit pier lengths, and would require space sufficient 
to allow navigation around or between buoys. Overall, the nonmotorized recreation experience in this area 
would not substantially change, because the physical character of the area would not change, nonmotorized 
travel routes would not change, and the increase in motorized boating activity would be limited (11.5 percent 
on a peak day) and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of the Shoreline Plan. 

Emerald Bay Area (Exhibit 3-8) 
The Emerald Bay area between Kiva Beach and D. L. Bliss State Park provides a variety of recreation 
opportunities along a scenic portion of the shoreline characterized by long, sandy beaches; rugged rocky 
shoreline; Taylor Creek Marsh; and Emerald Bay. Much of this area is publicly owned land with public 
beaches, including Kiva Beach, Baldwin Beach, and Lester Beach, that allow for launching nonmotorized 
watercraft. One private community, Cascade Properties, is located along the shoreline between Baldwin 
Beach and Emerald Bay and includes several buoys (Exhibit 3-8). The physical setting in this area is mostly 
undeveloped and reflective of the semi-primitive or primitive WALROS class. 

This segment includes very popular recreation destinations. Recreation experiences vary substantially. 
Visitation tends to be high, but opportunities for solitude and adventure exist during off-peak periods. 
Emerald Bay is a popular destination for tour boats, motorized boats, and nonmotorized watercraft and can 
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become congested. The shoreline north of Emerald Bay is also a popular destination for motorized and 
nonmotorized watercraft for viewing the scenic, undeveloped shoreline and cliff jumping. Very few new 
structures would be developed in this area, and nonmotorized recreation patterns would not be altered. This 
area could experience increases in visitation from watercraft users, but this change would be partially offset 
by an expanded no-wake zone encompassing all of Emerald Bay, and any increase in visitation would not 
change the character of the area, which already receives heavy visitation. Overall, the nonmotorized 
recreation experience in this area would not substantially change, because the physical character of the 
area would not change; nonmotorized travel routes would not change; and the increase in motorized boating 
activity would be limited (11.5 percent on a peak day), would be partially offset by an expanded no-wake 
zone in Emerald Bay, and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of the Shoreline Plan. 

Rubicon Bay Area (Exhibit 3-9) 
Public recreation opportunities near Rubicon Bay are very limited because this portion of the shoreline is 
entirely private property. The area is characterized by residential development interspersed with vegetated 
areas and sandy beaches. Piers and buoys are highly concentrated along the shoreline in this area and, in 
particular, at the northern end near Meeks Bay. The existing physical setting is similar to the rural developed 
WALROS class. Although a large number of parcels in this area are potentially eligible for new private piers 
(Exhibit 3-9), pier distribution standards in the proposed Shoreline Plan would limit the total number of new 
piers in El Dorado County to 28. Of these, only six could be placed in visually sensitive shoreline character 
types, which include approximately the southern half of Rubicon Bay (see Draft EIS Exhibit 2-4). These added 
new structures would not alter the existing character of this area, because new structures would be limited 
and similar to existing structures and because this area already contains a substantial amount of shoreline 
development. 

Like other portions of the lake, the recreation experiences in this area vary depending on season, day of the 
week, and time of day. Nonmotorized boating is primarily associated with private residences and through 
travelers because there are limited opportunities for public access in this area. Nonmotorized travel tends to 
be lakeward of existing buoys. The structures authorized under the proposed Shoreline Plan would not alter 
these recreation patterns, because the plan would provide expanded no-wake zones with increased 
enforcement, would not allow for new buoy fields, would limit pier lengths, and would require space sufficient 
to allow navigation around or between buoys. Overall, the nonmotorized recreation experience in this area 
would not substantially change because the physical character of the area would not change, nonmotorized 
travel routes would not change, and the increase in motorized boating activity would be limited (11.5 percent 
on a peak day) and would occur gradually over the 20-year buildout period of the Shoreline Plan. 

West Shore Area (Exhibit 3-10) 
Public access opportunities along the west shore area are available at Meeks Bay and Sugar Pine Point 
State Park. Access to the lake is also available at Chambers Landing, Obexer’s Marina, and Homewood 
Marina. Lake access is somewhat limited outside of these areas because much of this portion of shoreline is 
privately owned. The area between Homewood and Tahoma has a high concentration of piers and buoys, as 
does the north side of Meeks Bay. The overall physical setting along this segment of shoreline is similar to 
that described for the rural developed WALROS class, with areas that more closely resemble the suburban 
class on the northern end of the segment and areas near Sugar Pine Point State Park that resemble a 
primitive setting. As shown in Exhibit 3-10, many private parcels along the West Shore are potentially eligible 
for a new private pier, and new buoys could be placed in existing buoy fields and adjacent to individual 
parcels throughout this segment. However, the proposed Shoreline Plan would designate Sugar Pine Point 
State Park as a shoreline preservation area, which would prohibit the development of new private structures 
in the park (see Draft EIS Exhibit 2-12). New structures elsewhere in the west shore area would be located in 
areas with substantial existing shoreline development. These changes would not change the character of 
this area, because added new structures would be limited and similar to existing structures and because 
this area already contains a substantial amount of shoreline development. 

The recreation experiences in this area vary both spatially and temporally. Nonmotorized boating tends to be 
clustered around Meeks Bay, around Sugar Pine Point State Park, and near marinas. Common nonmotorized 
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travel routes in this area are generally close to the shore in undeveloped areas and on the lakeward side of 
most existing buoys in developed areas. The location standards and number of structures authorized by the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would not change these recreation patterns, because the plan would provide 
expanded no-wake zones with increased enforcement, would not allow for new buoy fields, would limit pier 
lengths, and would require space sufficient to allow navigation around or between buoys. Overall, the 
nonmotorized recreation experience in this area would not substantially change because the physical 
character of the area would not change, nonmotorized travel routes would not change, and the increase in 
motorized boating activity would be limited (11.5 percent on a peak day) and would occur gradually over the 
20-year buildout period of the Shoreline Plan. 

3.1.3 Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates 

The Shoreline Plan alternatives would authorize new shoreline structures. Some of these structures, 
including new moorings and boat ramps, would increase access opportunities for motorized boating. As a 
result, these structures could lead to increases in the amount of motorized boat use on Lake Tahoe, which 
could affect the environment. To evaluate the extent to which changes in motorized boating would affect the 
environment under each alternative, it is necessary for the EIS to develop reasonable estimates of the 
existing and future amount of motorized boating activity on Lake Tahoe. Several comments questioned the 
assumptions and methodologies that were used to calculate baseline and future motorized boating activity 
under the Shoreline Plan alternatives. To address these comments, this response provides a detailed 
description of the process by which boat use estimates were developed, the methodology for collecting data, 
and the way in which those data were used to derive existing and projected boat activity on Lake Tahoe.  

Joint Fact-Finding Process 
TRPA convened a Joint Fact-Finding Committee of technical experts to identify the best available information 
and analytical approaches for this EIS, including estimates of boating activity. Members of the committee 
included technical specialists from the Tahoe Environmental Research Center; University of Nevada, Reno; 
California State Lands Commission; Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board; Nevada Division of 
State Lands; TRPA; U.S. Army Corps of Engineers; League to Save Lake Tahoe; Tahoe Area Sierra Club; Tahoe 
Marina Association; Tahoe Lakefront Property Owners Association; and Ascent Environmental. A primary role 
of the Joint Fact-Finding Committee was to develop the estimates of motorized boat use incorporated into 
this EIS. The committee reviewed information on boating activity, including recent boat use monitoring data 
collected by TRPA; boater registration data; boat inspection program records; boating data collected to 
support the 2004 Shorezone Ordinance Amendments EIS; boat ramp launch counts; marina maintenance 
logs and launch records; and surveys of boat operators. Using this information and the specialized 
knowledge of members of the Joint Fact-Finding Committee, the committee developed the boat use 
assumptions described in Appendix A of the Draft EIS over the course of multiple meetings, all of which were 
noticed and open to the public. 

Effects of the Shoreline Plan on Motorized Boat Use 
The amount of motorized boating activity on Lake Tahoe is directly related to the capacity of access facilities, 
including moorings and boat ramps. By authorizing new access structures, the Shoreline Plan alternatives 
would result in an increase in motorized boating activity over time. To determine the amount of motorized 
boating that could result from the Shoreline Plan alternatives at buildout, the Joint Fact-Finding Committee 
developed reasonable estimates about the amount of additional motorized boating activity that results from 
each type of access structure. These estimates are described in Appendix A of the Draft EIS and reflect a 
good-faith effort and a reasonable and rationale approach to quantify changes in boating activity based on 
the careful review of the best available information. Because the most relevant boat use metric differs 
depending upon the environmental resource topic being analyzed, the committee developed estimates for 
both peak day (i.e., Independence Day or Labor Day weekend) and annual boat use. These estimates are 
expressed in terms of both boat trips (i.e., the number of unique boat trips) and engine-hours (i.e., the 
number of hours that boat engines are in operation). 
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Motorized Boat Use Estimates 
Some comments questioned the motorized boat use estimates. Comments requested more information on 
how the level of boating activity associated with moorings and new boat ramps was estimated, and 
questioned whether these estimates considered fluctuating lake levels. Some comments suggested that the 
number of boats inspected through the aquatic invasive species (AIS) inspection program should serve as an 
estimate of boating activity, and other comments suggested that boating estimates associated with new 
boat ramps should reflect the maximum number of launches recorded at an existing boat ramp. 

Boat Use Associated with Moorings 
To develop a reasonably accurate estimate of boating activity that is correlated to the number of moorings 
on the lake, TRPA performed boat use monitoring in 2014 and 2016. TRPA divided the shoreline into four 
quadrants. Within each quadrant, the shoreline was divided into 10 grid cells. Two cells in each quadrant 
were randomly selected, which resulted in a total of eight cells that, together, serve as a representative 
sample of the shoreline. The TRPA boat crew monitored boat use in these cells over the boating season for 2 
years, including during peak holidays (including the Fourth of July and Labor Day weekends), weekends 
(during the peak season of July 1 through Labor Day), weekdays (during the same peak season), off-peak 
weekends (during May, June, or between Labor Day and September 30), and off-peak weekdays (during the 
same off-peak period). 

Because not all moorings are in use at any given time, the TRPA boat crew visited each of these cells during 
the early morning hours and recorded the percent of moorings that were occupied during peak days, peak 
season weekends and weekdays, and off-peak season weekends and weekdays. Boat use monitoring 
occurred during periods of low lake levels, which can affect the occupancy rates for slips, boathouses, and 
boat lifts. To avoid underestimating boating activity that could have been affected by lake levels, the boat use 
estimates conservatively assumed that all these mooring types were occupied. This conservative approach 
appropriately accounts for changes in boating activity that could occur due to fluctuating lake levels. 

To estimate the percent of the moored watercraft that are in use during a given day, the TRPA boat crew 
revisited each cell again during midday (when most boating occurs). The number of boats recorded in the 
early morning in each cell was compared to the number of boats recorded during midday boating hours. 
Those moorings that were occupied by a boat in the early morning but were not occupied during midday 
boating hours reflected a boat trip associated with a mooring. This information was used to estimate boating 
activity associated with moorings, which is described in more detail in Appendix A of the Draft EIS. The boat 
use associated with moorings was applied to the baseline number of moorings to generate baseline boating 
activity associated with moorings. The same data were applied to the maximum number of new moorings 
that could be developed under each alternative to generate estimates of boating activity that would result 
from moorings under each alternative. 

Some comments cite the number of boat inspections and suggest that the number of boats inspected under 
the AIS program represents the amount of boat use. However, the number of boats inspected each year is 
not an accurate estimate of boating activity, because inspections don’t necessarily correlate to boat trips. 
Some boats are inspected once, then moored on Lake Tahoe where the number of trips then varies. Other 
boats are transported to Lake Tahoe from elsewhere and inspected each time they launch. For other 
analysis, the number of boat inspections may be more indicative of potential impacts. For example, the Draft 
EIS considers the number of boats inspected in the noise analysis because the number of noise 
exceedances is, in part, related to the number of unique boats operating on the lake. In other words, the 
greater the number of unique boats that operate on Lake Tahoe, the greater the chance that boats with 
exhaust systems that exceed noise limits will occur on the lake. 

Boat Use Associated with Boat Ramps 
The construction of new boat ramps would also result in additional boating activity. Estimating boat use that 
would result from new boat ramps is challenging because it is affected by a number of factors that are 
unknown at this time, including the launch capacity of new boat ramps (which would in turn be affected by 
the location, design, parking capacity, and accessibility of future boat ramps), the extent to which launching 
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activities at new boat ramps would constitute new boat use versus boat use that would otherwise occur at 
other launch sites, and the overall future demand for boat use on Lake Tahoe. The Joint Fact-Finding 
Committee assumed that new boat ramps would result in new watercraft use at levels comparable to those 
associated with existing public boat ramps. This is a reasonably conservative approach because it assumes 
that all boat trips generated at new ramps would be new boat use and not otherwise occur at other launch 
sites. The actual increase in boat trips from new ramps could be less if, for example, any of the use at the 
new ramp is existing use transferred from other launch sites. 

TRPA assembled records of the annual number of boat launches at public boat ramps on Lake Tahoe from 
2010 through 2015. These records are derived from data collected through the AIS boat inspection program 
and reflect the best available counts of boat launches at public facilities. No data were included from boat 
ramps that were closed during all or part of the years for which data were available. Thus, the ramp data 
reflected only typical boat use levels for periods when each ramp was operational. The Joint Fact-Finding 
Committee reviewed these data and determined that the average number of launches from existing public 
boat ramps would provide a reasonably conservative estimate of boat trips associated with new boat ramps.  

Some comments suggest that the estimate of boat use associated with boat ramps should reflect the 
highest recorded number of launches during the 6 years for which data are available. This extremely 
conservative estimate of boat launches was considered but not adopted. The Joint Fact-Finding Committee’s 
recommended approach was included in the EIS because it reflects a reasonably conservative assumption 
that the committee determined was the most accurate estimate of boat use associated with ramps. The 
Committee’s reasoning was that boating activity fluctuates year to year over a period of years due to factors 
such as fuel prices, broader economic conditions, weather, and lake levels. To assume maximum use every 
year for all boat ramps vastly overstates boat use and is an unnecessarily conservative approach to estimate 
boat use. As described above, the boat ramp launch estimate in this EIS may already overestimate the 
number of launches attributable to new ramps because it assumes that all launches at a new ramp would 
be new boat trips. That is, it assumes that none of the launches that occur at a new boat ramp would have 
occurred anyway at a different boat ramp if the new ramp were not constructed. Furthermore, although 
overestimating boat use attributable to public boat ramps could be considered a conservative approach to 
evaluating effects on some resource areas, it would misrepresent effects if used in other resource analysis, 
such as determining the fair share distribution of recreation capacity (Draft EIS pages 8-31 through 8-34), 
which compares boat use associated with public and private facilities. Having adopted a conservative 
approach to the boat use analysis, it is not necessary to adopt a different conservative approach simply 
because it is preferred by a commenter. This EIS appropriately incorporates reasonably conservative 
estimates of boat use that allow for an accurate assessment of environmental impacts across multiple 
resource areas. 

Other Baseline Boat Use Estimates 
The estimates of baseline boat use also incorporate other sources of boat use. Boat use from existing 
motorized boat rental concessions were incorporated into the baseline boat use estimates based on data 
from rental concession inventories completed by TRPA in 2014 and 2017. Boating activity is also associated 
with boats that are stored on racks at marinas and launched using mobile gantry lifts. The Shoreline Plan 
would not change regulations affecting marina racks and gantry lifts and would, therefore, not change the 
boat use associated with these access facilities. Estimates of baseline boating activity resulting from rack 
and gantry lift facilities are based on an inventory of these existing facilities. These facilities account for a 
very small proportion of boating activity on the lake. 

Engine Run Time 
Some resource areas, such as air quality, greenhouse gases, and water quality, are affected by the operation 
of boat engines rather than the total number of boat trips. To support the analysis of these resource areas, 
the Joint Fact-Finding Committee developed reasonable estimates of boat engine-hours associated with 
each boat trip.  
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To estimate the engine-hours associated with each trip, the committee considered the best available 
information, including maintenance records available from Lake Tahoe marinas. The maintenance records 
include detailed data on the total number of trips for each watercraft, and the total hours of operation for the 
season, which is recorded by an hour meter on each boat engine. By dividing the total engine-hours for the 
season by the number of trips that season, the committee was able to generate a reasonably accurate 
estimate of the average engine-hours per trip.  

To test this estimate, TRPA performed additional engine-hour monitoring in summer 2017. TRPA staff recorded 
the hour meter readings and registration numbers on 200 separate vessels launched at various points around 
the lake. Staff remained at the launch points and recorded the engine-hours from the same vessels when they 
were removed from the lake that day. This provided an actual measurement of engine-hours per trip from 
boats in use on Lake Tahoe. The engine-hour monitoring verified the engine-use data derived from marina 
maintenance records, which provided a high level of confidence in the estimates of engine-hours.  

Some comments suggest that the EIS should incorporate the estimates of engine-hours used in the 2004 
Shorezone Ordinance Amendments EIS (TRPA 2004). However, the estimates in the 2004 EIS were less 
accurate because they relied on a qualitative survey of boat users, which asked boat users to estimate the 
length of their boat trip rather than relying on measured data. The 2004 EIS estimates provide a reasonable 
estimate of total trip length. However, boat operators typically do not operate their engines for the entire 
duration of a boat trip. The actual measurements of engine-hours incorporated into this EIS from the marina 
maintenance records and 2017 engine-hour monitoring provide a more accurate estimate of typical engine-
hours per trip.  

Mooring Types 
Because different amounts of boat use are associated with different types of moorings, it is necessary to 
develop reasonable estimates about the proportion of new moorings that would be buoys, slips, and boat 
lifts. To develop a reasonable estimate of the number of boat lifts that might be added under the Shoreline 
Plan, the proportion of existing piers that include boat lifts was calculated. The Draft EIS assumes that the 
same proportion of new piers would include a boat lift.  

Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, new slips would be restricted to marinas and public facilities. To 
estimate the number of new slips that would be permitted under the proposed Shoreline Plan, TRPA 
surveyed existing marina owners about possible future expansions or conversions of buoys to slips. Two 
marinas indicated a desire to add slips, which would result in up to 65 new slips. No other marina owners 
expressed an interest in additional slips. The number of new moorings, by type, that were included in the 
analysis in the Draft EIS is presented in Table 3-3.  

Table 3-3 Estimated Number of New Moorings Associated with Each Alternative 

Mooring Type Alternative 1 – Proposed 
Shoreline Plan 

Alternative 2 – Maintain 
Existing TRPA 

Shorezone Regulations 

Alternative 2 with 
Mitigation 

Alternative 3 – Limit 
New Development 

Alternative 4 – Expand 
Public Access and Reduce 

Existing Development 
Buoys 2,006 4,871 2,006 300 0 
Slips 65 1,897 65 65 0 
Boat lifts 45 168 45 30 0 
Boat houses 0 0 0 0 0 
All moorings 2,116 6,936 2,116 395 0 

Although the exact composition of mooring types that would be permitted under the Shoreline Plan cannot 
be known with certainty, the Draft EIS presents a reasonable estimate of the mix of moorings at buildout 
based on a rationale good-faith consideration of the available data.  
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Some comments suggest that a higher proportion of new moorings would be boat lifts; but there is no 
reason to believe that the proportion of piers with a boat lift would increase under the Shoreline Plan. Boat 
lifts are more expensive than buoys and are often unusable during periods of low lake levels, whereas buoys 
are more affordable and more easily moved into deeper water, where they would remain functional during 
periods of low lake levels. These factors would argue against assuming an increase in the proportion of boat 
lifts. Therefore, it would be unreasonable to assume that the Shoreline Plan would result in an increase in 
the proportion of piers with boat lifts. Notably, the difference in boat use associated with each mooring type 
is very minor. As shown on page 4 in Draft EIS Appendix A, 31.18 engine-hours are associated with a buoy 
per year, whereas 32.44 engine-hours are associated with a boat lift. If the actual proportion of lifts was 
greater than assumed in the EIS, it would not materially change the conclusions in the Draft EIS. 

As described above, the Draft EIS incorporates reasonably conservative estimates of boating activity. These 
estimates are based on a rationale, good-faith effort to collect and interpret the best available information 
on boating activity on Lake Tahoe. 

3.1.4 Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions 

The Shoreline Plan alternatives would authorize new shoreline structures, some of which, including new 
moorings and boat ramps, would increase access opportunities for motorized boating, which in turn could 
generate air pollutant emissions. To evaluate the extent to which emissions from motorized boating would 
affect air quality and indirectly affect water quality, the EIS includes reasonable estimates of future air 
pollutant emissions that could occur under the Shoreline Plan alternatives. Through the Joint Fact-Finding 
process, described on page 1-2 of the Draft EIS, TRPA convened a group of technical experts to identify the 
best available information to develop these emission estimates. TRPA considered all available information 
on watercraft emissions and determined that the California Air Resources Board (CARB) inventory of 
watercraft emissions provides the best available information to estimate watercraft emissions associated 
with the Shoreline Plan alternatives, for the reasons described below. 

Based on this information, the Draft EIS found that emissions from motorized boating associated with new 
moorings and ramps would be offset by fleet turnover, resulting in less-than-significant impacts on air quality 
and water quality under the proposed Shoreline Plan. In other words, because new boats sold or registered 
in California and elsewhere are required to meet current CARB or EPA standards, respectively, as older, 
higher-polluting boats reach the end of their serviceable lifespan, they are replaced by newer boats that 
comply with current more stringent emission standards. The reduction in emissions from the replacement of 
older boats more than offsets the emissions from the additional boating activity that could occur under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan. 

Several comments address different aspects of the analysis of air pollutant emissions from motorized 
watercraft. In particular, comments posed questions about the finding that the fleet of recreational 
watercraft operating on Lake Tahoe would become cleaner over time as a result of compliance with 
watercraft engine emission standards adopted by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and CARB. 
Some comments agreed that watercraft emissions would decrease by buildout of the Shoreline plan in 2040 
but expressed concern that emissions could increase during the interim period. Other comments questioned 
the emission calculation methodology and suggested that the analysis did not account for all the boating 
activity on Lake Tahoe. 

To comprehensively respond to these comments, this master response presents a detailed explanation of 
the analytical approach and the rationale for the conclusion that air pollutant emissions would be less than 
significant. It addresses the following topics: 

 watercraft emission standards, 
 emissions of all watercraft operating in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (LTAB), 
 watercraft emission inventory projections by CARB, 
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 fleet turnover, 
 emission estimates calculated in the 2004 Lake Tahoe shorezone ordinance amendments Draft EIS, 
 emission estimates for interim years, and 
 emission estimates for interim years with twice the projected increase in watercraft activity. 

WATERCRAFT EMISSION STANDARDS 
The assumptions and analysis of emission standards in the Draft EIS is reasonable, rationale, and based on 
the best available information. Existing emission standards for recreational watercraft are described in the 
Draft EIS on pages 10-4 and 10-5, and in the revised version of Table 10-3, below. Some comments suggest 
that the analysis is flawed and relies on assumptions that emission standards will become more stringent in 
the future. This is not the case. Although emission standards may or may not be amended in the years to 
come, the analysis in the Draft EIS reflects only those standards that are currently in effect (13 CCR 2442, 
40 CFR 91.104, and 40 CFR 1045.103). The anticipated future benefit is from retirement of older boats that 
do not currently meet emission standards, replaced by newer boats that are required to meet current 
standards, as described below. 

Revised Table 10-3 Emission Rates Pursuant to EPA and CARB Exhaust Emission Standards for Spark-Ignition 
Personal Watercraft and Outdoor Marine Engines of 50, 100, and 200 Horsepower 

Model Year 
HC + NOX (lb/hr)1 

50-hp Engine 100-hp Engine 200-hp Engine 
EPA CARB EPA CARB EPA CARB 

1998 0.14 —2 0.13 —2 0.13 —2 
1999 0.13 —2 0.12 —2 0.12 —2 

2000 0.12 —2 0.11 —2 0.11 —2 
2001 0.10 0.04 0.10 0.04 0.10 0.04 
2002 0.09 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.08 0.04 

2003 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.04 
2004 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.03 0.06 0.03 
2005 0.06 0.03 0.05 0.03 0.05 0.03 

2006 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 
2007 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 0.04 0.03 
2008 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.02 
2009 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.04 0.02 

2010 and newer 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.02 
Factor of increased level of stringency from 

1998 model year to 2010 model year 9.1 9.1 9.1 9.1 9.0 9.0 

Notes: HC = total hydrocarbons; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; lb/hr = pounds per hour; hp = horsepower; EPA = U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; CARB = California Air 
Resources Board. 
1 The values presented in this table for 50-, 100-, and 200-hp engines were calculated using the mathematical expressions in which the emission standards are 

expressed, including EPA’s emission standards presented in Table 10-2 and CARB’s emission standards presented in Table 10-4. 
2 Model years 1998-2000 registered in California were subject only to EPA emission standards because CARB did not establish more stringent emission standards for 

those model years. 
Source: Calculated by Ascent Environmental using the equations for federal emission standards listed in Tables 10-2 and 10-3 and a load factor of 40 percent. See 
Appendix C for detailed calculations. 

Table 10-3 in the Draft EIS shows how the emission standards established by EPA and CARB result in 
cleaner watercraft engines over time. Draft EIS Table 10-2 and Table 10-4 present the emission standards 
promulgated by EPA and CARB, respectively, as mathematical expressions. To better understand the degree 
to which the emission standards in Table 10-2 and Table 10-4 become more stringent for later model year 
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engines, revised Table 10-3, below, shows emissions of total hydrocarbons and oxides of nitrogen (NOX) for 
engines that are compliant with EPA and CARB standards. It depicts how EPA and CARB standards apply to 
engines with power ratings of 50 horsepower (hp), 100 hp, and 200 hp (equivalent to 37 kilowatts [kW], 75 
kW, and 149 kW, respectively) and operating at 40 percent load. The values contained in revised Table 10-3 
of the Draft EIS correctly convert grams to pounds and include data for both EPA and CARB standards. 

The fact that emission standards for watercraft promulgated by EPA lag behind those of CARB is evident in 
revised Table 10-3. For instance, a 50-hp watercraft of model year 2001 is subject to CARB’s emission 
standard of 0.04 pound per hour and the same emission standard was not required by EPA until model year 
2006. This is also the case for 100-hp and 200-hp engines. The table represents emission standards 
already in effect. Thus, contrary to what the comments suggest, the Draft EIS is not assuming that EPA (or 
CARB) will establish more stringent emission standards for future model years. 

As shown in Table 10-2, revised Table 10-3, and Table 10-4, emission standards for recreational watercraft 
are more stringent for later model years; thus, the watercraft fleet is expected to generate fewer emissions 
as older vessels age out and are replaced by newer ones. It is important to note that the emission rates 
presented in revised Table 10-3 are included to allow the reader to understand the emission standards. The 
conversion of grams to pounds in Draft EIS Table 10-3 was not used in any of the calculations that support 
the analysis of Impact 10-1, which are presented in Appendix C of the Draft EIS. 

EMISSIONS OF ALL WATERCRAFT OPERATING IN THE LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN 
The air quality emissions analysis in the Draft EIS is reasonable, rational, and based on the best available 
information. Several comments questioned the assumptions used in the air quality emission calculations. 
Comments inquire as to why emissions of all recreational watercraft operating in the LTAB—including 
watercraft registered outside of California and therefore not subject to the emission requirements 
established by CARB—are not quantified. They suggest that the actual emissions from all watercraft in the 
LTAB would be greater than those presented in the Draft EIS, which are based on the CARB inventory of 
watercraft emissions and other data.  

The actual inventory of watercraft emissions in the LTAB cannot be feasibly or reliably calculated because of 
serious defects in the data, described below. Therefore, the EIS analysis does not attempt to quantify 
watercraft emissions in the LTAB. Instead, the analysis presented in table 10-5 of the Draft EIS uses the best 
available information, which pertains to the expected trend in watercraft emissions in the LTAB. The trend in 
watercraft emissions provides the most accurate and meaningful metric to evaluate the changes in 
emissions for all watercraft operating within the LTAB. Comments provide no basis or evidence to support 
claims that aggregating individual boat emissions form the LTAB, even if it were feasible, would lead to a 
different conclusion for Impact 10-1 of the Draft EIS. 

Comments refer to a memorandum to the Joint Fact-Finding Committee dated November 3, 2017, as the 
preferred basis for emissions analysis. The memo shows the distribution of watercraft operating on Lake 
Tahoe based on engine type, engine size, and model year (Ascent Environmental 2017:2), and the comments 
suggest that these data could be aggregated in the LTAB. However, as stated in the memorandum, the data 
set is insufficient. Because only 54 percent of the records in the data set are complete, TRPA concluded that 
relying on this data to aggregate emissions from all watercraft in the LTAB would be unreliable, inaccurate, 
and would produce erroneous output, as described in detail below. Beyond this data set, no other data or 
information is available on which to form the alternative analysis advocated by the commenter. 

The suggested approach of aggregating emissions from each watercraft in the LTAB is infeasible for many 
reasons. First, EPA and CARB have not developed either the needed data or a model for estimating 
watercraft emissions similar to the EMFAC model developed for estimating on-road motor vehicle emissions 
(CARB 2018). To estimate watercraft emissions would require information that is simply not available for the 
existing fleet of recreational watercraft operating on Lake Tahoe. Second, although a set of boat registration 
data is available from 2015, it is unreliable and unusable. Of the 12,663 records in the data set, 5,982 of 
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them do not contain complete information regarding the vessel’s horsepower rating and model year, which 
are key inputs to computing emission rates. Also, for those records for which model year data are available, 
it is unclear whether the reported model year pertains to the boat’s engine or to the body of the boat. For 
instance, many records include the make and model of the boat rather than the size of the engine, which is 
important because, unlike cars, engine sizes and associated emissions can vary for the same make and 
model of watercraft. In addition, the data set contains multiple groupings of records with duplicate 
registration numbers and different values for the model year and engine type and size, which make the data 
unreliable. Furthermore, the data set does not include values for the engine load factor—a value that 
indicates the portion of used engine power and that factor would be needed for each engine type and size. 
Typically, watercraft engines operate at varying intensities depending on the travel speed of the boats. The 
suggested approach of aggregating emissions from each watercraft would require developing assumptions 
regarding the typical load factor profile for each recreational watercraft, and no reliable foundation data are 
available to support such assumptions. Although CARB has published load factors for different engine types, 
it has not done so for different engine sizes and model years. Moreover, emission factors are not available 
for watercraft engines older than 2001 (Ascent Environmental 2017:5). All of these data and analytical 
deficiencies taken together make the commenter’s suggested analysis infeasible. 

Some comments assert that the Draft EIS relies only on the CARB inventory, and erroneously conclude that 
the analysis excludes any emissions from in-Basin boats registered in Nevada and boats registered in other 
regions of California but used in the Tahoe Basin. While the analysis uses CARB’s inventory, which does 
account for all California-registered boats in use in the LTAB, that inventory is not the only information on 
which the analysis relies. The analysis relies primarily on the expected downward trend in watercraft 
emissions in the LTAB and the fact that the watercraft fleet will become cleaner as it turns over because of 
both federal and CARB emission standards. This trend is expected for watercraft generally, including 
watercraft registered in California and in Nevada as well as other states. This is explained in Section 10.4.1, 
“Methods and Assumptions,” starting on page 10-14 of the Draft EIS, in the discussion of Impact 10-1, and 
expounded upon below.  

CARB’s emission inventory indicates a net reduction in emissions over time from recreational watercraft 
registered in the LTAB despite expected growth in the number of watercraft. This net reduction is attributable 
to the emission standards established by CARB that are more stringent for later model year engines. The 
same is also expected of watercraft registered in Nevada and elsewhere because they are subject to EPA’s 
emission standards, which also are more stringent for later model year engines. In fact, the overall net 
reduction in emissions for boats outside of California is expected to be greater because the future emission 
reductions attributable to fleet turnover will be greater for boats manufactured prior to 20120 that comply 
with only EPA standards. As shown in revised Table 10-3, prior to 2010, CARB standards were more 
stringent than EPA standards. Therefore, boats manufactured prior to 2010 that only complied with EPA 
standards would emit more pollution than boats manufactured prior to 2010 that complied with more 
stringent CARB standards. All boats manufactured in 2010 or later would have the same, reduced 
emissions, regardless of whether they comply with EPA or CARB standards. As a result, when older boats 
that only comply with EPA standards are replaced with newer boats, the reduction in emissions is greater 
than for older boats that comply with CARB standards.  

Some comments request explanation as to how the emission projections in Table 10-7 were developed. Notes 
1–4 in Table 10-7 indicate how the values in the table were calculated and point the reader to Appendix C of 
the Draft EIS for data and calculations compiled to build the table. As stated above, net emissions from 
watercraft not registered in California cannot be quantified with any reasonable degree of accuracy; therefore, 
the net change in emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG), NOX, respirable particulate matter (particulate 
matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less) (PM10), and fine particulate matter 
(particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less) (PM2.5) shown in Table 10-7 is 
conservative. If emissions from non-California watercraft were included in this calculation, then the total net 
reduction in emissions of these pollutants would be even larger than shown in the table because a larger fleet 
of watercraft that experiences turnover with time will achieve a larger net reduction in emissions than a smaller 
fleet of watercraft. The fleet of non-California watercraft is also expected to get cleaner as it turns over, as new 
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boats will be required to meet EPA emission standards. For more insight about the expected turnover of non-
California watercraft, refer to the discussion under “Fleet Turnover,” below.  

Comments also suggest that the projected increase in watercraft activity used in the emission estimates for 
Impact 10-1 is inconsistent with boating level increases used to evaluate other resource topics. In response, 
note that the emission estimates presented for Impact 10-1 are based on CARB’s projected emission 
inventory for LTAB and the expected percentage increase in boating activity. This combined approach is used 
because unlike other impacts that can reliably use boating level increases to assess environmental change, 
emissions cannot be reliably estimated solely from boating use estimates. Instead, the analysis uses the 
best available information to assess the impact, which is CARB’s projected emission inventory, CARB and 
EPA emission standards for watercraft, and the expected percent change in watercraft activity associated 
with the increase in shoreline facilities. See also Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates, which 
describes estimates of watercraft activity and explains which watercraft use metrics are applicable to each 
area of analysis. 

WATERCRAFT EMISSION INVENTORY PROJECTIONS BY THE CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD  
Some comments ask about the data used by CARB to estimate the projected level of emissions generated by 
recreational watercraft. Comments request details on the age of watercraft engines, timing of CARB’s update 
of emissions estimates, and other information. As explained in the notes of Tables 10-5, 10-7, 10-8, 10-9, 
and 10-10 of the Draft EIS, watercraft emissions for boats registered in California and operating in the LTAB 
are from CARB’s California Emissions Projection Analysis Model (CARB 2017a). This model considers the 
range of watercraft types, engine sizes, and ages for all California-registered watercraft operating in the 
LTAB, including those watercraft that are registered elsewhere in California but operate in the LTAB.  The 
CARB inventory includes a breakdown by watercraft type and CARB staff indicate that the model reflects the 
agency’s best available information on watercraft emissions (Chou, pers. comm., 2018). In fact, the 
emissions estimates in the CARB model may be conservative because a review of engine certifications of 
major watercraft manufactures indicates that manufacturers are producing engines with emission levels that 
are substantially lower than required by CARB and EPA standards (see Appendix C of this Final EIS). Thus, 
the actual decrease in emissions due to fleet turnover may be greater than estimated in the Draft EIS. 

CARB’s breakdown of NOX projections in the LTAB by watercraft type for 2017 and 2035 is provided in its 
emission inventory document, Emission Projection by Emission Inventory Code (CARB 2017b). This 
document is provided in Appendix C of this Final EIS. Based on thorough research and evaluation of 
available data, TRPA has determined that CARB’s emission inventory is the most reliable source of 
watercraft emission projections in the LTAB. Comments provide no other data or projections. 

FLEET TURNOVER 
Comments request additional detail on fleet turnover assumptions as they relate to existing information 
about boats on Lake Tahoe. The analysis reasonably assumes that fleet turnover will occur, but does not rely 
on a specific turnover rate and nor is such a rate explicitly stated or calculated. Instead, it is embedded in 
the emission inventory provided by CARB’s California Emissions Projection Analysis Model (CARB 2017a). 
This source is cited in Tables 10-5, 10-7, 10-8, 10-9, and 10-10 of the Draft EIS. For boats registered in 
California, this assumption is supported by the emission inventory published by CARB and summarized in 
Table 10-7 of the Draft EIS. Staff at CARB have confirmed that the reason emissions of criteria air pollutants 
and precursors generated by boats in the LTAB are projected to decrease from 2017 to 2035 is that CARB’s 
emission standards for boats will result in a cleaner boat fleet, and the improvement in emissions will more 
than offset the increase in boating activity (Chou, pers. comm., 2018). For boats registered outside of 
California that operate on Lake Tahoe, the fleet turnover benefits will be even larger than from California-
registered boats. The analysis assumes that the fleet of boats not registered in California and not subject to 
CARB’s emission standards will also turn over as older boats are retired and replaced by newer boats. This 
assumption is reasonable because watercraft have a finite useable lifespan, and there is no reason to 
believe the turnover rate of the non-California fleet would be substantially different from that of watercraft 
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registered in California. The idea that fleet turnover will lead to a cleaner fleet is supported by the emission 
standards promulgated by both CARB and EPA, which become more stringent for later model year engines, 
as shown in revised Table 10-3, above, and Tables 10-2, 10-3, and 10-4 of the Draft EIS.  

None of the comments provide evidence or rationale as to why TRPA should not rely on CARB’s emission 
projections to estimate the rate of fleet turnover for California-registered watercraft in the LTAB, nor do any 
provide evidence that the fleet of watercraft registered outside California in the LTAB will turn over at a 
different rate than watercraft registered in California.  

EMISSION ESTIMATES IN THE 2004 LAKE TAHOE SHOREZONE ORDINANCE AMENDMENTS EIS 
One comment inquires as to why the emission analysis in the Draft EIS came to a different conclusion than 
the emission analysis in the July 2004 Lake Tahoe Shorezone Ordinance Amendments Draft EIS. The 
comment implies that the 2004 EIS aggregated emissions from all watercraft operating in the LTAB. 

For the many reasons stated in this master response, TRPA determined that the emission analysis used in 
the Draft EIS for Impact 10-1 is based on the most relevant information available, including the emission 
projections published by CARB for watercraft activity in the LTAB (as shown in Table 10-5), which account for 
increasingly stringent watercraft emission standards by both CARB and EPA (as shown in Tables 10-2, 10-3, 
and 10-4).  

The emission analysis in the 2004 Draft EIS relied on the older, now out of date, emission inventory published 
by CARB at the time (TRPA 2004:8-7 and 8-8). As with this EIS, the 2004 Draft EIS analysis did not aggregate 
emissions from all watercraft operating in the LTAB. As explained on pages 8-17 and 8-18 of the 2004 Draft 
EIS, “[Emission] estimates were generated by dividing the base year emissions by the estimated number of 
boat trips for the base year to generate an emission factor for each pollutant per boat trip. These factors were 
then multiplied by the number of additional boat trips in the other analyses to estimate total emissions per 
year. The increase [in emissions] over base year was determined by subtracting the base year emissions from 
the emissions for each alternative” (TRPA 2004). 

The approach used in the 2004 Draft EIS is less accurate than the approach used in this EIS because it did 
not take into account that older watercraft with higher emission rates will be replaced by newer, cleaner 
watercraft—an expectation that is supported by the emission standards established by EPA and CARB, as 
well as CARB’s projections of future watercraft emission levels.  

EMISSION ESTIMATES FOR INTERIM YEARS 
A number of comments point out that the emission analysis in the Draft EIS focuses on the resultant 
emission level in 2040, the buildout year of the Shoreline Plan. These comments request additional analysis 
to address whether implementation of the Shoreline Plan could result in an increase in emissions of criteria 
air pollutants and precursors during an interim year, and whether nearer-term increases in boating activity 
would be offset by the improvements in emission efficiency of the watercraft fleet.  

Additional analysis to address this question is provided here for interim years 2024, 2029, and 2034, which 
would be the fifth, tenth, and fifteen year, respectively, from 2019, which is the earliest year in which the 
Shoreline Plan would be implemented.  

As shown in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS, the estimated existing level of recreational watercraft activity on a 
peak summer day is 12,512 engine-hours per day, which refers to the amount of engine operation per day. 
Based on the proposed Shoreline Plan’s expected authorization of no more than 15 percent of the available 
permits each year, the watercraft activity on a peak summer day could increase to 13,374 engine-hours per 
day in 2024 (an increase of up to 6.9 percent over existing levels), 13,635 engine-hours per day in 2029 (an 
increase of up to 9.0 percent over the existing level), 13,990 engine-hours per day in 2034 (an increase of 
up to 11.8 percent over the existing level), and 14,094 engine-hours per day in the planning horizon year 
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(2040) (an increase of up to 12.6 percent over the existing level). Table 3-4 summarizes the net change in 
emissions in the LTAB under the proposed Shoreline Plan for these interim years. (Table 3-4 is essentially an 
expansion of Table 10-7 on page 10-17 of the Draft EIS.)  

Table 3-4 Net Change in Operational Emissions in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, by Interim Year of Plan Buildout 
under the Proposed Shoreline Plan (Alternative 1) 

Emission Source and Year 
Peak-Day Emissions (lb/day) 

NOX ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 
Existing Boating Activity (2017) 1 322 1,376 5,536 90 68 
2024      

Boating Activity 299 992 5,413 66 51 
Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 4 4 40 <1 <1 
Net Change3 -19 -380 -83 -23 -17 

2029      
Boating Activity 281 758 5,311 52 39 
Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 2 3 28 <1 <1 
Net Change3 -39 -615 -197 -37 -29 

2034      
Boating Activity 273 624 5,488 42 31 
Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 2 2 21 <1 <1 
Net Change3 -48 -750 -87 -47 -37 

20404      
Boating Activity 270 610 5,485 43 32 
Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 1 1 10 1 1 
Net Change3 -51 -765 -38 -46 -36 

Notes: lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; ROG = reactive organic gases; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = respirable particulate matter (particulate matter 
with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less); PM2.5 = fine particulate matter (particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less). 
1 Emissions generated by existing levels of boating activity in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin are provided by CARB’s emission inventory (CARB 2017a). These values are based 

on emission factors for boats registered in California.  
2 Emissions associated with the increase in roadway vehicle travel were estimated using the projected level of vehicle miles traveled, as shown in Table 10-6, and 

emission factors from EMFAC2014v1.0.7 (CARB 2017c. The emission estimates for the increase in on-road vehicle activity for years 2024, 2029, 2034, and buildout 
(2040) conservatively assume that all the new vehicle trips associated with all the new moorings and boat ramps would occur even though the increase in vehicle trips 
and associated emissions would be proportional to the increase in new watercraft facilities.  

3 The net change in emission levels accounts for the change in emissions per boat only for boats registered in California. However, the relative net change in emissions 
generated by Nevada-registered boats is assumed to be comparable. 

4     The estimates of emission levels generated by boating activity in 2040 are based on CARB’s projected inventory for 2017, 2024, 2029, 2034, and 2035. Emission 
estimates for 2035 were used to evaluate full buildout under the Plan in 2040 because 2035 is the latest calendar year for which CARB projects future emission levels. 
These estimates account for the expected growth in boating activity by boats registered in California as well as increases resulting from this alternative (as shown in Table 
10-6 in the Draft EIS).Source: Data and calculations compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2018. See Appendix C in the Draft EIS for detailed modeling results and 
calculations. 

 

As shown in Table 3-4, the projected increase in watercraft activity and associated on-road vehicle activity 
would result in no net increase in NOX, ROG, carbon monoxide (CO), PM10, or PM2.5 during interim years 
before 2040. Similarly, as explained on page 10-17 of the Draft EIS, no net increase would occur over the 
planning horizon of the Shoreline Plan because emission rates for recreational watercraft on Lake Tahoe 
would decrease substantially. Any increase in boating activity and associated roadway vehicle travel 
resulting from the plan would be more than offset by fleet turnover consistent with the California and federal 
emission standards for recreational watercraft. Because of the long-term reduction in emissions of ozone 
precursors, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 that would result from stricter standards and cleaner engines over time, 
implementation of the proposed Shoreline Plan would not result in the deterioration of ambient air quality 
nor exceed an applicable air quality standard during interim years. It would also not contribute to 
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nonattainment designation with respect to the California ambient air quality standards and numeric TRPA 
threshold standards for ozone and PM10 or inhibit implementation of the CO Maintenance Plan during 
interim years. Consistent with the findings in the Draft EIS, this impact would be less than significant under 
full buildout of the proposed Shoreline Plan in 2040, as well as in the interim years analyzed.  

Moreover, the results presented in Table 3-4, as well as in Table 10-7 of the Draft EIS, are conservative 
because they do not reflect the anticipated larger net reduction in emissions from watercraft not registered 
in California (and not already subject to more stringent emission standards). It is expected that the turnover 
of the portion of the watercraft fleet not registered in California will result in a greater net reduction in 
emissions than the reduction realized by turnover of watercraft registered in California because the portion 
of the existing watercraft fleet not registered in California is likely more emission intensive than the portion 
of the existing watercraft fleet subject to CARB’s standards.  

EMISSION ESTIMATES FOR INTERIM YEARS WITH TWICE THE PROJECTED INCREASE IN 
WATERCRAFT ACTIVITY 
Comments express concern that the estimated increases in watercraft activity on a peak day, expressed in 
boat-hours per day and presented in Tables 2-3 and 10-6 of the Draft EIS, may underestimate the true 
increase in watercraft activity that could result from implementation of the Shoreline Plan. These comments 
question whether air quality impacts would be significant if the increase in watercraft activity would be 
higher than predicted.  

As described in Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates, the estimates of watercraft activity in 
the Draft EIS are based on rigorous boat use monitoring and a reasoned, rational, and good-faith 
consideration of the best available information. The level of watercraft activity analyzed in the Draft EIS is 
considered a reasonably conservative estimate that accurately reflects the expected changes under the 
alternatives. Nonetheless, in response to the comments, additional analysis is provided here to evaluate the 
emissions that would occur with an even more highly conservative assumption -- twice the predicted 
increase in watercraft activity.  

Table 3-5 displays operational emission levels for the hypothetical scenario that assumes twice the increase in 
peak-day watercraft activity for each of the interim years analyzed for the proposed Shoreline Plan. As shown, 
the peak-day level of watercraft activity would increase from its existing level by 13.8 percent to 14,235 
engine-hours per day by 2024, 17.9 percent to 14,757 engine-hours per day by 2029, 23.6 percent to 15,468 
engine-hours per day by 2034, and 25.3 percent to 15,676 engine-hours per day by buildout (2040).  

Table 3-5 Net Change in Operational Emissions in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, by Interim Year of Plan Buildout 
under the Proposed Shoreline Plan (Alternative 1), with Twice the Increase in Watercraft Activity 

Emission Source and Year 
Peak-Day Emissions (lb/day) 

NOX ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 

Existing Boating Activity (2017) 1 322 1,376 5,536 90 68 

2024      

Boating Activity 319 1,056 5,761 71 55 

Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 4 4 40 <1 <1 

Net Change3 0 -317 265 -19 -13 

2029      

Boating Activity 304 821 5,749 57 42 

Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 2 3 28 <1 <1 

Net Change3 -15 -552 240 -33 -25 
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Table 3-5 Net Change in Operational Emissions in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, by Interim Year of Plan Buildout 
under the Proposed Shoreline Plan (Alternative 1), with Twice the Increase in Watercraft Activity 

Emission Source and Year 
Peak-Day Emissions (lb/day) 

NOX ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 

2034      

Boating Activity 302 690 6,001 47 35 

Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 2 2 21 <1 <1 

Net Change3 -19 -684 486 -43 -33 

20404      

Boating Activity 301 679 6,104 48 35 

Increase in On-Road Vehicle Travel2 1 1 10 1 1 

Net Change3 -20 -696 578 -41 -32 
Notes: lb/day = pounds per day; NOX = oxides of nitrogen; ROG = reactive organic gases; CO = carbon monoxide; PM10 = respirable particulate matter (particulate matter 
with an aerodynamic diameter of 10 micrometers or less); PM2.5 = fine particulate matter (particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter of 2.5 micrometers or less). 

Total values may not add correctly because of rounding. See Appendix C in the Draft EIS for detailed modeling results and calculations.  

1 Emissions generated by existing levels of boating activity in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin are provided by CARB’s emission inventory (CARB 2017a). These values are based 
on emission factors for boats registered in California.  

2 Emissions associated with the increase in roadway vehicle travel were estimated using the projected level of vehicle miles travelled, as shown in Table 10-6, and 
emission factors from EMFAC2014v1.0.7 (CARB 2017c). The emission estimates for the increase in on-road vehicle activity for years 2024, 2029, 2034, and buildout 
(2040) conservatively assume that all the new vehicle trips associated with all the new moorings and boat ramps would occur even though the increase in vehicle trips 
and associated emissions would be proportional to the increase in new watercraft facilities.  

3 The net change in emission levels accounts for the change in emissions per boat only for boats registered in California. However, the relative net change in emissions 
generated by Nevada-registered boats is assumed to be comparable.  

4 The estimates of emission levels generated by boating activity in 2040 are based on CARB’s projected inventory for 2017, 2024, 2029, 2034, and 2035. Emission 
estimates for 2035 were used to evaluate full buildout under the Plan in 2040 because 2035 is the latest calendar year for which CARB projects future emission levels. 
These estimates account for the expected growth in boating activity by boats registered in California as well as increases resulting from this alternative (as shown in 
Table 10-6 in the Draft EIS).  

Source: Data and calculations compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2018.  

As shown in Table 3-5, twice the projected increase in watercraft activity and associated on-road vehicle 
activity shows no net increase in NOX, ROG, PM10, or PM2.5. Twice the increase in boating activity and 
associated roadway vehicle travel resulting from the proposed Shoreline Plan would be more than offset by 
fleet turnover consistent with California and federal emission standards for recreational watercraft for NOX, 
ROG, PM10, or PM2.5. Because of the long-term reduction in emissions of NOX, ROG, PM10, or PM2.5 that would 
result from stricter standards and cleaner engines over time, twice the expected increase in watercraft activity 
would not result in the deterioration of ambient air quality or the exceedance of an applicable air quality 
standards for ozone, PM10, or PM2.5. It would also not contribute to nonattainment designation with respect to 
the California ambient air quality standards and numeric TRPA threshold standards for ozone and PM10.  

Also shown in Table 3-5, twice the projected increase in watercraft activity would result in a net increase in 
CO emissions. The largest net increase would be 578 pounds per day during a peak summer day at the 
buildout year (2040). It is not anticipated that the increases in CO emission would result in or contribute to a 
localized exceedance of the ambient air quality standards for CO (i.e., 6 parts per million in the LTAB) 
because watercraft activity would not be concentrated in any one location and because CO disperses rapidly 
with distance from the source under normal meteorological conditions. Also, background concentrations of 
CO are greatest during the cold, stagnant conditions in winter months (CARB 2004:3), the time of year when 
recreational watercraft activity is the lowest.  

Moreover, an increase in CO of 578 pounds per day during a peak day in summer, equivalent to 0.3 ton per 
day, would not result in the exceedance of the regional wintertime CO budgets used for analyses of 
transportation conformity in the LTAB as established in CARB’s CO Maintenance Plan for the LTAB (CARB 
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2004). The regional wintertime budget for the portion of the LTAB in eastern El Dorado County is 19 tons per 
day and for eastern Placer County is 11 tons per day (CARB 2004:14). Projections for wintertime CO 
generated by on-road vehicles in 2035 is 0.41 tons per day and 0.31 tons per day in eastern El Dorado 
County and eastern Placer County, respectively (TRPA 2017:3-15). Thus, even if the increase in CO from 
California-registered watercraft were multiplied by a reasonable factor (e.g., 2) to account for an increase in 
activity by watercraft not registered in California, the mass of CO generated by twice the projected increase 
in watercraft activity under the Shoreline Plan would not conflict with implementation of the CO Maintenance 
Plan that is part of California’s State Implementation Plan. Thus, even if the watercraft activity associated with 
the proposed Shoreline plan were twice the expected amount, implementing the proposed Shoreline Plan 
would not result in a significant impact related to criteria air pollutant emissions.  

3.1.5 Master Response 5 – Growth and Mitigation under the Existing Shorezone 
Regulations 

The Draft EIS includes Alterative 2 as the no project alternative. This alternative would maintain the existing 
TRPA Shorezone Ordinances, which would allow the development of shoreline structures to occur consistent 
with existing regulations. Several comments addressed the analysis of the No Project Alternative 
(Alternative 2 – Maintain Existing TRPA Shorezone Regulations). These comments questioned the estimates 
of the number of new shoreline structures that could be developed under Alternative 2, including the fish 
habitat mapping that was used to estimate development capacity. Comments suggested that the EIS should 
more clearly present the level of growth that could occur under Alternative 2, after proposed mitigation 
measures are incorporated. 

NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE REQUIREMENT 
The Tahoe Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551) requires that an EIS prepared by TRPA evaluate 
alternatives to the proposed project. Although the Compact, TRPA Code, and Rules of Procedure do not 
require evaluation of a no project alternative, Section 1502.14(d) of the Council on Environmental Quality 
Regulations for Implementing the National Environmental Policy Act and Section 15126.6(e) of the State 
CEQA Guidelines require assessment of a no action alternative and a no project alternative, respectively. 
Similarly, TRPA EISs include evaluation of a no project alternative to allow decision makers to compare the 
environmental effects of taking an action with those associated with not taking it.  

As described in the Draft EIS (Draft EIS pages 2-39 through 2-43), Alternative 2, the No Project Alternative, 
would retain the existing TRPA shorezone regulations, including the Shorezone Subelement of the Regional 
Plan goals and policies, and the existing TRPA Shorezone Code (Code of Ordinances Chapters 80–86). This 
alternative would lift the temporary moratorium on new shoreline structures that has been in place since 
2010 because that moratorium is in effect “until the completion of additional environmental review by 
TRPA” (see TRPA Governing Board Resolutions 2011-09 and 2014-04). This EIS constitutes the additional 
environmental review to which TRPA Governing Board Resolutions 2011-09 and 2014-04 refer. Therefore, 
upon certification of this EIS, the temporary moratorium on new shoreline structures would be lifted, and 
applications for such structures would be reviewed consistent with the existing ordinances. 

SHORELINE DEVELOPMENT ALLOWED BY EXISTING ORDINANCES 
Growth and new development outside the shorezone in the Tahoe Region (e.g., residential, commercial, and 
tourist accommodation development) is strictly capped by the TRPA Code with numerical limits on the total 
amount of each development type (see TRPA Code Chapters 50–53). The existing TRPA Code does not 
include similar numerical caps on the number of new shoreline structures. Instead, shoreline structures are 
limited by the number of littoral parcels, prohibitions on the placement of new structures in stream mouth 
protection areas and areas designated by TRPA as prime fish habitat, and setback standards (see TRPA 
Code Sections 84.5.1, 84.6.1, 84.7.1, 84.8.1, and 84.9.2). 
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To develop a reasonable estimate of the number of new shoreline structures that could be developed under 
the existing ordinances, TRPA performed a geographic information system analysis that identified parcels 
with shoreline development potential and excluded parcels that would not meet location standards for new 
structures (Draft EIS Appendix A pages 16–18). The analysis assumed that parcels would not be eligible for 
new shoreline structures if they: 

 are not littoral, 
 are deed-restricted to prohibit new shoreline structures, 
 already contain the maximum number of existing structures allowable for the parcel, 
 are located within a stream mouth protection area, 
 are located within prime fish habitat, or 
 would not be able to comply with setback standards because of parcel size and the location of adjacent 

existing structures. 

Some comments inquired about the difference between the No Project Alternative buildout estimates of this 
EIS and those developed by TRPA for the 2004 Lake Tahoe Shorezone Ordinance Amendments Draft EIS 
(TRPA 2004:2-11 through 2-13). The previous estimate assumed that parcels would not be eligible for new 
shoreline structures if they: 

 are not littoral, 
 already contained the maximum number of existing structures allowable for the parcel, 
 are located within prime fish habitat, or 
 are less than 50 feet in width. 

The no project buildout estimates in this EIS reflect the best available information, including data that were 
unavailable in 2004. The current estimates consider additional development constraints (i.e., existing deed 
restrictions, stream mouth protection areas, and parcel-specific setback constraints) and more accurate and 
fine-grained data on the location of prime fish habitat.  

The location and extent of prime fish habitat are primary factors that limit the potential for new shoreline 
structures under the existing ordinances. Estimates in the 2004 EIS were based on a prime fish habitat map 
adopted by TRPA in 1984, which was, in turn, based on the results of a course-scale fish habitat survey 
conducted in 1971 (Byron et al. 1989). This EIS estimates the location and extent of prime fish habitat 
based on the results of an extensive recent study of fish habitat in Lake Tahoe that incorporated state-of-the-
art remote sensing data and analytical approaches (O’Neil-Dunne et al. 2016). The differences between 
these mapping approaches are described in the 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report, which notes that “the 
higher resolution imagery and multiple images used to create the substrate map…offer a significant 
improvement over prior maps” (TRPA 2016:7-24). 

The 1984 prime fish habitat map is used by TRPA only as a first screen in the review of proposed shoreline 
projects to determine whether fish habitat surveys are necessary. When TRPA receives an application for a 
shoreline project, it refers initially to the 1984 fish habitat map, and if the project site is shown in prime fish 
habitat, TRPA requires a site-specific fish habitat survey (TRPA 2011). In many cases, such surveys 
determine that areas depicted as prime fish habitat on the 1984 map do not actually contain prime fish 
habitat. The more current map used for this EIS analysis more closely reflects the actual location and extent 
of prime fish habitat that would be determined through future site-specific habitat surveys of proposed 
project sites. Because the mapping used in this EIS is more accurate, it provides a more accurate estimate 
of the constraints to shoreline development that would apply under Alternative 2, the No Project Alternative. 
Thus, the Draft EIS appropriately and more accurately estimates buildout conditions under Alternative 2 
based on the best available information. 
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MITIGATION MEASURES THAT REDUCE DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL 
Comments suggest that the description of the proposed project and alternatives (Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS) 
does not accurately convey the level of development and boating activity that would occur under Alternative 
2 because no estimate of the number of structures or hours of boat use that would be expected to occur 
after implementation of mitigation measures is provided. 

The Draft EIS accurately describes the amount of development that could occur under Alternative 2, both as 
proposed and after implementation of recommended mitigation measures. Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS 
describes each of the Shoreline Plan alternatives as they are proposed (i.e., without mitigation measures, 
which were subsequently added and described elsewhere to address significant impacts). Each of these 
alternatives is evaluated in Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. Where the EIS identifies significant impacts that 
would result from implementing an alternative, it recommends mitigation measures to avoid or minimize 
those impacts. The Draft EIS accurately presents the number of new shoreline structures and associated 
boat use that would result under the No Project Alternative based on the shoreline development estimates 
described above (Draft EIS pages 2-15 through 2-21, 2-39 through 2-43). The Draft EIS presents the 
recommended mitigation measures in the executive summary and describes the effects of the mitigation in 
multiple locations (Draft EIS pages 6-27, 8-23 and 8-24, 10-20, 15-20). Together the presentation of 
Alternative 2 before and after mitigation provides full disclosure of the development that could occur under 
the no project alternative. 

The Draft EIS identifies several significant impacts resulting from the level of shoreline development and 
associated boating activity that would occur under Alternative 2, and the comments are correct that 
mitigation measures would reduce the number of new structures that could be developed. Specifically, the 
Draft EIS found that Alternative 2 would have significant or potentially significant impacts related to water 
quality, recreation, air quality, and public health and safety through increases in boating activity that would 
occur at buildout of the shoreline under the existing TRPA shorezone ordinances. To reduce these significant 
and potentially significant effects, the EIS recommended adoption of Mitigation Measures 6-3, 8-1b, 10-1, 
and 15-1b, which would limit the total number of new moorings and boat ramps (i.e., structures that result in 
additional boating capacity) to the number authorized under Alternative 1 (the Proposed Shoreline Plan).  

The analysis did not determine, as some comments suggest, that the proposed Shoreline Plan represented 
the maximum capacity for boating structures. Rather, it determined that the number of boating structures 
associated with the proposed Shoreline Plan would result in less than significant effects on water quality, 
recreation, air quality, and public health and safety. Therefore, by adopting mitigation measures that restrict 
the number of boating structures under Alternative 2 to the number analyzed under Alternative 1, TRPA 
could be assured that the mitigation would reduce the impacts to a less-than-significant level. TRPA could 
consider other mitigation measures that would allow a greater number of boating structures and still reduce 
impacts to a less-than-significant level. However, TRPA has no obligation to consider the maximum number 
of alternatives available or structures possible or to adopt alternate mitigation when it has already identified 
feasible and effective mitigation. 

Several comments also requested additional detail on the number of structures and level of boating activity 
that would occur under Alternative 2 after implementation of mitigation measures. As requested in public 
comments, Tables 3-6 and Exhibits 3-11 through 3-14, below, present a comparison of the number of 
structures that could be constructed under each alternative after implementation of mitigation measures. 
Table 3-7 and Exhibit 3-15, below, depict the estimated boating activity of each alternative after 
implementation of mitigation measures. 
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Table 3-6 Maximum Number of Shoreline Structures at Buildout of Each Alternative after Mitigation 

Structure Baseline 
Conditions 

Alternative 1 – 
Proposed 

Shoreline Plan 

Alternative 2 – Maintain 
Existing TRPA Shorezone 
Regulations (No Project)1 

Alternative 3 – Limit 
New Development 

Alternative 4 – Expand Public 
Access and Reduce Existing 

Development 

Moorings 

Buoys2 4,200 6,206 6,206 4,500 4,200 

Slips2 4,105 4,170 4,170 4,170 4,105 

Boat lifts2 261 306 306 291 261 

Boat houses 165 165 165 165 165 

All moorings 8,731 10,847 10,847 9,126 8,731 

Other Facilities 

Piers 762 900 1,238 853 777 

Public and quasi-public boat ramps 22 24 24 23 22 

Private boat ramps3 16 16 16 16 16 

Marinas 14 14 16 14 14 
1. Mitigation Measures 6-3, 8-1b, 10-1, and 15-1b limit the total number of moorings and boat ramps that could be authorized under Alternative 2. 

2. The total number of moorings is capped, but the buoy, slip, and lift numbers for Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are estimated. Buoys and slips may be exchanged on a 1:1 basis 
at marinas or by public agencies. 

3. Private boat ramps are structures that are identical in form to public and quasi-public boat ramps but that function more like a mooring in that generally only a single 
user/boat launches from that location.  

Source: Appendix A of the Draft EIS 

 

 
Exhibit 3-11 New Shoreline Structures at Buildout of Each Alternative after Mitigation 
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Exhibit 3-12 Estimated Percent Increase in Moorings under Each Alternative after Mitigation 

 

 
Exhibit 3-13 Estimated Percent Increase in Piers under Each Alternative after Mitigation 

 

 
Exhibit 3-14 Estimated Percent Increase in Boat Ramps under Each Alternative after 

Mitigation 
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Table 3-7 Projected Boating Activity under Each Alternative after Mitigation 
  Project Effects (Peak Day) Project Effects (Annual) Buildout (Peak Day) Buildout (Annual) 

Engine-Hours     

Baseline conditions 12,512 489,155 No change No change 

Alternative 1 +1,584 +77,659 14,096 566,814 

Alternative 2 +1,584 +77,659 14,096 566,814 

Alternative 3 +469 +18,213 12,982 507,368 

Alternative 4 0 0 Same as baseline Same as baseline 

Boat Trips     

Baseline conditions 5,899 234,102 No change No change 

Alternative 1 +767 +38,257 6,666 272,359 

Alternative 2 +767 +38,257 6,666 272,359 

Alternative 3 +222 +8,820 6,121 242,923 

Alternative 4 0 0 Same as baseline Same as baseline 
 

 
Exhibit 3-15 Estimated Percent Increase in Boat Trips under Each Alternative after Mitigation 

3.1.6 Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan 

Several comments inquired as to how TRPA monitors environmental changes, including those changes that could 
occur as a result of the Shoreline Plan. Some comments request additional monitoring or seek clarification about 
monitoring included in the proposed Shoreline Plan. Other comments suggest that the Shoreline Plan should 
include an expanded adaptive management process. To provide a comprehensive response to comments on the 
Shoreline Plan and planning process, this response addresses the following topics: 

 threshold evaluations and regional adaptive management, 
 water quality monitoring and adaptive management, 
 noise monitoring and adaptive management 
 air quality monitoring and adaptive management, and 
 recreation monitoring and adaptive management. 
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THRESHOLD EVALUATION AND REGIONAL ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 
The Compact is the foundation of TRPA’s mandate to manage and conserve the unique resources of the 
Tahoe Region. It directs TRPA to establish threshold standards to maintain significant scenic, recreational, 
educational, scientific, or natural values and to maintain public health and safety in the Tahoe Region. The 
Compact also directs TRPA to develop an enforceable regional plan that attains and maintains the adopted 
thresholds, which fall into nine categories: air quality, water quality, soil conservation, scenic resources, 
wildlife, fisheries, vegetation preservation, recreation, and noise. TRPA Resolution 82-11, as amended, lists 
the adopted thresholds and includes relevant information. 

The Regional Plan’s Monitoring and Evaluation Subelement guides TRPA’s evaluation of progress toward 
attaining and maintaining thresholds. TRPA evaluates the status and trends of threshold indicators every 4 
years, and uses the evaluation as the basis, in part, to propose updates to the Regional Plan. The threshold 
evaluation involves the assessment of the status and trends of over 150 different standards. Most are 
numeric standards that are quantitatively evaluated based on the best available data; others reflect policy 
statements or management standards that are qualitatively evaluated to determine if the policy or 
management direction has been implemented through existing programs and regulations.  

The threshold evaluation identifies the attainment status of each threshold standard and, where possible, 
provides an estimated date for attainment of standards that are not currently being achieved. TRPA 
maintains a list of compliance measures, or actions being taken to attain and maintain threshold standards, 
and supplemental compliance measures, or those additional measures that TRPA will or could take to 
ensure attainment and maintenance of thresholds. 

For each threshold standard, the threshold evaluation identifies the status and trend of the relevant 
environmental condition. It reports the primary human and environmental factors that affect the 
environmental condition, evaluates the effectiveness of programs and actions intended to achieve and 
maintain the standard, and provides recommendations to better achieve and maintain the standard. Each 
threshold evaluation report is independently peer-reviewed by a panel of experts in relevant disciplines to 
verify that the evaluation provides adequate and reliable information to inform policy decisions.  

The threshold evaluation guides adjustments to the Regional Plan, Code, and implementation programs. 
Information from the threshold evaluation is considered in combination with regional plan performance 
measures, sustainability indicators, EIP reporting, and other sources of information, to identify modifications 
to the Regional Plan and its implementation programs necessary to attain and maintain thresholds (Exhibit 
3-16). This process of evaluating the status and trends of different threshold standards, synthesizing this 
information with other monitoring and reporting data, and amending the Regional Plan and implementation 
programs is a comprehensive regional adaptive management process. The process allows TRPA to adapt to 
changing conditions and unforeseen issues and identify new or different management approaches 
necessary to achieve and maintain thresholds.  

Some comments suggest that the proposed Shoreline Plan should include an adaptive management 
program. As an element of the Regional Plan, the Shoreline Plan would be adaptively managed through the 
existing threshold evaluation and regional adaptive management process. Sections 84.3.2.E.7 and 84.4.4.G 
of the proposed Shoreline Code specifically require that TRPA review and revise, as necessary, the allocation 
of new moorings and piers based on the results of threshold evaluations. Future threshold evaluations would 
evaluate the status and trends of threshold conditions, identify drivers of threshold decline, if any, and 
recommend programs or actions to more effectively achieve and maintain the thresholds. If a threshold 
evaluation identified drivers of threshold decline associated with the Shoreline Plan, it would recommend 
adaptive management actions, such as revisions to the allocation of shoreline structures or additional 
boating regulations, to address the decline.   
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Exhibit 3-16 Regional Plan and Adaptive Management 
Flowchart 
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The Shoreline Plan, once adopted, is incorporated into and becomes part of the Regional Plan. As part of the 
Regional Plan, the Shoreline Plan is then subject to all of the Regional Plan’s monitoring and adaptive 
management programs and processes. The Shoreline Plan encompasses, incorporates, and relies on 
already ongoing and adopted monitoring programs and adaptive management. The plan here adds 
expanded monitoring and adaptive management programs focused on specific topics where there may be 
data gaps or limited information, as described below. However, creating a separate monitoring and adaptive 
management program focused solely on the Shoreline Plan, as some comments suggest, is unnecessary in 
consideration of the programs and activities that already exist. Adaptive management too narrowly focused 
on the Shoreline Plan would likely miss opportunities for more effective management actions because 
environmental conditions are affected by a wide range of factors, many of which may be partially or 
minimally regulated by the Shoreline Plan. By narrowly focusing on the Shoreline Plan, such an adaptive 
management program would ignore many of the factors or beneficial management actions affecting 
environmental conditions and would likely result in adaptive management actions that are ineffective 
because they do not consider the full range of factors that drive changes in environmental conditions. Such 
a program would also divert limited resources from the existing effective regional adaptive management 
program to a more limited and less effective program. 

Expanded Shoreline Monitoring and Adaptive Management Programs 
In addition to regular threshold monitoring, TRPA would adopt, through the proposed Shoreline Plan, 
additional targeted monitoring programs to detect unforeseen changes in the environment and provide 
additional information to inform the regional adaptive management process. TRPA has committed to 
initiating, expanding, or enhancing Shoreline-specific monitoring activities for water quality, noise, and 
recreation. Note that this newly added Shoreline-specific monitoring would become a part of the broader, 
comprehensive program of monitoring environmental indicators within the Tahoe Region that is 
implemented by TRPA in collaboration with the more than 50 organizations of the EIP partnership. 
Descriptions of existing and expanded monitoring programs for water quality, noise, air quality, and 
recreation are included below. 

In addition to the monitoring programs described below, TRPA’s EIP Division would be responsible for 
collecting information on boating at aquatic invasive species inspection stations and public boat ramps, as 
well as implementing mitigation programs identified in the Draft EIS and EIP projects (for more information 
on the EIP, see Section 2.6.3 of the Draft EIS). TRPA’s Current Planning Division would be responsible for 
tracking pier and buoy permits by location and user type (e.g., public, private).  

WATER QUALITY MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 
TRPA and partner agencies together administer comprehensive water quality monitoring programs, which 
address a broad spectrum of water quality parameters. These programs track the status and trends of 
ambient water quality conditions, assess the effectiveness of water quality improvement programs, and 
detect potential sources of water quality degradation. The results of these programs directly inform the 
Regional Plan’s adaptive management, EIP programs and projects, and water quality planning initiatives 
within the Tahoe Region. Expanded water quality monitoring under the proposed Shoreline Plan would 
supplement the growing body of information on trends and drivers of water quality in Lake Tahoe. A list of 
current (ongoing) water quality planning initiatives in the Tahoe Region is provided below in Table 3-8. 

Expanded Nearshore Turbidity Monitoring 
As a part of the proposed Shoreline Plan, TRPA would expand the existing Nearshore Water Quality 
Monitoring Network to evaluate the extent to which boating activity affects nearshore turbidity (see Draft EIS 
page 2-39). As described for Impact 6-2 in the Draft EIS (see Draft EIS pages 6-19 through 6-24), boating 
activity has the potential to generate and alter wave action in shallow portions of the nearshore and suspend 
available lake bottom sediments. Sediment suspension is unlikely to affect midlake clarity but has the 
potential to produce temporary declines in nearshore clarity. Enforcement of slow speeds for boats within 
the no-wake zone would reduce wave generation potential; however, some areas of the nearshore extend 
beyond the no-wake zone, and the proposed monitoring is intended to compare turbidity in those areas with  
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Table 3-8 Lake Tahoe Water Quality Monitoring Programs 
Project Investigator Years Funders Brief Description Constituents Measured Waterbody 

Secchi Depth and Pelagic 
Monitoring 

UC Davis 1968–Present TRPA / UC Davis UC Davis collects water quality data mostly 
focused on the clarity and nutrients in pelagic 
Lake Tahoe. 

Secchi Depth, VEC, SEC, Dissolved 
Oxygen, Nitrate, Soluble Phosphorus, 
Chlr-A, fluorescence, primary 
productivity, temperature 

Lake Tahoe 

Atmospheric Deposition 
Into Lake Tahoe 

UC Davis 1968–Present TRPA / UC Davis UC Davis measures the direct atmospheric 
deposition of nutrients and particulate matter that 
reduce the clarity of Lake Tahoe. 

Nutrients and particulate matter from 
atmospheric deposition into Lake 
Tahoe. 

Lake Tahoe 

Periphyton/ 
Phytoplankton Species 
Composition and Algal 
Growth Potential/ 
Nearshore Network 

UC Davis 2000–Present Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board  / UC 
Davis 

UC Davis measures attached algae all around the 
nearshore of Lake Tahoe to determine changes in 
nutrient loading and eutrophication, as well as 
lake trophic status. 

Attached algae (periphyton) Lake Tahoe 

Regional Stormwater 
Monitoring Program 

Tahoe – RCD 2001–2011 
(UCD) 2013-
present Tahoe 
RCD 

SNPLMA, State Water 
Board, EDC, CSLT, Placer, 
Washoe, Douglas, NDOT, 
Caltrans 

The RSWMP program measures sediments load 
and nutrients at selected stormwater discharge 
locations, some in tributaries to Lake Tahoe and 
some that flow into Lake Tahoe itself. 

Suspended sediment and nutrients Stormwater 
basins 

Lake Tahoe Interagency 
Monitoring Program 
LTIMP 

USGS 2000– current USGS/TRPA/Lahontan/CT
C 

LTIMP measures sediment and nutrients in 7 of 
the largest tributaries to Lake Tahoe. 

Sediment load, water temperature, 
nutrient load 

Tributaries 

Stream Bioassessment TRPA, Lahontan 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board, Nevada 
Department of 
Environmental 
Protection 

2009–current TRPA TRPA monitors stream habitat and benthic 
macroinvertebrates in tributaries to Lake Tahoe to 
determine changes in stream habitat and water 
quality. 

Benthic macroinvertebrates 
(indicators of water quality) and 
stream habitat (fish habitat) 

Tributaries 

Pilot Implementation of 
Lake Tahoe Nearshore 
Monitoring Framework for 
Clarity Metrics 

DRI 2017–current Nevada Division of State 
Lands 

In this pilot program, DRI measures turbidity in the 
nearshore of Lake Tahoe. The focus of this effort 
is to develop and refine methods for data 
collection. 

Turbidity, light transmissivity, 
chlorophyll 

Lake Tahoe 
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Table 3-8 Lake Tahoe Water Quality Monitoring Programs 
Project Investigator Years Funders Brief Description Constituents Measured Waterbody 

Community Structure 
Pilot Monitoring 

UNR 2017–current Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board, 
NDEP, TRPA 

This pilot program examined plants, fish, crayfish 
and macroinvertebrates in the Lake Tahoe 
nearshore, and the preliminary report gives the 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
and its partners the first opportunity to view the 
health of these organisms in one unified report. 

Aquatic vertebrates and 
macroinvertebrates 

Lake Tahoe 

Pilot Metaphyton 
Monitoring 

UC Davis 2017–current Nevada Division of State 
Lands 

Metaphyton is algae that are neither attached nor 
planktonic. Along with periphyton, it is cited as a 
nuisance in the nearshore. UCD-TERC is 
conducting a pilot monitoring effort focusing on 
developing methods to estimate the distribution 
and biomass of metaphython washing up on 
three beaches: Round Hill Pines Beach, NV, El 
Dorado Beach, CA and Regan Beach, CA. 

Unattached algae (metaphyton) Lake Tahoe 

Nearshore Human Health 
Monitoring 

Nevada Tahoe 
Conservation 
District, Tahoe 
RCD, DRI 

2018-current Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board  

NTCD will conduct periodic monitoring of harmful 
microorganisms and toxins that affect human 
health in Lake Tahoe’s nearshore. 

Microorganisms and toxins such as 
coliform and cyanotoxins. 

Lake Tahoe 

Lake Tahoe Drinking 
Water Monitoring (Lake 
Tahoe surface Water 
Used as Drinking Water) 

Lake Tahoe 
Water Suppliers 
Association 

Current Lake Tahoe Water 
Suppliers Association 

All water suppliers in Lake Tahoe that collect 
drinking water from Lake Tahoe (10 suppliers 
serving 27,000 people) itself are required to 
monitor water quality at the drinking water intakes 
in Lake Tahoe. This monitoring does not apply to 
Lake Tahoe’s largest drinking water supplies, South 
Lake Tahoe Public Utility District, because they get 
their water from wells, not Lake Tahoe surface 
water. 

Turbidity, arsenic, and dozens of 
bacterial constituents. Herbicides are 
not measured at these intakes which 
is a concern if the Water Suppliers 
Association if herbicides are used to 
control aquatic invasive species in the 
Tahoe Keys. 

Lake Tahoe 

Incline Village Beaches 
Water Quality Monitoring 

Incline Village 
General 
Improvement 
District 

Current Incline Village General 
Improvement District 

IVGID monitors water quality at tributaries and in 
the nearshore of Lake Tahoe in and around its’ 
recreational beaches. 

Temperature, turbidity, total coliform, 
fecal coliform, total dissolved solids, 
and dissolved oxygen 

Lake Tahoe 

Lake Tahoe “Clean 
Marina” Water Quality 
Monitoring 

Lahontan 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board and 
private 

All Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board and 
private 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
requires Lake Tahoe marinas on the California 
side to monitor discharge into the lake before and 
after storm events and in the surface waters of 
Lake Tahoe. 

Stormwater: Total Nitrogen, Total 
Phosphorous, Iron, Turbidity, Oil and 
Grease, pH, Total Suspended Solids, 
Hardness, Aluminum, Copper, Lead, 
and Zinc 

Lake Tahoe 
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Table 3-8 Lake Tahoe Water Quality Monitoring Programs 
Project Investigator Years Funders Brief Description Constituents Measured Waterbody 

Surface water: Total nitrogen, total 
phosphorus, turbidity, aluminum, 
copper, iron, lead, mercury, zinc, pH 
and hardness. Additional four samples 
between July 1 and August 1 of each 
year within five feet of the fueling docks 
for total petroleum hydrocarbon 
(gasoline and diesel), and (combined) 
oil and grease. Five samples must be 
taken between July 1 and August 1 of 
each year for bacteria (fecal and E. coli). 

Nearshore Monitoring 
Network 

Public/private 
partnership 

2015–current Public/private partnership, 
Lahontan 

There are 11 continuous monitors deployed in 
Lake Tahoe’s nearshore which mostly focus on 
factors contributing to nearshore clarity decline. 

Turbidity, chlorophyll, DO, temp, EC, 
and wave height 

Lake Tahoe 

Lake Tahoe Tributary 
Algae Monitoring 

Lahontan 
Regional Water 
Quality Control 
Board 

2000–current Lahontan Regional Water 
Quality Control Board  

The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board occasionally monitors algal growth in 
tributaries to Lake Tahoe, as well as harmful 
bacteria such as fecal coliform if a problem is 
suspected. 

Algae, fecal coliform Tributaries 

Nevada Department of 
Environmental Protection 
Tributary Water Quality 
Monitoring 

NDEP 1992–current NDEP NDEP samples tributaries on the Nevada side of 
Lake Tahoe on a regular basis for bacteria, 
nutrients, as well as some biological elements 
such as dissolved oxygen. 

Measurements are taken on chloride, 
nitrate, nitrite, phosphorus, sulfate, 
hardness, total dissolved solids (TDS), 
alkalinity, total coliform, fecal coliform, 
and Escherichia coli (E. coli), 
temperature, pH, and dissolved 
oxygen. Qualitative information is also 
collected on substances attributable 
to domestic or industrial waste or 
other controllable sources including 
settleable solids that form bottom or 
sludge deposits; floating debris, oil, 
grease, scum, and other floating 
materials; odor, color, turbidity, or 
other conditions. 

Tributaries 
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turbidity in areas of the nearshore that are within the no-wake zone. The data could be combined with data 
collected from other water quality programs with nearshore sensors to evaluate drivers of nearshore 
turbidity, including assessing the degree to which boating affects nearshore turbidity. The program would 
involve installation and up to 2 years of operation for turbidity monitors. Funding for the program would be 
provided through fees collected during the 2008–2010 shorezone program (see Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS for more information).  

If the results of monitoring indicate that boating activities could be contributing to an exceedance of TRPA’s 
nearshore turbidity threshold, adaptive management actions would be implemented. Adaptive management 
actions could include, but would not be limited to: 

 expanding the no-wake zone based on scientific findings and recommendations for nearshore areas 
identified to be susceptible to reduced clarity from boating activities or  

 enacting a nearshore water quality mitigation, for example: a fee on recreational watercraft and use of 
the revenue to fund compensatory mitigation projects that reduce other sources of nearshore water 
quality impairment, such as stormwater management projects or fertilizer reduction initiatives. 

NOISE MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 
TRPA and partner agencies administer lake-wide noise monitoring surveys for both single-event and 
community noise equivalent levels (described on pages 12-5 through 12-6 and 12-9 of the Draft EIS). 
Details of these noise monitoring programs are presented in Table 3-9.  

To monitor noise from motorized watercraft, TRPA has a network of 10 noise monitoring stations at several 
locations around the lake, which are monitored every 2 years. When the results of monitoring at these 
locations indicate exceedances of noise standards, TRPA increases patrols in identified problem areas and 
engages with boaters in those areas to educate them on the noise ordinances. This on-the-lake education is 
currently the primary mechanism for noise compliance.  

Enhanced Noise Monitoring 
TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to expand noise monitoring along the shoreline to better 
detect, identify, and address noise sources. The existing noise monitoring program would be expanded to 
include updated noise monitoring equipment with photo identification capability that could positively identify 
boats that contribute to a violation of noise standards. As described in Chapter 2, “Changes to the Proposed 
Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, TRPA would also revise the Code to ban certain types of boats that exceed 
noise standards. This expanded monitoring approach in combination with the Code revision, would allow 
TRPA and implementing partners to identify categories of boats that exceed noise limitations and better 
enforce noise standards. If the results of noise monitoring indicate excessive noise violations or specific 
areas of concern, TRPA would take adaptive management actions. Adaptive management actions could 
include but would not be limited to: 

 increasing the presence of the TRPA and other law enforcement boat crews in areas where ongoing 
noise exceedances have been identified;  

 issuing cease-and-desist orders or other enforcement actions to operators of watercraft found repeatedly 
in violation of noise standards; and/or 

 entering into MOUs with partner organizations to prohibit the moorage or launch of boats with equipment 
likely to exceed noise standards, unless they are proven compliant. 
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Table 3-9 Lake Tahoe Noise Monitoring Programs 
Project Investigator Years Funders Brief Description Parameters Measured Monitoring Location(s) 

TRPA Plan Area Noise 
Monitoring 

TRPA 1982-
Present 

TRPA TRPA monitors background noise levels in all 
local Plan Areas in the Tahoe Basin to ensure 
noise levels are not disturbing people and 
wildlife, and to maintain the unique 
characteristics of the Basin. Each local Plan 
Area has its own allowable noise level in 
TRPA's thresholds, with maximum average 24-
hour allowable noise levels ranging from 45 
decibels (dB) in wilderness areas to 65 dB in 
industrial areas. 

TRPA uses a Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) measure to assess whether 
noise levels are being exceeded in Plan Areas. 
The CNEL averages decibel levels over a 24-
hour period, with excess noise late at night 
and early in the morning being weighted 
greater due to humans and wildlife being 
more sensitive to noise at these times. Noise 
monitors are generally placed in Plan Areas 
for 1-2 weeks during peak noise periods. 

TRPA monitors 35 Area 
Plans per year, and re-
visits each site once every 
4 years (140 total sites 
within local Plan Areas are 
monitored). 

TRPA Highway Noise 
Monitoring 

TRPA 2001-
Present 

TRPA TRPA monitors background noise levels along 
all major highways in the Tahoe Basin 
including Highways 50, 28, 431, 267, 89, and 
207.Highway noise is monitored to ensure 
local Plan Areas are not overly impacted by 
highway noise. Each highway has its own 
allowable noise level in TRPA's thresholds at 
300 feet from the highway edge, with 
maximum average 24-hour allowable noise 
levels ranging from 55 decibels (dB) on more 
rural highways (Mt. Rose highway) to 65 dB on 
major highways (Hwy 50 in South Lake 
Tahoe). 

TRPA uses a Community Noise Equivalent 
Level (CNEL) measure to assess whether 
noise levels are being exceeded along 
highways. The CNEL averages decibel levels 
over a 24-hour period, with excess noise late 
at night and early in the morning being 
weighted greater due to humans and wildlife 
being more sensitive to noise at these times. 
Noise monitors are generally placed along 
highways for 1-2 weeks during peak noise 
periods. 

TRPA monitors 7 to 8 
highway locations per year, 
and re-visits each site once 
every 4 years (30 total 
highway locations 
monitored; multiple 
locations along each 
highway). 

TRPA Lake Tahoe Shoreline 
Noise Monitoring 

TRPA 2000-
Present 

TRPA TRPA monitors noise from motorized 
watercraft along Lake Tahoe’s shoreline. 
Noise from boats along Lake Tahoe’s 
shoreline is monitored to ensure noise is not 
damaging to the public’s enjoyment of the 
lake and does not damage wildlife. Under 
TRPA code, noise from boats is not allowed to 
exceed 75 dB for a “one-time event” (a boat 
passing by, for example). 

TRPA uses a single-event noise threshold to 
assess whether noise levels are being 
exceeded in the shoreline. All noise events 
over 75 dB are automatically recorded, and 
then listened to by a noise technician to 
differentiate between noise from boats and 
non-boats (waves, airplanes, etc.). Noise 
monitors are generally placed in the shoreline 
for 2+ weeks during peak noise periods (July 
4th to Labor Day). 

TRPA monitors 10 
shoreline locations around 
the lake at least once 
every 2 years. 
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AIR QUALITY MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 
TRPA conducts long-term air quality monitoring in coordination with multiple partner agencies at six sites 
around the Tahoe Basin (Table 3-10). This comprehensive approach monitors a wide array of air pollutant 
constituents with data collected through programs operated by the states, local jurisdictions, and the 
national Interagency Monitoring of Protected Visual Environments (IMPROVE) programs. The results of air 
quality monitoring drives adaptive management to limit or regulate certain types of activities that are known 
to produce air pollutants. The expanded recreation monitoring, described below, would also help to inform 
air quality monitoring relative to the Shoreline Plan, because it would provide information on boating activity 
that could be used to validate assumptions and analysis in this EIS, and detect unexpected changes in 
boating activity. 

RECREATION MONITORING AND ADAPTIVE MANAGEMENT 
TRPA monitors the quality of and access to outdoor recreation opportunities through several metrics. 
Recreation user surveys are conducted every 5 years on U.S. Forest Service lands as part of the National 
Visitor Use Monitoring Program. This monitoring provides information on recreation activities and user 
satisfaction with various elements of the recreation experience. In addition, other recreation providers and 
tourism organizations conduct recreation user surveys on an as-needed basis. These user surveys provide 
valuable information on user perceptions of the quality of recreation opportunities, and they help to identify 
those aspects of the recreation experience that could be improved. 

To achieve a fair share distribution of recreation opportunities throughout the Region, in 1987 TRPA 
established and implemented a “persons at one time” (PAOT) recreation capacity allocation system. The 
PAOT measure is an estimate of the number of individuals that a recreation facility or area can support at 
any given time. TRPA allocates PAOTs to recreation facilities and tracks the number of PAOTs relative to 
other forms of development to assess whether recreation capacity increases in proportion with private 
development. TRPA also tracks public land acquisitions and projects that provide additional recreation 
access, such as trails and trailheads, to assess trends in the amount of public access opportunities. 
Additional information on recreation monitoring is provided in Chapter 11 of the 2015 Threshold Evaluation 
Report (TRPA 2016). Additional information on public land acquisition programs is provided in Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. 

The proposed Shoreline Plan would include additional recreation user surveys. This expanded monitoring 
would include surveys of beach users, surveys of motorized and nonmotorized watercraft users, and 
observations of recreation capacity along the shoreline. Monitoring would begin in 2019 and would occur on 
a coordinated schedule with environmental threshold monitoring. The results would be used to inform 
approaches to adaptive management for recreation as part of the regional threshold evaluation and 
adaptive management process. For example, if the data identify unforeseen significant changes in the 
quality of nonmotorized recreational experiences along the shoreline, TRPA or land management agencies 
could implement adaptive management measures, such as increasing the no-wake zone in targeted areas, 
providing additional enforcement or education, or revising recreation management practices at popular 
recreational sites or facilities. 
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Table 3-10 Lake Tahoe Air Quality Monitoring Programs 
Project Investigator Years Funders Brief Description Constituents Measured Monitoring Location(s) 

Tahoe Ambient Air 
Monitoring Program 

Desert Research 
Institute (DRI) / 
Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency / 
UC Davis Nuclear 
Laboratory / U.S. 
Forest Service 

2011-
Present 

TRPA, U.S. 
Forest Service 

Baseline ambient air 
quality conditions and 
track air quality trends. 

Ozone (O3), Oxides of 
Nitrogen (NO2), Carbon 
Monoxide (CO), Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5 and PM10) 

Monitoring occurs at 3 locations operated jointly by TRPA, DRI, and 
UC Davis, as well as one station that is operated by the U.S. Forest 
Service: 
 Stateline, NV station (TRPA / DRI): The station at 

Stateline monitors CO, NO2, O3, and PM2.5. 
 DL Bliss State Park, CA station (USFS / TRPA / DRI / UC 

Davis): The station on the west shore of Lake Tahoe 
monitors O3, PM2.5, PM10, and visibility. It is also part of a 
national network of monitors (IMPROVE network) that 
analyze visibility at the nation’s most iconic visual 
resources, most of which are national parks. 

 Lake Tahoe Community College, CA station (TRPA / LTCC 
/ DRI / UC Davis): This station in South Lake Tahoe 
monitors PM2.5, PM10, O3, and visibility. It is also part of a 
national network of monitors (IMPROVE network) that 
analyze visibility at the nation’s most iconic visual 
resources, most of which are national parks. 

Local Jurisdiction Air 
Quality Monitoring 

California Air 
Resources Board 
(CARB), Washoe 
County, Placer 
County 

2011-
Present 

California Air 
Resources 
Board, 
Washoe 
County, Placer 
County, TRPA 

Baseline ambient air 
quality conditions and 
track air quality trends. 

Ozone (O3), Particulate 
Matter (PM2.5 and PM10) 

There are 3 locations operated by local jurisdictions in the Lake 
Tahoe Basin: 
 Incline Village, NV station (Washoe County): This site 

monitors ozone (O3). 
 Tahoe City, CA station (Placer County / TRPA): This site 

monitors O3 and PM2.5. 
 South Lake Tahoe, CA station (CARB): This site monitors 

PM10. 
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3.2 AGENCIES 
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Letter 
A1 

California Attorney General’s Office 
July 9, 2018 

 

A1-1 The comment provides introductory remarks on the role of the Office of the California 
Attorney General. It implies that the Draft EIS must demonstrate that the Regional Plan, as 
amended by the Shoreline Plan, meets the requirement of the Bi-State Compact (Public Law 
96-551) to attain and maintain the environmental thresholds. The comment also contends 
that the proposed Shoreline Plan would enhance the experience of private littoral property 
owners and marina patrons while not including provisions to support the interests of those at 
Lake Tahoe who participate in nonmotorized boating, swimming, or general recreational 
access to existing public areas along the shoreline. It goes on to suggest that the proposed 
Shoreline Plan and EIS should consider the environmental justice implications of such 
effects. Finally, the comment recommends a series of revisions to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan itself. 

 The specific topics raised in subsequent comments are addressed in the responses to 
comments A1-2 through A1-27.  

 The comment’s suggestion that the Draft EIS must demonstrate that the Regional Plan, as 
amended by the Shoreline Plan, meets the Bi-State Compact’s requirement to achieve and 
maintain the environmental thresholds is correct. However, the comment misinterprets the 
role of the Draft EIS in that mandate. The Bi-State Compact (Article I.b) provides TRPA with 
the “power to establish environmental threshold carrying capacities and to adopt and 
enforce a regional plan and implementing ordinances which will achieve and maintain such 
capacities while providing opportunities for orderly growth and development consistent with 
such capacities.” The Bi-State Compact (Article V.c) further requires that the regional plan 
“and all its elements, as implemented through agency ordinances, rules and regulations, 
achieves and maintains the adopted environmental threshold carrying capacities.”  

The Regional Plan is a comprehensive strategy for achieving and maintaining the thresholds 
while allowing for orderly growth and development consistent with the thresholds. As 
described in the Regional Plan Goals and Policies (TRPA 2012:1-1 through 1-8), the Regional 
Plan includes the goals and policies themselves, the TRPA Code, and numerous other plans 
and implementation programs administered by TRPA and by other agencies in coordination 
with TRPA. As described in the Draft EIS (page 2-1) “the Shoreline Plan would involve 
amendments to sections of the TRPA Code that address uses and development in the 
shorezone of Lake Tahoe (TRPA Code Chapters 80–86), and related amendments to TRPA 
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Code Chapters 2, 10, 14, 50, 63, 66, and 90).” The Shoreline Plan is an amendment to the 
Regional Plan but is not in itself the Regional Plan. Thus, the Shoreline Plan, by itself, is not 
intended or required to result in the achievement and maintenance of all environmental 
thresholds. The whole of the Regional Plan as amended by the Shoreline Plan will achieve 
and maintain the environmental thresholds. To demonstrate this, TRPA has prepared 
findings as required by TRPA Code Section 4.6 (see the threshold findings included in the 
TRPA staff report). 

As described on page 1-3 in the Draft EIS, “[t]he intended use of this EIS is to identify and 
assess the anticipated environmental effects of implementing the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives, with a focus on significant and potentially significant impacts.” The EIS is 
consistent with the requirements of Article VII of the Bi-State Compact, which, among other 
things, requires that an EIS identify the significant environmental impacts of a proposed 
project (see also the EIS findings included in the TRPA staff report). The EIS appropriately 
evaluates the adverse environmental effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan and provides 
information that is important in determining the effects of the plan on the environmental 
thresholds. However, the EIS does not, and nor is it required to, demonstrate the ability of 
the amended Regional Plan to achieve and maintain the environmental thresholds; that is 
the role of the Compact Article V and Code Chapter 4 findings. 

Additionally, the Shoreline Plan does not approve any projects, and this EIS “is not intended 
to replace the project-specific environmental review required to implement site-specific 
projects” (Draft EIS page 1-3). As described in the Draft EIS (page 1-3): 

[a]ll of TRPA’s existing procedures requiring environmental review of projects to 
determine their potential for significant impacts, feasible and effective mitigation to 
address those impacts, findings pertaining to project effects on threshold attainment, 
and other environmental safeguards are still in place and will continue to ensure that 
individual projects are fully evaluated prior to approval and implementation.  

The comment’s suggestion that the proposed Shoreline Plan would enhance the experience 
of private littoral property owners and marina patrons while not including provisions to 
support the interests of those who access Lake Tahoe through other means is not true and 
mischaracterizes the purpose and approach of the Shoreline Plan. Although a goal of the 
Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreational experience along Lake Tahoe’s shoreline, the 
Shoreline Plan is not the recreation plan for Lake Tahoe. Nor is it the recreation plan for the 
shores of Lake Tahoe. As stated many times, it is instead the last remaining element of the 
1987 Regional Plan and addresses the only portion of the Region for which development 
caps have not been adopted. So, it is predominantly a plan to set the development 
envelopes for water access structures along the shoreline and to do that in the context of a 
mix of 45 percent public and 55 percent private property fronting the lake shore. TRPA and 
partner organizations administer numerous plans and programs that promote high-quality 
recreation on and around Lake Tahoe and to provide for the continued attainment of TRPA’s 
recreation thresholds (see Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation in Section 3.1 of this 
Final EIS and the threshold findings presented in the TRPA staff report). The Shoreline Plan 
meets a predominantly different purpose. 

As stated in the Draft EIS, Section 1.2, “Purpose and Objectives of the Shoreline Plan,” “the 
Shoreline Plan is necessary to manage the use and development of the shoreline consistent 
with the best available science” (Draft EIS page 1-2). Growth and new development outside 
of the shorezone in the Tahoe Region (e.g., residential, commercial, and tourist 
accommodation development) are strictly capped by the Regional Plan with numerical limits 
on the total amount of each new development type (see TRPA Code Chapters 50–53). 
However, the existing Regional Plan does not include similar growth caps on the number of 
new shoreline structures. The Shoreline Plan would provide those caps and development 
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limits. Without such growth caps, development along the shoreline has the potential to 
adversely affect environmental thresholds, including the recreational use and enjoyment of 
the lake and shoreline. The proposed Shoreline Plan would establish such caps, along with 
related standards necessary to manage the shoreline. The proposed Shoreline Plan focuses 
on regulations that govern development potential of private littoral properties, marinas, and 
other areas that must be regulated to achieve and maintain the environmental thresholds. 
The effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on recreation, including effects on public use, 
dispersed recreation, and nonmotorized recreation, are evaluated in the Draft EIS in Chapter 
8, “Recreation.” The comment provides no evidence that the recreation analysis in the Draft 
EIS is inadequate. See also Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. 

The comment recommends a series of revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan. The 
suggested revisions pertain to the merits of the Shoreline Plan and not the adequacy of the 
environmental review in this EIS. Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process addresses these comments. Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” 
of this Final EIS describes revisions proposed by TRPA in response to comments, including 
many recommended by the Attorney General: 

 addition of elements supportive of nonmotorized watercraft, including funding for the 
Lake Tahoe Water Trail; 

 more robust adaptive management; 

 establishment of an expanded no-wake zone around structures that extend beyond the 
600-foot no-wake zone; and 

 establishment of a no-wake zone around nonmotorized boats and swimmers. 

A1-2 The comment provides prefatory remarks and introduces more detailed comments contained 
in the letter. The specific topics raised in subsequent comments are responded to below and 
in the response to comments A1-3 through A1-27.  

 The comment notes that the 2017 average clarity of Lake Tahoe was the lowest ever 
recorded and questions whether the clarity reading represents significant new information or 
significant new circumstances that would trigger additional action in the Draft EIS. The 2018 
State of the Lake Report (TERC 2018:2.1) summarizes lake clarity in 2017 as follows: 

The clarity of Lake Tahoe declined in 2017 to its lowest level since regular 
measurements commenced in 1968. The data suggest that this was due to the 
combined effects of the accumulation of sediment during a five-year drought that 
ended with a winter of record high precipitation levels that extended late into the 
spring. More sediment was washed into the lake in 2017 than the combined 
amounts from the previous five years. The clarity conditions were particularly poor in 
late summer and fall when the unusually warm lake conditions may have trapped 
sediment-reducing fine particles near the lake surface. Indications from clarity 
readings in the first half of 2018 are that the clarity is back in its normal range, and 
that the result for 2017 can be considered to be an outlier. 

 The California Code of Regulations (Section 15088.5) states, “New information added to an 
EIR is not ‘significant’ unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the public of a 
meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect…” Similarly, 40 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR) 1502.9(c) defines “significant new information” as information that is 
“relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts.” 
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 Although the 2017 average mid-lake lake clarity measured at a low since regular 
measurements were first taken in 1968, the experts who have studied the issue since 1998 
consider this an outlier attributable to extreme conditions, including the 5-year drought. The 
2017 lake clarity data do not support a substantial change in the long-term trend in recorded 
lake clarity as presented in the Draft EIS. Similarly, the above-average clarity data recorded in 
2012 and 2014 did not indicate a substantial change in the long-term trend with respect to 
lake clarity (see Draft EIS Exhibit 6-2). These short-term variations in clarity data are 
consistent with other reported annual variations in recorded clarity and with the Draft EIS 
description of lake clarity trends as having little or no change “but sizeable interannual and 
seasonal variability” (Draft EIS page 6-13). 

 More importantly, the current lake clarity measurement provides context regarding the 
condition of the affected environment, but it does not affect the analysis of the water quality 
effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives. As described on page 6-15, in the “Significance 
Criteria” section in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIS, implementing a 
Shoreline Plan alternative would result in a significant impact on water quality if it would 
increase atmospheric deposition of pollutants onto Lake Tahoe; substantially increase soil 
erosion, release of pollutants, or sediment resuspension; or interfere with littoral processes. 
The water quality analysis on pages 6-15 through 6-34 of the Draft EIS evaluates the effects of 
each alternative relative to those significance criteria. The effects of the alternatives and the 
level of significance of water quality impacts are not affected by annual variation in lake clarity. 

A1-3 The comment questions the number of buoys considered in the environmental baseline in 
the Draft EIS analysis. The comment acknowledges that TRPA has discretion to select the 
appropriate baseline for the analysis but asserts that the Draft EIS does not provide a 
sufficient discussion of the history and current status of buoy permitting at Lake Tahoe or 
support for the selected baseline. It suggests that certain categories of buoys already on the 
lake should be omitted from the baseline condition, such as existing buoys that have been 
permitted by state or federal agencies but that have not been permitted by TRPA, and buoys 
permitted by TRPA between 2008 and 2010. 

 The Draft EIS describes the baseline conditions considered in the EIS and the rationale for 
selecting those conditions in Section 3.3, “Baseline Conditions” (Draft EIS pages 3-2 and 
3-3). Additional detail and rationale for the selected baseline are provided below. 

 To determine the impacts of a proposed action, agencies compare the impacts of that action 
against the environmental baseline. Federal and state authorities recognize that existing 
conditions will normally be the proper baseline. “It is the environment as it is found 
contemporaneously with an agency’s decision to embark upon an action which may change it, 
not the condition in which it may have been left before, which is the benchmark from which the 
alteration of the status quo is to be measured in assessing the significance of such action for 
NEPA purposes.” Overseas Shipholding Group, Inc., v. Skinner, 767 F.Supp. 287, 299 (D.D.C. 
1991) (quoting Natural Resources Defense Council v. Vaughn, 566 F.Supp. 1472, 1476 
(D.D.C. 1983)); City & County of San Francisco v. U.S., 615 F.2d 498, 501 (9th Cir. 1980) 
(When proposing to lease a temporarily inactive shipbuilding facility, the Navy did not need to 
analyze impacts to a baseline that assumed no shipbuilding operations; the Navy needed to 
analyze only those impacts unique to the new tenant as compared to the prior use).  

An agency has discretion over how to determine those conditions and whether to deviate from 
this norm under appropriate circumstances (see, for example, American Rivers et al. v. Federal 
Energy Regulatory Commission et al., 201 F.3d 1186, 1194 [9th Cir. 2000]). The CEQA 
baseline for assessing the significance of impacts of any proposed project is normally the 
environmental setting, or existing conditions, at the time a notice of preparation (NOP) is issued 
(State CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]). This directive was recently interpreted and applied 
by the California Supreme Court in Neighbors for Smart Rail v. Exposition Metro Line 
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Construction Authority (2013) 57 Cal.4th 439 (Neighbors for Smart Rail). There, the court 
reiterated that “[t]he CEQA Guidelines establish the default of an existing conditions baseline 
even for projects expected to be in operation for many years or decades” (ibid., 455). According 
to the court, for such a project, “existing conditions constitute the norm from which a departure 
must be justified—not only because the CEQA Guidelines so state, but because using existing 
conditions serves CEQA’s goals in important ways” (ibid.). Therefore, although a lead agency 
has the discretion to deviate from an existing conditions baseline (in favor of a future baseline 
in the case of Neighbors for Smart Rail), “the agency must justify its decision by showing an 
existing conditions analysis would be misleading or without informational value” (ibid.).  

In Communities for a Better Environment v. South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(CBE), the California Supreme Court concluded that a project should be compared to “actual 
environmental conditions existing at the time of CEQA analysis” even if actual development 
or activity “already exceeded that allowed under the existing regulations” (CBE, 48 Cal. 4th 
310, 321, 326 [Cal. 2010]) (may deviate from existing baseline during supplemental review 
or if project is continuation of existing use); Sunnyvale West Neighborhood Association v. City 
of Sunnyvale City Council, 190 Cal.App.4th 1351, 1380 (Cal. Ct. App. 2010) (agency has 
discretion to use appropriate methodology to determine existing conditions when 
environmental conditions fluctuate).  

Impacts attributable to a proposed project reflect the added increment to be expected from 
the project above the existing environmental conditions. In CBE, for example, the California 
Supreme Court attributed to the impact of a new proposed air pollution permit the added 
increment that would be permitted above what the plant had previously emitted, even though 
the plant was authorized to emit more than it had done in the past. When the project at issue 
includes elements authorizing existing conditions, lead agencies are given discretion as to 
how to analyze those existing impacts. For example, in Fat v. County of Sacramento, the 
state court of appeal held that the actual environment was the proper baseline under CEQA 
regardless of whether existing environmental conditions were the result of unpermitted 
activity (97 Cal. App. 4th 1270, 1281 [Cal. Ct. App. 2002]). In Fat, an airport was expanded 
unlawfully from a dirt strip, one hangar, and four to five planes in 1971 to a 2,000-foot paved 
runway, a second 19,000-foot gravel runway, 22 hangars, a flight school, and an estimated 
30,000 annual aircraft operations by 1992 (idem at 1273–1274). In 1997, a pilots’ 
organization applied for a conditional use permit for the airport (idem at 1274). The purpose 
of the permit was to legalize the existing use at the airport and did not involve any planned 
expansion of the airport except for converting certain parking areas to hangars (idem). The 
court of appeal held that the “norm” is for an agency to use the actual environment as its 
baseline, regardless of whether the environment is the result of unpermitted activity, and 
that the plaintiffs had failed to demonstrate that the agency had abused its discretion by not 
deviating from this norm (idem at 1278, 1280–1281). As the Fat decision demonstrates, the 
consequence of defining a baseline is that an impact may fall within it and will not be 
counted as an impact of the proposed action or fall outside the baseline and be counted as 
an effect of the proposed action. 

In 2008, TRPA prepared an EIS for a proposed update to the Shorezone Ordinances, which 
used baseline conditions existing at the time of the NOP for the EIS, the standard baseline 
approach. During the process to develop the 2008 regulations, TRPA surveys concluded that 
approximately 4,454 buoys existed on Lake Tahoe. These buoys included those permitted by 
TRPA, as well as buoys not permitted by TRPA that were (1) permitted by the Nevada Division 
of State Lands, (2) under lease from the California State Lands Commission, (3) permitted by 
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, or (4) not permitted by any agency. The buoys not 
permitted by TRPA included buoys that were in Lake Tahoe before TRPA began regulating the 
shorezone in 1972 and buoys placed thereafter. By using the existing conditions as the 
environmental baseline, TRPA included some unpermitted buoys on the lake during the buoy 
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count, the number of which is uncertain and cannot be reconstructed with any precision or 
accuracy from known facts or records. The TRPA 2008 Shorezone Ordinances authorized the 
permitting of up to 6,316 buoys, including grandfathering buoys that existed on the lake prior 
to 1972, those permitted by other agencies, those placed without permits that could be 
authorized under the regulations, and new buoys that never existed on the lake before. The 
2008 program also included a requirement that annual fees be paid for all buoys to offset 
environmental impacts associated with their use.  

TRPA began implementing the 2008 buoy program but halted in 2010 in response to 
litigation. By that time, TRPA had registered 1,816 buoys (annual fees would be required for 
those with prior TRPA permits) and issued permits for an additional 1,615 buoys that were 
on the lake but did not have TRPA permits, including hundreds of buoys that had existed for 
decades, some since before TRPA was established and began regulating the shorezone in 
1972. TRPA issued permits only for buoys that were already on the lake for a significant 
period (i.e., since before 1972) or had already gone through state or federal permitting 
process). Each of those permitted buoys was reviewed for environmental impacts through 
TRPA’s permit review process, and mitigation fees were paid for each to offset environmental 
effects, including effects on scenic quality, recreation, air quality, and water quality. 
Additional detail on the mitigation of those existing buoys permitted between 2008 and 
2010 is provided in the 2010 Annual Shorezone Program Report (TRPA 2010). 

Environmental groups challenged the adoption of the 2008 ordinances and argued that 
TPRA had improperly defined the environmental baseline by including buoys that had not 
been permitted by TRPA. Although the District Court found that TRPA erred by including 
unpermitted buoys in the environmental baseline, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals 
reversed, finding that TRPA was not required to include all unpermitted buoys as part of the 
project. The court instead found that TRPA could use existing conditions as the baseline but 
needed to better justify its choice. Since that time, several CEQA baseline cases have been 
decided that essentially confirm the Ninth Circuit’s reasoning that a lead agency like TRPA 
has discretion in selecting its baseline for analysis but must justify its choice with evidence in 
the record. 

As stated in the comment, “[a]n appropriate environmental baseline for the Shoreline Plan 
Draft EIS should help the user of the EIS understand, among other things, how much more 
motorized boating will be generated through implementation of the Shoreline Plan.…” The 
baseline developed by TRPA does that, and more. By excluding the 490 buoys existing on the 
lake that do not have permits from any agency, TRPA is appropriately conservative in its 
analysis of impacts of the Shoreline Plan. The Draft EIS evaluates the amount of boating that 
could be accommodated by the plan, and because 490 existing buoys are excluded from the 
baseline, the impacts of the plan could be viewed as overstated, as compared to an existing 
conditions baseline. By adopting this approach, TRPA is taking responsibility for actions of 
the past, including those that occurred before the agency was in existence. 

Central to the discussion of buoy baseline is the ability to determine the number of buoys in 
each of the permitting status categories (i.e., those existing prior to establishment of TRPA; 
those permitted by TRPA; those permitted by other agencies but not by TRPA; and those 
without permits from any agency) in the context of the practical limitations of the evidence. 
As described above, little information is available to estimate the number of buoys that have 
been on the lake since 1972 or to specifically identify those buoys. Buoys consist of a 
permanent anchor and a removable float. Some buoy owners will attach buoy floats only 
during periods of use and may leave floats unattached for several years at a time, making it 
impossible to accurately count the total number of buoys on the lake through visual surveys. 
Similarly, buoy floats are small white floats approximately 1 foot in diameter, making it 
extremely difficult to differentiate mooring buoys from waves, debris, and navigational buoys 
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using remote sensing data or historic aerial photographs, which TRPA attempted to do. Given 
these practical limitations, TRPA provided a good-faith estimate of existing buoys in the Draft 
EIS using the best available data and information, including a complete survey of the 
shoreline and Global Positioning System mapping of all visible buoys, and a review of buoy 
permit records maintained by TRPA, the California State Lands Commission, the Nevada 
Division of State Lands, and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

A 2016 buoy survey conducted by TRPA and partner agencies identified a total of 4,690 
mooring buoys on the lake (TRPA 2017), some of which are unpermitted. These unpermitted 
buoys consist of those that were not already established on Lake Tahoe by 1972 and have 
not since received a permit from TRPA or a federal or state agency with appropriate 
jurisdiction (i.e., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California State Lands Commission, or Nevada 
Division of State Lands). TRPA has estimated that there are 490 such buoys on Lake Tahoe. 
These buoys have not undergone previous environmental review and cannot be 
“grandfathered” into a permit because they were not in place before 1972. These existing 
unpermitted buoys may or may not be eligible to receive a permit under the various Shoreline 
Plan alternatives. If these buoys were to receive a permit under an adopted Shoreline Plan 
alternative, they would count toward the maximum number of buoys analyzed in this EIS. If 
these buoys fail to receive a permit, they would be removed through the TRPA buoy 
enforcement program. Consequently, TRPA has determined that these buoys should not be 
included when considering the baseline scenario against which the Shoreline Plan impacts 
are evaluated in this EIS. The baseline buoy count is therefore 4,200 buoys. TRPA vetted the 
proposed buoy baseline through both the Shoreline Steering Committee and the TRPA 
Governing Board’s Regional Plan Implementation Committee (RPIC), inviting public and 
agency participation. Members of these committees and the League to Save Lake Tahoe 
weighed the evidence and agreed with and endorsed the EIS’s approach. The California 
Attorney General attended one of the RPIC public hearings in April 2018 and offered no other 
comment than to consider an appropriate baseline. TRPA has done so and supported its 
choice with substantial evidence.   

The comment expresses the opinion that buoys permitted by other agencies but not TRPA 
should not be included in the baseline. After careful consideration, TRPA opted to include 
these buoys in the baseline because: they have some degree of legitimacy, having been 
authorized by agencies with jurisdiction over the action; they have been in place for long 
periods of time; they still require a permit from TRPA; they count toward the cap on new 
moorings established in the proposed Shoreline Plan and the maximum number of buoys 
analyzed in the EIS; and would be subject to mitigation requirements. More importantly, 
however, it is unclear how rejecting buoys permitted by other federal and state agencies from 
the environmental baseline would enhance understanding of the impacts of a Shoreline Plan 
that is inherently cumulative, that is, that assesses a maximum number of shoreline 
structures—existing and future—and the impacts they create over a long planning horizon. 
The Draft EIS discloses to the public and decision makers the impacts of the plan, both the 
increment between the baseline and the maximum, and the maximum itself. By virtue of its 
obligation to achieve and maintain the environmental thresholds, TRPA is—by definition—
addressing the impacts of every structure, boat, and boat trip on the lake. Rejecting from the 
baseline buoys that hold valid permits from other agencies would be an artificial construct to 
overstate the impacts and would not meaningfully contribute to the understanding of 
impacts of the Shoreline Plan. 

The comment also suggests that the 1,615 buoys on the lake before 2008 (including 
hundreds of buoys that have been on the lake for decades) and that were permitted by TRPA 
between 2008 and 2010 should not be considered part of the baseline. As described above, 
each of these buoys was previously reviewed by TRPA and was permitted only if it complied 
with the standards in place at the time the permit was issued. Importantly, each of these 
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permitted buoys complied with environmental mitigation requirements, including the 
payment of fees to offset the scenic, recreational, air, and water quality effects of the buoys. 
TRPA determined that excluding these permitted buoys from the baseline would be 
inappropriate because they had been in place for long periods and the effects of the buoys 
have long been part of the existing environmental conditions, and because the 
environmental effects of the buoys had been mitigated through compliance with the 
standards and mitigation programs that were in place at the time they were permitted. 

Importantly, TRPA’s mandate to achieve and maintain the environmental thresholds 
addresses, by definition, the cumulative condition of the environment in the region. Every 4 
years, TRPA evaluates the status and trends of environmental thresholds and issues a peer-
reviewed threshold evaluation report (TRPA 2016). Each report includes recommendations 
for changes to policies, ordinances, and implementation programs to respond to current 
environmental conditions and promote the continued attainment and maintenance of 
environmental thresholds. These recommendations guide TRPA’s ongoing adaptive 
management process and have led to numerous policies and programs to protect and 
improve environmental conditions, such as the banning of boats with two-stroke engines to 
reduce air, water, and noise pollution in 1999 and the adoption of the Shoreland Ordinances 
in 2001 to improve scenic quality along the shoreline.  

TRPA determined that existing buoys that were permitted by other agencies or were 
permitted by TRPA between 2008 and 2010 should not be part of the baseline because (1) 
owners of those buoys acted in good faith by securing permits from other agencies with 
jurisdiction over buoys in Lake Tahoe and met such permit conditions; (2) those buoys were 
or will be reviewed and mitigated through TRPA project-level permitting and compliance with 
mitigation requirements; (3) those buoys have existed on the lake for long periods and their 
effects have long been part of the existing environmental conditions; and (4) the 
environmental effects of those existing buoys have been considered during TRPA’s threshold 
evaluation process and the impacts of the buoys addressed through program changes, such 
as banning of two-stroke boat engines and the enactment of the Shoreland Ordinances 
requiring scenic improvements. As the comment acknowledges, TRPA has discretion to 
select the appropriate baseline for analysis, and the baseline described in Section 3.3, 
“Baseline Conditions,” of the Draft EIS is based on careful consideration of the best available 
information and consultation with relevant experts and the public and is designed to provide 
the most accurate assessment of the environmental effects of the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives. 

The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives against a baseline 
condition that best allows for the public and decisions makers to understand the total 
number of buoys that could be placed on the lake, and the environmental effects that are 
attributable to TRPA’s action in adopting a Shoreline Plan. As described above, TRPA used 
sound reasoning to develop its buoy baseline. As a practical matter, because the Shoreline 
Plan mandates an absolute cap on new moorings, and all buoys—existing and future—count 
toward that cap and require mitigation, rejecting otherwise permitted buoys from the 
baseline would not provide additional understanding of the environmental effects of the 
Shoreline Plan, nor would it increase any mitigation obligations. As defined, the buoy 
baseline, the increment of impact, and the cumulative impact of Shoreline structures on the 
environment of Lake Tahoe are fully assessed and disclosed for review by the public and 
consideration by decision makers. 

A1-4 The comment states that because of the limitations imposed on Alternative 2 (the No-Project 
Alternative) by mitigation measures applied to reduce significant impacts, Alternative 2 
becomes equivalent to Alternative 1 in terms of the level of development allowed. It also 
suggests that the analysis leads to the conclusion that Alternative 1 represents the 
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maximum capacity for development within the shorezone. The comment requests that the 
Final EIS include a representation of the amount of development that could be allowed under 
Alternative 2 after limitations are imposed by mitigation measures. This comment is 
addressed in Master Response 5 – Growth and Mitigation under the Existing Shorezone 
Regulations in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS. 

A1-5 The comment requests a more detailed explanation of the boat use assumptions used to 
estimate existing levels of motorized boating on Lake Tahoe. It states that multiple resource 
areas rely on the boat use assumptions, including water quality, air quality, recreation, 
aquatic biological resources, and human health and safety. The comment questions the 
following elements of data collection and boat use assumptions: 

 collection of data during years in which lake levels were lower than normal; 
 data adjustments to the occupancy rate for lifts, slips, and boat houses but not for buoys; 
 estimates of boat hours per trip; and 
 observations regarding boat use for boat houses. 

This comment is addressed in Master Response 3 – Boat Use Assumptions. 

A1-6 The comment questions the Draft EIS assumptions regarding the mix of mooring types that 
would be implemented under the proposed Shoreline Plan and the rationale used to 
determine that piers would not contribute to increased boating activity. 

As described in the Draft EIS, “[p]iers in the shorezone often allow for temporary boat access 
but do not allow for overnight mooring unless they are equipped with a boathouse or lift” 
(Draft EIS page 2-3). Nor do piers allow for the launching of boats. Thus, piers do not directly 
increase the boating capacity on Lake Tahoe unless the pier includes a boat lift or boat 
house. The boating activity associated with boat lifts and boat houses, and the indirect 
effects of piers on boating activity, is evaluated throughout Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. 
This comment is addressed in Master Response 3 – Boat Use Assumptions. 

A1-7 The comment suggests that the boat density metric used in the Draft EIS recreation analysis 
does not accurately describe the pattern of actual boat travel or clustering on Lake Tahoe. 
The comment misinterprets the use of the boat density metric in the analysis. Although it 
reflects an average distribution across the entire lake surface, it is a tool for relative 
comparison of alternatives and does not in any way suggest that boater behavior would 
result in an even distribution of boats on the lake’s surface. As the Draft EIS describes in 
Chapter 8, “Recreation,” “[w]hile additional boats would not be evenly spaced at these 
densities, the estimate of acres per boat provides a relative comparison of crowding under 
each alternative” (page 8-13). Moreover, the Draft EIS acknowledges typical travel patterns 
exhibited by motorized boats where it states that “users of motorized watercraft would likely 
follow existing patterns of travel to popular destinations around the lake, including Baldwin 
Beach, east shore beaches, and many of the state parks such as Emerald Bay and Sand 
Harbor, and public beaches along the south shore” (page 8-13).  

The analysis uses this information to conclude that precisely because of this pattern of use 
(i.e., boat clustering), “because of the relatively small increase in boat density (11.5 percent 
on a peak day) and because motorized recreation users would congregate near existing 
popular destinations along the shoreline, the increase in motorized recreation with 
Alternative 1 would not be substantial enough to be noticeable by recreation users on the 
lake and in the shorezone such that the quality of recreation experience would be degraded.” 
(Draft EIS pages 8-12 and 8-13). Please refer to Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, 
which provides additional detail. 
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The comment requests additional information on travel paths of motorized boats to support 
of the conclusion for Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational experiences or create user 
conflicts. Additional qualitative discussion on travel patterns, boat clustering, and popular 
facilities and tourist destinations for motorized (and nonmotorized) watercraft, and the 
implications of these factors on the impact analysis, is provided in Master Response 2 – 
Effects on Recreation in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS. As described therein, if all boats were 
to cluster within 2 miles of the shoreline, the density of boats on a peak summer day would 
increase from 15.3 acres of lake surface per boat to 13.5 acres per boat for the proposed 
Shoreline Plan. If all boats were to cluster within 1 mile of the shore, a highly unlikely 
scenario, boat density on a peak summer day would increase from 7.6 acres per boat to 6.8 
acres per boat for the proposed Shoreline Plan. 

To put this density change into context, using the scenario in which all boats are clustered 
within 1 mile of the shore, and assuming—for the sake of analysis—a 1-square-mile sample 
area, a total of 84 boats would occupy that space on a peak summer day under baseline 
conditions. Assuming even distribution in the sample area, boats would be about 660 feet 
apart. Under Alternative 1, there would be 94 boats in that same square mile, and they 
would be about 587 feet apart, 73 feet closer—perhaps 3 boat lengths closer over a distance 
of approximately 29 boat lengths (assuming a 23-foot-long power boat). The same 
calculations for a 4-square-mile sample area (2 miles by 2 miles) yields 167 boats 880 feet 
apart for baseline conditions, and about 190 boats approximately 812 feet apart under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan. Boats would be 68 feet closer together (approximately 3 boat 
lengths) over a distance of about 38 boat lengths. This calculation, while illustrative, is also 
conservative because (1) it assumes boat use associated with a peak summer day and not 
an average day; (2) this density would increase slowly over the time horizon of the Shoreline 
Plan and would not be an “instant on;” and (3) it is unrealistic to believe that all boats would 
remain clustered within 1 or 2 miles of shore. Given the ample lake surface (the lake is 22 
miles long and 12 miles wide, with a surface area of 192 square miles) and the modest 
increase in boat density over the long-term planning horizon, the increase in boat density 
would not be noticeable to the average boater.  

A1-8 The comment claims that the air quality analysis presented in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” does 
not use the boat use assumptions established in Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project 
and Alternatives,” but instead relies solely on fleet inventory data from the California Air 
Resources Board (CARB). The comment appears to conflate boat use data with fleet 
inventory data. Boat use data collected from observations and surveys of boat use for 
different types of moorings and from marinas on engine run time (both described in Master 
Response 3 – Boat Use Monitoring Data) were used to calculate the projected increase in 
boat hours on both a peak day and annual basis for each alternative. These calculations of 
boat hours were used as inputs to the CARB emissions inventory, which, when combined with 
known information about boat fleet composition at buildout year 2040, allowed calculation 
of projected emissions associated with each of the alternatives. 

The comment also raises the concern that because the analysis uses the CARB emissions 
inventory “for recreational boats registered in the Basin,” the emissions baseline does not 
account for boats registered elsewhere in California, in Nevada, or elsewhere. The comment 
also notes that information considered by the Joint Fact-Finding Committee on basin fleet 
composition was not used to establish emissions factors for the emissions analysis in the 
Draft EIS. These comments are addressed in Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions.  

The comment requests additional evidence that U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
air emissions regulations will become increasingly stringent over time to support the 
assumption that fleet turnover for boats not registered in California would result in engine 
emissions improvements that are in line with California engine emissions improvements. The 
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comment notes that this assumption appears to contrast with the position of the current EPA 
administration.  

The analysis in the Draft EIS does not assume that EPA air emission regulations will become 
more stringent in the future, nor does it speculate about possible future undefined changes 
to watercraft emission standards that are not under consideration. The analysis accounts for 
only those EPA standards that are currently in effect (40 CFR 91.104 and 40 CFR 
1045.103). These existing emission standards for recreational watercraft are described in 
the Draft EIS on pages 10-4 and 10-5. Please refer to Master Response 4 – Watercraft 
Emissions, which addresses these topics in greater detail. 

A1-9 The comment takes issue with the EIS conclusion that there would be a net reduction in air 
emissions from boating activity in 2040 with implementation of the Shoreline Plan. This 
finding applies to Alternatives 1, 3, and 4. The comment inquires as to why CARB fleet 
turnover assumptions were not applied to the data collected on basin fleet composition and 
considered by the Joint Fact-Finding Committee. The comment requests further explanation 
of fleet turnover assumptions and emissions projections and how the existing analysis differs 
from the 2008 Shorezone Program analysis. These comments are addressed in Master 
Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS. 

A1-10 The comment expresses concern that emissions calculations have not been carried out for 
interim years of plan implementation. The comment notes that because the mitigating factor 
for air quality impacts is fleet turnover, and because fleet turnover is temporally contingent, 
an analysis of interim emissions is warranted. The requested interim analysis has been 
completed and is included in Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions. 

A1-11 The comment asserts that the Draft EIS should evaluate the effects of the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives under future low lake level conditions. It suggests that periods of low lake levels, 
during which fewer boat ramps will be usable, will become more common in the future. The 
comment speculates that this could lead to increased concentrations of boat use at those 
ramps that are still functional under low lake levels. The comment further speculates that an 
increased concentration of boat use at a limited number of ramps would lead to increased 
vehicle miles traveled (VMT); increased concentrations of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) in the water; and other unspecified impacts on air quality, water quality, recreation, 
and fish. 

 The Joint Fact-Finding Committee and Steering Committee carefully reviewed available 
scientific and technical information on future climate scenarios and low lake level conditions 
when developing the Shoreline Plan and the analytical approaches used in the Draft EIS. The 
Joint Fact-Finding Committee noted that the available science is not conclusive regarding 
future low lake levels and recommended using the central tendency low lake level elevation 
of 6,220 feet LTD identified in the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation Truckee Basin Study 
(Reclamation 2015) in shoreline planning (TRPA 2017a). As described on pages 2-22 and 2-
23 of the Draft EIS, the natural rim of Lake Tahoe is at elevation 6,223 feet LTD. At lake 
levels between 6,223 and 6,220 feet LTD under the proposed Shoreline Plan, private lake 
access would be reduced in many places, and access would be centered around marinas 
and public boat ramps. The Shoreline Plan would not allow for any additional adaptation or 
accommodation for lake levels below 6,220 feet LTD. Planning for low lake levels lower than 
the central tendency at 6,220 feet LTD is considered too speculative based on the best 
available evidence.  

 The Draft EIS explains that “[t]he number of shoreline structures (boat ramps and associated 
parking, buoys, boat lifts, and slips) limits the total capacity for day-use and moored boats on 
Lake Tahoe” (Draft EIS page 2-8). That is, the level of boating activity on Lake Tahoe is 
dependent on the capacity of usable shoreline structures. During periods of low lake levels, 
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some shoreline structures become unusable, reducing overall boating activity on Lake Tahoe. 
Because the environmental effects of boating (such as air pollutant emissions, discharge of 
PAHs or other water pollutants, VMT associated with access to boating facilities, and effects 
on recreation and fish) are directly correlated to the amount of boating activity, the severity 
of these impacts would decrease when boating activity is constrained by low lake level 
conditions.  

 Other constraints to boating activity originating at boat ramps and marinas include the 
amount of boat trailer parking, and the number of available slips at marinas. These lake 
access facilities already operate at or near capacity during peak periods. For example, 22 
boat trailer parking spaces are available at the parking lot near Coon Street supporting the 
boat ramp at Kings Beach State Recreation Area. The lot is regularly full on summer 
weekends, and until construction of the Kings Beach Commercial Core project, roadside 
areas of State Route 28 served as overflow boat trailer parking (California State Parks 
2018). Thus, the amount of boating activity at these sites would not substantially increase if 
other facilities became unusable during period of low lake levels. The Draft EIS analysis 
assumed that these facilities would continue to operate at capacity, and impacts that relate 
to the level of activity at these sites (such as VMT) are already based on operation at 
maximum capacity. 

 The comment is speculative and not supported by the evidence. Even if some boat ramps 
and marinas had capacity to substantially increase the number of launches to compensate 
for reduced boating capacity elsewhere, these launches would not result in new significant 
environmental impacts from concentrated boating. Motorized boats are highly mobile, and 
boaters typically disperse throughout the lake to various locations that are suitable for their 
recreational activity (e.g., to scenic, undeveloped shorelines for sightseeing; to productive 
fishing areas; to areas away from other boats for wakeboarding). It would be unreasonable to 
assume that boaters would concentrate recreational activities at launch points, leading to 
concentrated impacts related to PAHs, air quality, water quality, or recreation any more than 
they do now. 

A1-12 The comment suggests that the EIS should evaluate the cumulative effects of existing piers 
that could be expanded, modified, or reconstructed, including effects related to scenic quality, 
recreation, construction effects, and increased boat use that could result from the modification 
or expansion of existing piers. In addition, the comment asks if existing piers would be required 
to comply with proposed design standards. It requests that the EIS provide an estimate of the 
number of existing piers that would be expected to expand, be modified, or be reconstructed 
and that the plan or EIS incorporate a “go slow” adaptive management approach. 

 As required by the TRPA Code, the Draft EIS is intended to “identify and assess the anticipated 
environmental effects of implementing the Shoreline Plan alternatives” (Draft EIS page 1-3; 
see also TRPA Code Section 3.7.2.B). The comment implies that implementing any of the 
Shoreline Plan alternatives would somehow result in increased applications to expand, modify, 
and reconstruct existing piers. However, these activities already occur, and no element of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan or alternatives would accelerate or promote additional expansions, 
modifications, or reconstruction of existing piers. Therefore, changes in the number or rate of 
these activities are not anticipated and would not be environmental effects of the Shoreline 
Plan alternatives. The Draft EIS does evaluate the effects of proposed design standards that 
would apply to modified or expanded piers in Chapters 4–17. 

With regard to existing levels of shorezone and lakezone permitting activity, TRPA reviewed a 
total of 65 shorezone or lakezone permits during 2016 and the first three quarters of 2017 
(TRPA 2017b:12) for an average of 37 permit applications per year in these categories. This 
average of 37 permit applications per year could provide a reasonable estimate of the 
number of pier and other shoreline structure modification, expansion, or reconstruction 
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applications that could be expected with or without adoption of a Shoreline Plan alternative. 
There are currently 762 pier structures on Lake Tahoe; assuming that all 37 annual average 
permit applications were to apply to piers alone, less than five percent of piers would be 
subject to permit structure modification, expansion, or reconstruction applications annually.  

Other reasons not to expect increases in pier permitting activity include cost and more 
stringent design and mitigation requirements under the Proposed Shoreline Plan. The market 
and availability of qualified contractors in such a specialized and size-limited market 
inherently limit the annual activity on pier projects. Similarly, the enhanced scenic mitigation 
requirements where offsets must be provided on other parts of the property add to pier 
project costs, limiting the number of annual project applications to those with the means to 
absorb ever-greater discretionary costs of construction.  

 Under the proposed Shoreline Plan (Alternative 1), a legally existing pier that does not comply 
with location or design standards may continue as a legal, nonconforming structure. The only 
actions allowed on a nonconforming pier are maintenance and repair. In contrast, a 
nonconforming pier may not be expanded, and any pier expansion would be required to 
comply with the design standards for a new pier. A legal, nonconforming pier may be 
modified (generally a reconfiguration without expansion of visual mass) if the modification 
brings the pier into greater compliance with location and design standards, does not 
increase the degree of nonconformance with any standard, and meets the other 
requirements outlined in Section 82.7.1 of the proposed Shoreline Code(TRPA 2018). Taken 
together, all significant pier projects questioned by the California Attorney General would 
result in environmental improvements in the areas of noted concern. The Draft EIS analyses 
bear out these conclusions.  

 The scenic effects of new and modified or expanded piers are evaluated on pages 9-19 
through 9-69 of the Draft EIS. This analysis “evaluates the maximum amount of shoreline 
development that could occur under each alternative consistent with the standards that 
would apply under each alternative,” and each visual simulation “depicts the maximum 
number and size of shoreline structures that could occur within each view,” including new 
piers and modified or expanded piers (Draft EIS page 9-18). The effects of modified and 
expanded piers are evaluated throughout the scenic analysis. The scenic analysis 
summarizes the effects of new and expanded piers as follows (Draft EIS page 9-32): 

New and redeveloped structures would be required to comply with applicable design 
standards addressing the location, length, width, orientation, and maximum visible 
mass. The visible mass of piers would be restricted, and all piers, boat lifts, boat 
ramps, marinas, or other similar structures would be required to offset increases in 
visible mass at ratios that would result in a net reduction in the amount of visible 
mass that can be seen from Lake Tahoe. In addition, these structures would be 
evaluated under the visual magnitude system in TRPA Code Section 66.3. New or 
expanded structures would require scenic improvements in the shoreland to achieve 
minimum required contrast ratings.  

Redeveloped structures in this context are modified or expanded piers and other shoreline 
structures. 

 Similarly, the recreation analysis evaluates the effects of the proposed pier design standards 
(which would apply to new as well as modified or expanded piers) on pages 8-11 through 
8-34. The recreation analysis evaluates the effects of pier length standards on nonmotorized 
recreation on page 8-14 and finds that because the pier length standards are sufficiently 
limited, “new private single-use and multiple-use private piers would not substantially affect 
navigation for nonmotorized activities or create a conflict between motorized watercraft and 
nonmotorized watercraft or swimmers.” Although not explicitly stated on page 8-14 of the 
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Draft EIS, this finding also pertains to modified or expanded piers because they also would 
be required to comply with pier length standards. The recreation analysis also found that 
“most new shorezone facilities would be constructed throughout shoreline areas with 
existing development and a substantial number of buoys and piers, which would not 
substantially reduce the quality of recreation by changing the character of undeveloped 
shoreline” (Draft EIS page 8-14). This finding also applies to modified or expanded piers 
because pier modifications or expansions do not include the relocation of existing piers, and 
existing piers by their very nature are located in areas with existing development. 

 Because the Shoreline Plan alternatives would not change the number or rate of pier 
modifications, expansions, or reconstructions, the alternatives would not result in additional 
construction effects related to existing piers. However, much of the analysis of construction 
impacts of the Shoreline Plan alternatives would also pertain to the construction effects of 
pier modifications, expansions, or reconstructions because the analysis evaluates 
construction activities that would apply to both new and existing piers. For example, the 
analysis for Impact 6-1 (Soil erosion and/or release of pollutants to Lake Tahoe from 
shorezone facility construction or maintenance activities, including dredging) found that 
“[b]ecause construction and dredging activities associated with any proposed or existing 
facility under all four Shoreline Plan alternatives would be required to conform to applicable 
state, federal, and TRPA regulations for the protection of water quality, this impact would be 
less than significant” (Draft EIS page 6-15). Similarly, the noise analysis found (Draft EIS 
page 12-12) that: 

construction activities associated with new piers, pier modifications, and new boat 
ramps could generate varying levels of noise. However, construction activities would 
be consistent with TRPA’s standard permit conditions that require measures to 
minimize the exposure of nearby receptors to construction-related noise. One of the 
key required measures is to limit noise-generating construction activity to the hours 
between 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. (TRPA No Date). 

 As described on page 2-3 of the Draft EIS, “[p]iers in the shorezone often allow for temporary 
boat access but do not allow for overnight mooring unless they are equipped with a 
boathouse or lift.” Thus, pier modifications, expansions, or reconstructions would not 
increase boat use unless the existing pier were to add a new mooring (i.e., boat lift). New 
boat lifts would be considered new moorings and would be subject to the numeric cap on 
moorings in the proposed Shoreline Plan. The effects of new boat lifts on boating activity are 
described on page 2-19 of the Draft EIS, with additional detail provided in Appendix A. The 
effects of this boat use are analyzed throughout Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. 

All of the concerns raised in the comment about the cumulative effects of expansions, 
modifications, and reconstructions and the associated construction activity have been 
adequately analyzed in the Draft EIS. As an added accommodation in response to this 
comment, reconstructions would be subject to project-level review and would not be included 
under the qualified exempt portions of the revised shorezone code. This procedural change 
further assures that the scenic, recreation, construction, and boat use concerns would be 
addressed at the time a project is proposed by an applicant and reviewed by TRPA. 

A1-13 The comment suggests that the Draft EIS project description does not adequately address 
existing unpermitted buoys or acknowledge the extent to which the alternatives would take 
affirmative steps to legalize existing unpermitted buoys. 

 On the contrary, both the Draft EIS and the Shoreline Implementation Program (Appendix A) 
give full consideration to these concerns. The project description describes how existing 
unpermitted buoys would be evaluated and permitted. On page 2-25, the Draft EIS describes 
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the consideration of existing unpermitted buoys under the proposed Shoreline Plan 
(Alternative 1) as follows: 

 The Shoreline Plan would first issue permits to existing buoys that do not have a 
TRPA permit based on presentation of (a) a valid buoy permit issued by a federal or 
state agency with appropriate jurisdiction or (b) clear evidence of the existence of the 
buoy(s) before 1972. The maximum number of existing buoys that could be 
recognized for a littoral parcel would be: 

 up to three buoys allowed for littoral parcels greater than 50 feet in width 
(approximately 61 parcels fit this criterion) and 

 up to two buoys allowed for littoral parcels less than 50 feet in width. 

For non-littoral parcels, buoys placed before 1972 would be recognized only after the 
applicant has received authorization from the applicable California or Nevada state 
agency with jurisdiction at Lake Tahoe. 

All buoys would be required to conform to the location standards for new buoys 
described below, unless the existing buoy location does not interfere with the buoys 
of adjacent property owners and relocating them would not create adverse 
environmental impacts. 

Page 2-26 of the Draft EIS provides the following detail on the enforcement and removal of 
existing unpermitted buoys:  

After the first call for buoy permits that would allow applications for existing buoys, 
TRPA, in coordination with state and federal agencies that have jurisdiction over the 
lake, would implement a buoy enforcement program. This program would prioritize 
the identification and removal of buoys that were placed on the lake after 1972 and 
do not have permits from TRPA, state agencies, or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

 Section 3.3, “Baseline Conditions,” in Chapter 3, “Approach to the Environmental Analysis,” 
of the Draft EIS provides additional detail on how existing unpermitted buoys are considered 
in the EIS and how they would be addressed under the Shoreline Plan alternatives. Complete 
consideration has been given to both permitting and removal of impermissible buoys. It 
summarizes the EIS’s treatment of existing unpermitted buoys as follows (page 3-3): 

 [T]his EIS incorporates an alternative baseline condition related to the number of 
existing buoys on Lake Tahoe. A 2016 buoy survey conducted by TRPA identified a 
total of 4,690 mooring buoys on the lake (TRPA 2017), some of which are 
unpermitted. These unpermitted buoys consist of those which were not already 
established on Lake Tahoe by 1972 (the year in which TRPA was established) and 
have not since received a permit from TRPA or a federal or state agency with 
appropriate jurisdiction (i.e., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, California State Lands 
Commission, or Nevada Division of State Lands). TRPA has estimated that there are 
490 such buoys on Lake Tahoe. These buoys have not undergone previous 
environmental review and cannot be “grandfathered” into a permit because they 
were [not] in place prior to 1972. These existing unpermitted buoys may or may not 
be eligible to receive a permit under the various Shoreline Plan alternatives. If these 
buoys were to receive a permit under an adopted Shoreline Plan alternative, they 
would count toward the maximum number of buoys analyzed in this EIS. If these 
buoys fail to receive a permit they would be removed through the TRPA buoy 
enforcement program. Consequently, TRPA has determined that these buoys should 
not be counted when considering the baseline scenario against which the Shoreline 
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Plan impacts are evaluated in this environmental review. The baseline buoy count is 
therefore 4,200 buoys. 

 Thus, existing, unpermitted buoys would either be permitted, as described on page 2-25 of 
the Draft EIS, in which case they would be subject to the buoy requirements, including the 
cap on moorings, in the proposed Shoreline Plan, or they would be removed from the lake 
through the proposed enforcement program. The effects of permitting existing, unpermitted 
buoys are evaluated throughout Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. Additional detail on the 
enforcement program is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this 
Final EIS. 

A1-14 The Attorney General identifies three areas of analysis within Chapter 8, “Recreation,” of the 
Draft EIS (public access, quality of recreational experience and potential for user conflicts, 
and fair share distribution) and suggests additional information that could be considered to 
support the Draft EIS significance findings. These issues are addressed, in turn, in the 
following three responses. 

In the case of public access, the comment cites the public trust easement area between the 
high- and low-water line along the California side of Lake Tahoe and notes that the public is 
legally entitled to use this area. The comment expresses concern that new development within 
the shorezone, especially piers, would burden the public right to access in public trust areas.  

As identified in the comment, and as stated in Chapter 8, “Recreation” (pages 8-28 and 8-29):  

TRPA and California State Lands Commission would adopt an MOU that details a 
process to coordinate review of applications for new and modified piers in California. 
The MOU would specify a coordinated review process that protects public trust values 
(e.g., public lateral access) within the public trust easement in California. The MOU 
would require design features to accommodate lateral access where it is otherwise 
legally allowed. During the review process TRPA or the California State Lands 
Commission could require [reasonable] project…design elements to maintain legal 
public access. Project modifications could include access paths around or under 
structures; or ladders, ramps, or other structural features that provide public access 
over structures. Any structural components required to maintain lateral public access 
(e.g., ladders to provide access over a pier), would be exempt from visible mass offset 
requirements. 

The California State Lands Commission (State Lands) is the agency with jurisdiction over the 
public trust easement in California. A draft Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) has been 
prepared, which requires final approval of structure design and placement by the California 
State Lands Commission to ensure that public lands are adequately protected. Under the 
MOU, all Shoreline Plan projects in California must be reviewed and cleared as compliant by 
State Lands for TRPA to issue a permit under the Shoreline Plan, thereby assuring that the 
public right to access the public trust easement is protected. 

See also Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which 
addresses other elements of this comment. 

A1-15 The comment requests additional information regarding the impact analysis for quality of 
recreational experience and potential for user conflicts, specifically related to estimates of 
motorized watercraft density, recreational clustering, development clustering, and 
enforcement and education programs. 

In addition to the response here, see also response to comment A1-7. 
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The comment expresses concern that the boat density metric used in the Draft EIS recreation 
analysis does not accurately describe the pattern of actual boat travel or clustering on Lake 
Tahoe. The boat density metric that was used reflects an average distribution across the entire 
lake surface. Indeed, the Draft EIS acknowledges in Chapter 8, “Recreation,” that “[w]hile 
additional boats would not be evenly spaced at these densities, the estimate of acres per boat 
provides a relative comparison of crowding under each alternative” (page 8-13). Nevertheless, 
additional information on this metric, and its usefulness as an indicator of recreational 
conditions on Lake Tahoe, is provided in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation.  

Moreover, the Draft EIS acknowledges typical travel patterns exhibited by motorized boats 
where it states that “users of motorized watercraft would likely follow existing patterns of 
travel to popular destinations around the lake, including Baldwin Beach, east shore beaches, 
and many of the state parks such as Emerald Bay and Sand Harbor, and public beaches 
along the south shore” (page 8-13). The section uses this information to conclude that 
precisely because of this pattern of use and “because of the relatively small increase in boat 
density (11.5 percent on a peak day) and because motorized recreation users would 
congregate near existing popular destinations along the shoreline, the increase in motorized 
recreation with Alternative 1 would not be substantial enough to be noticeable by recreation 
users on the lake and in the shorezone such that the quality of recreation experience would 
be degraded” (Draft EIS page 8-13).  

The comment speculates, without attribution, that “[a]n increase in motorized boating on the 
lake as a general matter…can be expected [to] increase those most concerning forms of user 
conflicts, boating accidents, and fatalities.” The Draft EIS evaluates the potential for boating 
activity associated with the Shoreline Plan alternatives to result in boating accidents and 
fatalities in the discussion of Impact 15-1: Increase in watercraft accidents due to increased 
boating and navigational hazards (Draft EIS pages 15-16 through 15-20). The comment 
offers no evidence to indicate that the analysis in the Draft EIS is incomplete or inadequate. 

The comment further contends that the Draft EIS does not provide specific details on the 
Shoreline Plan’s proposed enforcement and education programs that will alleviate user 
conflicts and safety concerns. The comment suggests that one component of enforcement 
and education could be early implementation of Senate Bill (SB) 941, which would 
accelerate boater safety education and certification in California.  

The Draft EIS describes the expanded enforcement and education programs that are 
included in the proposed Shoreline Plan on pages 2-12, 2-26, 2-36, and 2-37. Additional 
details on these enforcement programs, including program cost and funding sources, 
staffing, timing, and agreements with law enforcement agencies, are provided in Appendix A, 
“Shoreline Implementation Program” of this Final EIS. 

TRPA and the Steering Committee considered the suggestion to require accelerated 
implementation of the boater safety certification requirements of SB 941 and determined 
that the new California mandate is already applicable to California boaters on Lake Tahoe. 
There is no evidence to suggest that there is a greater need for accelerated boater safety 
certification on Lake Tahoe than elsewhere in California. TRPA also determined that it would 
be both confusing and impractical to deviate from requirements of a recent state law now 
being implemented, especially given the large number of boaters who visit Lake Tahoe from 
elsewhere in California. 

TRPA has established the framework and initial details of the enforcement program and the 
boater safety and education program, as well as defined funding sources to support them. 
The enforcement program would add a second seasonal TRPA boat crew for improved on-
lake surveillance, development of a Lake Tahoe watercraft app to identify the no-wake zone 
and other key information, an MOU between TRPA and other enforcement agencies that 
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would support coordinated enforcement of TRPA and other enforcement agencies’ lake-
safety and resource management laws and policies, and other adaptive management 
program options that could be implemented if monitoring programs (see Appendix A, 
“Shoreline Implementation Program, of this Final EIS) showed that user conflicts were 
increasing. The boater safety and education program would require rental concessions to 
distribute educational materials on the no-wake zone and general boater safety and to 
devote a portion of funding to the Lake Tahoe Water Trail for paddler education. The funding 
structure to support these efforts is detailed in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation 
Program.” These education and enforcement efforts go beyond enforcement of the no-wake 
zone. Nevertheless, it is understood that, as stated on page 8-10 of the Draft EIS, 
“nonmotorized watercraft typically, though not always, travel in closer proximity to the shore 
than motorized watercraft.” 

The comment also references the portion of the Draft EIS that states that recreationists, 
including those not using motorized boats, can have their experience diminished by 
increased motorized boating activity. Additional analysis on increased motorized boating and 
the localized effects it can have on recreationists not using motorized boats is included in 
Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. This analysis focuses on patterns of 
nonmotorized recreation, including recreational clustering among users of all types, and 
identifies recreation threshold monitoring and adaptive management possibilities with plan 
implementation. 

The comment also speculates that additional pier development could have a more 
pronounced effect on the quality of recreational experience in areas with already high pier 
density. These are the areas that are already highly developed. Therefore, existing 
navigational and recreational use patterns would not change with implementation of the 
Shoreline Plan because these areas of clustered development and high pier density are 
already areas where recreationists must be alert, travel with care, and navigate around 
structures. As stated in Chapter 8 (page 8-12): 

[w]ith implementation of Alternative 1, most new shorezone facilities would be 
constructed throughout shoreline areas characterized as visually dominated or 
visually modified, based on the location of private land and development potential 
around the lake. Because these areas already contain a substantial number of buoys 
and piers (see Chapter 4, “Land Use”), the addition of new buoys and piers in these 
areas would not change the recreational experience because recreationists already 
see a developed shoreline and recreational watercraft already navigate around piers 
and buoys in these areas.  

The comment also suggests that the pier density standards are not as restrictive as 
standards proposed in the vacated 2008 Shorezone Ordinances. Using a different method to 
limit density does not make it less restrictive. The approach in the 2008 Shorezone 
Ordinances defined a minimum distance between piers that varies by shoreline character 
type. The density standards in the proposed Shoreline Plan are similarly restrictive in that 
they provide minimum setback standards, limit the number of piers in visually sensitive 
character types, and allocate the number of piers among local government jurisdictions 
according to the proportion of lake frontage within the local government’s boundaries. These 
standards are described on pages 2-28 through 2-30 of the Draft EIS and evaluated in 
Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. The proposed Shoreline Plan’s density approach, when 
compared to the 2008 formulaic approach results in roughly the same number of piers in 
each jurisdictional portion of the lake. The comment, however, appears to assume that 
greater distances between piers equates to reduced environmental impact. This is not 
necessarily true. The net result of the proposed pier density standards is that piers may be 
more clustered and closer together rather than spread farther apart. This could result in 
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conditions wherein in environmental effects of piers (e.g., to non-motorized recreation, scenic 
effects, water quality, air quality), while mitigated, are also contained in already developed 
areas, and not distributed more broadly across a larger, currently less developed area (a 
form of sprawl), particularly in the context of an absolute cap on the numbers of structures. 
Allowing the potential for clustering would be analogous to a scenario wherein clustered 
housing allows for the potential for larger swaths of natural areas and open space.  

A1-16 The comment disagrees with the Draft EIS approach to the analysis of fair share recreation 
and the less-than-significant impact conclusion based on that approach but offers no 
evidence to support a different conclusion. The comment takes issue with the Draft EIS’s use 
of metrics such as composition of land ownership, the percentage of publicly and privately 
available structures, and the proportion of trips generated by those structures as useful 
measurements of fair share distribution. The comment suggests that other metrics, such as 
nonmotorized boating, beachgoing, picnicking, and strolling the shores, could be useful in 
evaluating this impact. 

The comment and suggestion for different metrics both misunderstand and mischaracterizes 
the purpose and approach of the Shoreline Plan. As stated in the response to comment A1-1, 
although a goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreational experience along Lake 
Tahoe’s shoreline, the Shoreline Plan is not the recreation plan for Lake Tahoe. It is instead 
predominantly a plan to set the development envelope for water-related structures along the 
shoreline in the context of a mix of approximately 45 percent private and 55 percent public 
property lake frontage. TRPA and partner organizations administer numerous plans and 
programs that promote high-quality recreation on and around Lake Tahoe to provide for the 
continued attainment of TRPA’s recreation thresholds. As described in Master Response 2 – 
Effects on Recreation, these plans and programs address recreation opportunities, facilities, 
and access for the full range of recreation activities and users in the Region. Recreation 
planning and management of the shoreline is the purview of many organizations including 
TRPA, U.S. Forest Service, California State Parks, Nevada State Parks, and California Tahoe 
Conservancy. Tahoe Basin counties, the City of South Lake Tahoe, and other local public 
agencies, such as Incline Village General Improvement District, North Tahoe Public Utility 
District, and Tahoe City Public Utility District, also manage public access points along the 
shoreline. See Master Response 2 for detailed information about ongoing collaborative efforts 
of these agencies to develop and implement Basin-wide and shoreline-specific recreation 
plans, facilities, and opportunities, including the Lake Tahoe Water Trail, for which funding for 
its signage system and mobile mapping water safety tool has recently been secured. 

More information on the purpose and objective of the Shoreline Plan can be found in the 
response to comment A1-1. The analysis in the Draft EIS of fair share recreation access 
appropriately focuses on those access features that would change under the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives. 

The comment also exhibits misunderstanding of the effects of the Shoreline Plan on public 
versus private boat trips. As shown in Table 8-6 of the Draft EIS on page 8-32, total boat trips 
from all shorezone structures is 5,899, 3,008 of which are from public structures and 2,891 
of which are from private structures. With the proposed Shoreline Plan, total boat trips from 
all shorezone structures is projected to be 6,666, of which 3,321 would be from public 
structures and 3,345 of which would be from private structures. The comment misstates the 
change in the proportion of boat trips generated by public structures. It asserts that the 
Shoreline Plan would reduce the share of trips generated by public structures by 49 percent 
when in fact, the total share of trips generated by public structures would be reduced from 
51.0 percent to 49.8 percent, a decrease of 1.2 percent (see Draft EIS Table 8-6 on page 8-
32). The Draft EIS determined that this change would not constitute a substantial change in 
the fair share distribution of recreation capacity.  
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The comment asserts that public slips available for rent at marinas are not public and 
implies that only motorized boating facilities that are available free of cost should be 
considered public. This assertion is not supported by evidence, nor is it reasonable. Although 
there is some cost associated with recreational motorized boating, motorized boating on 
Lake Tahoe is enjoyed by the public, as well as private homeowners. The proposed Shoreline 
Plan would not substantially change the costs associated with boating or preclude members 
of the boating public who access the lake at marinas and public boat ramps from continuing 
to do so.  

The comment repeats several concepts for TRPA to consider as programs for inclusion in the 
Shoreline Plan. These concepts are addressed further in the response to comment A1-1, and 
the reader is directed there. Refer also to Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which 
provides additional detail on the effects on recreation. 

A1-17 The comment refers to Impact 6-2: Sediment resuspension and turbidity associated with the 
hydrodynamic effects of motorized boating, and it suggests that boating is correlated to 
nearshore turbidity. The comment suggests that elements of the Shoreline Plan that protect 
and improve nearshore water quality, such as expanded enforcement of the no-wake zone, 
nearshore water quality monitoring, and adaptive management programs, should be 
removed from the Shoreline Plan and be introduced instead as mitigation measures for 
nearshore turbidity impacts, which should be identified as significant. The comment also 
claims that the Draft EIS does not consider the effects of dredging, construction, or 
background increases in boating on nearshore water quality.  

 The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of boating on nearshore turbidity (see Draft EIS pages 6-18 
through 6-24). The analysis considers expected changes in boating activity along with program 
elements intended to protect and improve nearshore water quality. The analysis reviews 
scientific studies on the effects of boating on nearshore turbidity and summarizes the current 
state of knowledge on drivers of nearshore turbidity as follows (Draft EIS page 6-18): 

 Lake Tahoe’s nearshore presents complex environment[al] conditions and factors 
that may influence nearshore clarity in an interrelated manner that varies by location 
and with time (Taylor 2002). In addition to natural wind effects generating water 
movement, wave motion, and natural littoral processes, factors influencing the 
observed variability in nearshore clarity may include: adjacent land-uses and urban 
stormwater inputs, other nonpoint pollutant inputs, boating activity, proximity to 
stream inputs, water depth, substrate type, and localized features of the lake bottom. 
Among these interrelated factors the potential contribution of boating activities to 
degrade nearshore clarity is difficult to isolate or quantify. 

 The Draft EIS is clear that there is an indeterminate relationship between boating and 
nearshore turbidity, stating that “[p]revious studies of Lake Tahoe turbidity have shown 
differing and sometimes inconclusive relationships between decreased water clarity and 
potential drivers for observed nearshore conditions” (Draft EIS page 6-22). The inconclusive 
nature of the scientific studies on boating turbidity effects is substantial evidence on which 
to conclude the turbidity effect is less than significant. Nonetheless, the proposed Shoreline 
Plan addresses the question with management actions and new monitoring to fill current 
data gaps for possible future adaptive management. The analysis concludes that “…there is 
no definitive evidence to suggest that the increased boating activity proposed under 
Alternative 1 would lead to any exceedances of TRPA nearshore threshold standards for 
clarity” (Draft EIS:6-23). Nevertheless, to foreclose the possibility that the increased boating 
could produce more turbidity and negatively affect lake clarity to some degree, the Shoreline 
Plan would increase boater education and enforcement of the current no-wake zone, expand 
existing nearshore monitoring to assess drivers of nearshore water clarity conditions and 
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their potential relationship to boating, and implement management actions informed by 
research to avoid impairments to nearshore clarity.  

 Furthermore, it is a foundational objective of the Shoreline Plan to protect the environment, 
including nearshore water quality. As explained in the Draft EIS in Section 1.2, “Purpose and 
Objectives of the Shoreline Plan,” “[t]he overarching goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance 
the recreational experience along Lake Tahoe’s shores while protecting the environment and 
responsibly planning for the future” (Draft EIS page 1-2). The first objective of the Shoreline 
Plan is to “protect and where feasible enhance the environment” (Draft EIS page 1-2). 
Furthermore, the Shoreline Plan is an element of the Regional Plan, the purpose of which is 
to attain and maintain the environmental thresholds while allowing for orderly growth and 
development consistent with those thresholds (Public Law 96-551). Therefore, protecting 
and enhancing the environment, including nearshore clarity, is a primary goal of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan. Increased enforcement of the no-wake zone, expanded monitoring, 
and adaptive management programs are essential elements of the proposed Shoreline Plan 
necessary to achieve the purpose and objectives of the plan. It would be inappropriate and 
inconsistent with the purpose of the Shoreline Plan to remove those elements from the plan 
only to invoke them as mitigation, most particularly because of the lack of evidence of a 
significant environmental impact. 

The comment cites Lotus v. California Department of Transportation and alleges that by 
including these features in the plan itself, instead of declaring the impact significant and 
imposing the features as mitigation, the public is denied the opportunity to evaluate whether 
the “mitigation” is sufficient. This is not true for several reasons. First, the EIS uses survey 
data, input from knowledgeable experts supported by facts, and reasonable inferences 
based on facts to estimate the level of boating activity that will result from implementation of 
the Shoreline Plan. Second, the EIS uses the best available science and information (e.g., 
technical studies, empirical evidence) to assess the impacts of the plan on nearshore 
turbidity (see pages 6-18 through 6-24 of the Draft EIS). Third, rather than speculate without 
evidence that the plan will cause significance criteria to be exceeded, the EIS describes 
features of the plan that are designed to both inform the agency of nearshore water quality 
conditions (which may or may not be caused by the Shoreline Plan) and ensure that such 
conditions continue as expected—that is, without any substantial increase in nearshore 
turbidity. Finally, because the Shoreline Plan is just that—an element of the Regional Plan 
with a broad geographic scope and a long-term planning horizon—it is reasonable and 
appropriate to include features that speak to policy, enforcement of adopted Code, 
monitoring, and adaptive management to achieve the vision and objectives of the plan. The 
failings of the California Department of Transportation’s EIR in Lotus, on the other hand, 
centered upon lack of thresholds of significance, lack of environmental analysis, and “project 
features” in a project EIR that were clearly compensatory and restorative. None of these 
issues are applicable to the Shoreline Plan or EIS. 

 The comment further suggests that the Draft EIS did not consider the effects of construction, 
dredging, or background increases in boating activity on nearshore clarity. This is not the 
case. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of dredging and construction on nearshore water 
quality on pages 6-15 through 6-18 in the discussion of Impact 6-1: Soil erosion and/or 
release of pollutants to Lake Tahoe from shorezone facility construction or maintenance 
activities, including dredging. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of background increases in 
boating activity on nearshore water quality in Chapter 17, “Cumulative Impacts,” on pages 
17-9 and 17-10. The comment provides no rationale or evidence to suggest that these 
analyses are incomplete or inadequate. 

A1-18 The comment takes issue with the conclusion regarding Impact 6-3, which references the 
findings of the boat fleet turnover analysis in the discussion of Impact 10-1 (Long-term 
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operational emissions of regional criteria air pollutants and precursors) to determine that 
water quality impacts from direct entrainment and atmospheric deposition of boat exhaust 
would be less than significant. The comment alleges that because fleet turnover would occur 
gradually between now and 2040 (with progressively cleaner boats), the Draft EIS does not 
account for potential near-term air quality/water quality impacts from boating emissions.  

This comment is addressed in Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions, in Section 3.1 of 
this Final EIS, which includes an analysis of near-term boating emissions. In response to this 
comment, additional buoy phasing limitations have been included in the proposed Shoreline 
Plan to limit near term boating emissions such that they do not exceed gains from fleet 
turnover. See also Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, 
which describes how the permitting of moorings would be phased over time. 

The comment further contends that the Draft EIS does not analyze or explain how interim water 
quality goals under the Lake Tahoe total maximum daily load would be achieved with an 
increase in watercraft capacity. The Draft EIS addresses the concern in Chapter 6, “Hydrology 
and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIS (page 6-10). Specifically, in the discussion of Impact 6-3, a 
net reduction in boating emissions, including emissions of oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and 
particular matter (PM), would result with the Shoreline Plan as the increased boating hours 
would be offset by fleet turnover and the replacement of older boats with cleaner, more fuel-
efficient vessels. The analysis concludes that a less-than-significant impact on lake 
transparency and clarity from atmospheric deposition of NOX and PM would occur. As 
described in Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions, the proposed Shoreline Plan would 
also result in interim reductions in the atmospheric deposition of NOX and PM and therefore 
would not hinder achievement of pollutant load reduction milestones implemented by the 
individual stormwater jurisdictions through their stormwater/pollutant load reduction plans. 
The individual stormwater jurisdictions are responsible for developing stormwater/pollutant 
load reduction plans for Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board or Nevada Division of 
Environmental Protection approval that meet Lake Tahoe total maximum daily load pollutant 
load reduction milestones. The prevailing evidence points to continued progress toward and 
compliance with the water quality goals of the total maximum daily load requirements.  

A1-19 The comment takes several Draft EIS statements out of context and suggests that the 
discussion of Impact 6-4 does not substantiate the conclusion of a less-than-significant 
increase in hydrocarbons in Lake Tahoe. The analysis of Impact 6-4 does not depend, as the 
comment suggests, on a boater education program to conclude that hydrocarbon levels 
would be below a level of significance. The analysis concludes that the increased amount of 
boating activity projected under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have a less-than-significant 
impact associated with hydrocarbon and contaminant discharge because of the rapid rate of 
biodegradation of hydrocarbon compounds, the continually low levels in the lake, as 
measured over well more than a decade of monitoring, and current TRPA regulations 
pertaining to control of discharges of contaminants from boating facilities. The comment 
offers no evidence to suggest that the analysis or conclusion is inadequate or incomplete. 

A1-20 The comment suggests that the EIS should provide additional analysis regarding the 
construction effects of the Shoreline Plan “at a big-picture level.” It suggests that the EIS 
should provide additional analysis of the construction associated with expansions, 
modifications, and reconstructions of piers; marina construction; and new dredging, 
particularly as it relates to effects on fish and the effectiveness of construction best 
management practices (BMPs). 

Refer to the response to comment A1-12, above, which addresses the analysis, including 
construction effects, of the expansion, modification, and reconstruction of existing piers. 
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The Draft EIS provides sufficient analysis of construction effects. The effects of nearshore 
construction (including pier modifications, marina construction, and dredging) on fish are 
evaluated in the discussion of Impact 5-3; Construction-related impacts (Draft EIS pages 5-
28 through 5-35), the cumulative effects of which are evaluated in Chapter 17, “Cumulative 
Impacts.” The analysis includes a discussion of the construction-related impacts on fish, 
including suspended sediment turbidity; hazardous materials and chemical spills; and 
hydrostatic pressure waves, noise, and vibration. The analysis concludes that based on life 
history characteristics, habitat use for the species evaluated, resource protection provisions 
of the Shoreline Plan, and existing federal, state, and TRPA regulatory requirements, impacts 
from construction activities would be less than significant.  

The potential for loss of prime fish habitat from construction of shorezone structures, 
including dredging, is addressed in the discussion of Impact 5-2: Loss of prime fish habitat 
(Draft EIS page 5-26 through 5-28). Impact 5-4: Permanent habitat modification (Draft EIS 
pages 5-35 through 5-40) also evaluates the effects of nearshore construction on fish 
habitat. In these discussions, the impacts of construction in the nearshore that would occur 
as a result of each alternative are analyzed for each fish species in Lake Tahoe. The 
comment provides no evidence to suggest that the analysis is incomplete or inadequate. 

The comment asserts that the Draft EIS does not clearly depict when BMPs are required and 
whether they are sufficient mitigation. On the contrary, the Draft EIS states in the discussion 
of Impact 6-1: Soil erosion and/or release of pollutants to Lake Tahoe from shorezone facility 
construction or maintenance activity, including dredging, that TRPA’s Standard Conditions of 
Approval for Shorezone Projects (TRPA Permit Appendix S) would be implemented before and 
during construction in the shorezone, including placement of erosion control devices and 
sediment barriers. TRPA also requires resource protection provisions associated with the 
Shoreline Plan (Table 2-3) and requires regulatory resource protection measures in 
accordance with the TRPA Best Management Practices Handbook and the Standard 
Conditions of Approval for Shorezone Projects.  

As described in the Draft EIS (page 1-3): 

this EIS is not intended to replace the project-specific environmental review required 
to implement site-specific projects that may be proposed in the future consistent with 
the adopted alternative. All of TRPA’s existing procedures requiring environmental 
review of projects to determine their potential for significant impacts, feasible and 
effective mitigation to address those impacts, findings pertaining to project effects on 
threshold attainment, and other environmental safeguards are still in place and will 
continue to ensure that individual projects are fully evaluated prior to approval and 
implementation.  

In addition to the thorough analysis of construction effects outlined here, further 
modifications to the proposed Shoreline Plan have been made in response to this comment. 
Construction related to pier reconstructions are now subject to a full project application and 
are no longer proposed to be reviewed as a qualified exempt activity. This procedural change 
further assures that the construction impacts of concern would be addressed with project 
permit conditions and follow-up inspection.  

For this reason, the details of site-specific BMPs and mitigation measures for future projects 
implemented under the Shoreline Plan would be identified, required, and enforced through 
the environmental review and permitting process for those projects.  

The comment also describes recommended changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan 
regarding environmental improvements at marinas. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
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Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, for information on how 
recommended changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered and addressed. 

The comment asserts that the proposed Shoreline Plan includes a “loose, incentive-based” 
approach for environmental improvements at marinas and contends that the Draft EIS does 
not include a programmatic evaluation of the water quality effects of marina expansions. 
These assertions are without basis. 

The comment’s assertion that the Draft EIS does not include an evaluation of marina 
expansions is not correct. The Draft EIS describes the proposed Shoreline Plan’s requirements 
for marina expansions on pages 2-34 and 2-35. It notes that no new marinas would be allowed 
and that any existing marina seeking to expand would be required to comply with a series of 
BMPs to reduce the potential for pollution and prepare and implement an aquatic invasive 
species management plan. In addition, any marina expansions would require a project-level 
environmental analysis, for which TRPA would require additional site-specific mitigation 
measures and permit conditions, as necessary to avoid or reduce site-specific environmental 
effects. In addition to these requirements, TRPA would authorize marina expansions only if the 
proposed expansions could demonstrate environmental benefits, examples of which are 
provided on pages 2-34 and 2-35 of the Draft EIS. Because the exact nature of those 
environmental benefits is not prescribed in the proposed Shoreline Plan, the Draft EIS did not 
account for those environmental improvements when evaluating the effects of marina 
expansions. Nonetheless, those improvements would be fully analyzed at the time a specific 
project application is received and reviewed by TRPA. Thus, the Draft EIS likely overestimates 
the net environmental effect of marina expansions. 

The effects of marina expansions, including associated construction activities and boat use 
associated with expanded facilities, are further evaluated at a programmatic level throughout 
Chapters 4–17. Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” provides a thorough analysis of 
the water quality effects of marina expansions. The water quality effects of construction and 
dredging associated with marina expansions are analyzed on pages 6-15 through 6-18. The 
water quality effects of boating associated with marina expansions are evaluated on pages 6-
18 through 6-27. Water quality impacts associated with fueling and accidental spills, 
including at expanded marinas, are evaluated on pages 6-27 through 6-31. The comment 
provides no evidence or rationale to suggest that the Draft EIS analysis of marina expansions 
is inadequate or incomplete. 

A1-21 The comment asserts that elements of the Shoreline Plan requiring disturbed prime fish 
habitat be replaced at a 1.5:1 ratio should be removed from the Shoreline Plan and be 
introduced instead as mitigation measures for fish habitat impacts, which should be 
identified as significant. 

 See the response to comment A1-17, above, which explains how resource protection and 
environmental restoration are essential components of the Shoreline Plan, necessary to 
achieve its purpose and objectives. Furthermore, the requirement that disturbed prime fish 
habitat be replaced at a 1.5:1 ratio is a long-standing TRPA requirement (TRPA 2011) that is 
simply and logically carried forward into the proposed Shoreline Plan. 

The comment cites Lotus v. California Department of Transportation and alleges that by 
including this requirement in the plan itself, instead of declaring the impact significant and 
imposing the requirement as mitigation, the public is denied the opportunity to evaluate 
whether the “mitigation” is sufficient. This is not true for several reasons. First, the EIS uses 
survey data, input from knowledgeable experts supported by facts, and reasonable inferences 
based on facts to estimate the level of prime fish habitat disturbance that would result from 
implementation of the Shoreline Plan. Second, the EIS uses the best available science and 
information (e.g., technical studies, empirical evidence) to assess the impacts of the plan on 
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fish habitat (see pages 5-35 through 5-40 of the Draft EIS). This analysis evaluated the effects 
of habitat disturbance related to direct habitat alteration, improved conditions for aquatic 
invasive species, and altered predator-prey interactions and predation potential for individual 
species and species groups. It calculated that habitat disturbance would be extremely small 
relative to the available prime fish habitat and determined that the effect would be less than 
significant. The failings of the California Department of Transportation’s EIR in Lotus, on the 
other hand, centered upon lack of thresholds of significance, lack of environmental analysis, 
and “project features” in a project EIR that were clearly compensatory and restorative. None of 
these issues are applicable to the Shoreline Plan or EIS. 

The comment expresses concern that the type of habitat used to meet the 1.5:1 fish habitat 
replacement ratio would not be the same type of habitat lost (i.e., spawning, feed, cover). As 
stated in the discussion of Impact 5-2, to comply with the nondegradation requirement for 
the prime fish habitat threshold, Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would require replacement of any 
prime fish habitat with the same type of substrate onsite or elsewhere in the lake; thus, 
replacement of the same type of habitat would occur. 

 The comment suggests that fish habitat monitoring be included in the Shoreline Plan. Refer 
to Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management, which describes monitoring 
and adaptive management of the Shoreline Plan, and Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, which describes how recommended changes to the proposed 
Shoreline Plan were considered. 

 The comment expresses concern that the discussions of Impacts 5-2 and 5-3 do not quantify 
the area of construction and loss of fish habitat associated with modifications or expansions 
of existing structures. Refer to the response to comment A1-12, above, which addresses the 
effects of pier modifications and expansions. 

 The comment expresses concern that the public would not be aware of the time when and the 
locations where beach boat parking or benching would be prohibited to protect spawning 
habitat. In response to this comment, TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to include 
measures to convey restrictions on the beaching of boats in spawning habitat, including on-site 
signage, publicly available maps, and smart phone applications. In addition, boater education 
and enforcement programs would address prohibitions on boat beaching. Additional 
information is included in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final 
EIS. 

A1-22 The comment addresses the scenic impact analysis (including Exhibits 9-13 and 9-16) and 
suggests an inconsistency: that nonconforming piers (particularly rock crib piers) would be 
redeveloped with scenic improvements, while noting that existing nonconforming structures 
could be reconstructed in their current form.  

 The comment misunderstands and misrepresents the Draft EIS analysis. The Draft EIS 
describes the scenic impact analysis approach in Section 9.4.1, “Methods and Assumptions” 
(Draft EIS pages 9-18 and 9-19). It evaluates “the maximum amount of shoreline development 
that could occur under each alternative consistent with the standards that would apply under 
each alternative.” The analysis includes multiple metrics to evaluate effects on scenic 
resources and considers scenic threshold monitoring data, shoreline character types, and the 
potential locations of new shoreline structures to identify locations with the greatest risk of 
scenic degradation. The analysis presents 21 visual simulations depicting buildout of shoreline 
structures consistent with the maximum development potential and applicable standards 
under each alternative and evaluates the simulations in a manner consistent with TRPA’s 
scenic threshold monitoring methods. It also quantifies changes in visible mass that would 
occur from new shoreline structures authorized under each alternative.  
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 Each visual simulation presents “a worst-case scenario in that it depicts the maximum 
number and size of shoreline structures that could occur within each view” (Draft EIS page 9-
18). Refer to the response to comment A1-12, above, which addresses the repair, 
reconstruction, modification, and expansions of existing piers. As described in that response, 
any pier expansion would be required to comply with the design standards for a new pier. 
Thus, the simulations and associated analysis accurately consider the scenic effects of new 
piers and pier expansions, including scenic improvements. 

 The Draft EIS summarizes the overall effect of the proposed Shoreline Plan on views from 
Lake Tahoe as follows (Draft EIS page 9-34): 

 the effects of buildout of Alternative 1 would vary based on the location, intensity, 
and other characteristics of future projects. In some situations, the intactness of 
views would be improved, and the scenic threshold ratings would increase due to 
required scenic improvements in the shoreland, visible mass reductions, and 
redevelopment of existing shorezone structures consistent with proposed design 
standards. In other situations, scenic quality could be unchanged, or the unity and/or 
intactness of views could be degraded…. 

The Draft EIS discloses that the redevelopment of existing nonconforming piers under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would result in scenic improvements to the extent that future projects 
modify or expand existing piers that are not in conformance with design standards. However, 
the Draft EIS does not rely on scenic improvements associated with the redevelopment of 
existing piers to offset the scenic effects of new structures. Rather, the scenic effects of new 
shoreline structures would be offset by multiple measures: the requirements of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan to decrease the visual magnitude of existing development in the shoreland (see 
Draft EIS pages 9-25 and 9-26) and offset new visible mass at a greater than 1:1 ratio (see 
Draft EIS pages 9-24 and 9-25); by implementation of Mitigation Measure 9-1a: Offset the 
visible mass of buoys; and Mitigation Measure 9-1b: Establish color standards for piers. 

 To clearly present the visual effects of new structures under the proposed Shoreline Plan, 
Exhibits 3-17 and 3-18 are included below. These exhibits reflect the same key view points 
and the same new shoreline structures used in Exhibits 9-13 and 9-16 in the Draft EIS (see 
Draft EIS pages 9-26 through 9-28, 9-32). Exhibits 3-17 and 3-18 depict an unlikely scenario 
in which the maximum size and number of structures allowable would be constructed on 
parcels eligible for new structures, but parcels with existing structures would maintain or 
reconstruct those structures with no changes. 

 As shown in Exhibits 3-17 and 3-18, there would be little change to the existing views 
because under the proposed Shoreline Plan, new structures would account for a small 
proportion of the total number of shoreline structures (i.e., the plan would allow a maximum 
18-percent increase in the total number of piers). In this scenario, there would be less scenic 
improvement from the redevelopment of existing piers than shown in the simulations in the 
Draft EIS. However, the visual effects of new structures would still be offset by required 
reductions in the visual magnitude of existing development in the shoreland, required visible 
mass offsets, and the implementation of Mitigation Measures 9-1a and 9-1b. The visible 
mass analysis shown in Table 9-2 in the Draft EIS would be unchanged in this scenario. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-115 

 

 

Exhibit 3-17 KVP 1 – Existing View and Simulation of 
Alternative 1 with No Pier Modifications 
or Expansions 
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Exhibit 3-18 KVP 4 – Existing View and Simulation of 
Alternative 1 with No Pier Modifications 
or Expansions 
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 The comment questions the effectiveness of vegetative screening in light of insects, drought, 
and disease, and recommends modification to the Scenic Quality Improvement Program 
(SQIP). The comment questions the appropriateness of an in-lieu fee program to offset the 
visible mass of buoys in Mitigation Measure 9-1a without specifically identified scenic 
improvement projects.  

 A mitigation fee is an appropriate mitigation option, and scenic improvement projects have 
already been and will continue to be identified. Visible mass offsets can be accomplished 
through a variety of approaches, ranging from the removal or relocation of visible 
development to screening with vegetation. The TRPA Code requires that vegetation used for 
screening be limited to species on the TRPA-recommended native and adapted plant list 
(Code Section 36.7). These native and adapted species were specifically selected because 
they thrive in the Tahoe Region and are resistant to drought, insects, and disease. 
Furthermore, for any required vegetative screening, TRPA requires the payment of securities 
and the replacement of screening if it does not successfully become established. 

Thus, the use of vegetative screening is one of several effective approaches to offset visible 
mass. For example, as described in TRPA’s 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report, the scenic 
composite scores of two shoreline units (Rubicon Point and McKinney Bay) substantially 
improved because of vegetative screening, and such screening is credited for moving the 
Rubicon Point shoreline unit from nonattainment into attainment (TRPA 2016). The revisions 
to Mitigation Measure 9-1a, described below, also address the concern regarding the use of 
vegetative screening. 

 The comment is correct that the effectiveness of the in-lieu mitigation fee would depend on 
the availability of sufficient scenic improvement projects that could be funded by the fees. 
Although the comment is also correct that only one scenic improvement project is included 
on the Environmental Improvement Program 5-year list, that list includes only those projects 
that are in progress or programmed for completion. Additional scenic improvement projects 
would be added to the list if funding, for example, from Shoreline Plan mitigation programs, 
becomes available. In addition, TRPA mandates a SQIP that identifies specific scenic 
improvement opportunities. The SQIP has not been updated recently, and in response to this 
comment, Mitigation Measure 9-1a has been revised to require a targeted update to the 
SQIP to identify additional scenic improvement projects to be funded by Shoreline Plan 
scenic mitigation fees. 

 Mitigation Measure 9-1a is hereby revised as follows: 

Mitigation 9-1a: Offset the visible mass of buoys  
This mitigation measure applies to Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. 

TRPA will require that all new buoys offset the visible mass associated with the buoy 
and boat. The average visible mass of a buoy and boat is estimated at 83 square 
feet. Each new buoy will require removal or screening of a minimum of 83 square 
feet of existing mass visible from Lake Tahoe. The visible mass of a buoy can will be 
offset through the direct reduction of visible mass or through the payment of an in-
lieu fee a buoy scenic mitigation fee that will be used to reduce visible mass, as 
described below. 

If a buoy applicant chooses to directly remove or screen visible mass as part of the 
buoy project, then the applicant would comply with the same visible mass offset 
requirements that apply to piers and other structures. The 83 square feet of visible 
mass associated with the buoy would be offset at the same ratios required for other 
shoreline structures. The offset would be required as close to the proposed buoy as 
possible, in the following order of priority: 1) on the same parcel in the shorezone, 2) 
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on the same parcel in the upland area, 3) elsewhere in the shorezone within the 
same shoreline scenic travel unit, 4) within the same travel unit in the upland, and 5) 
in another nonattainment scenic travel unit. 

TRPA will also provide the option to pay an in-lieu assess an annual scenic mitigation 
fee on all buoys fee to offset the additional visible mass of the buoy. TRPA will set a 
fee amount that is adequate to remove or visually screen 83 square feet of existing 
visible mass for each buoy. TRPA will use the fee to acquire and remove or screen 
existing visible mass visible from shoreline scenic travel units that are not in 
attainment of threshold standards. The funds will be dedicated to projects that TRPA 
determines will have the greatest benefit to scenic threshold standards and will be 
prioritized for use in the following order: 1) in the shorezone, 2) in the shoreland, and 
3) to improve background views visible from Lake Tahoe.  

To identify specific scenic improvement projects to be funded by the in-lieu fee, TRPA 
will update the Scenic Quality Improvement Program (SQIP) within one year of 
adoption of the Shoreline Plan. The update would, at a minimum, update those 
elements of the SQIP that identify scenic improvement opportunities within the 
eleven shoreline travel units that are not in attainment of scenic thresholds as of the 
2015 Threshold Evaluation Report. Within each of these travel units, the SQIP will 
identify specific opportunities for scenic improvements that would increase the 
scenic threshold ratings. Scenic improvement opportunities could include 
improvements on private land, such as the acquisition, removal, or screening of 
private development; as well as opportunities on public land, such as the 
undergrounding of utilities, revegetation of road scars, screening or recoloring of 
infrastructure, or removal of structures on public land. The SQIP will consider 
opportunities for permanent or long-term scenic improvement. TRPA will consider the 
scenic improvement opportunities identified in the SQIP when authorizing the 
expenditure of scenic mitigation funds. 

Funds could be used to implement projects directly or through grants, contracts, or 
other agreements with partner organizations. TRPA could also authorize mitigation 
funds for projects that permanently reduce the visual magnitude of shoreland 
development when the project contributes to the attainment of scenic thresholds and 
is not otherwise required. Visible mass mitigation projects that could be funded by 
the in-lieu fee include, but are not limited to: 

 scenic improvement projects identified in the 2018 update to most recent 
version of the SQIP;  

 lakefront recreation projects with scenic improvements such as replacing 
dilapidated structures or relocating structures (public gathering areas and 
waterfront public access scenic improvements); 

 scenic improvement of existing rip rap and retaining walls along visible roadway 
cuts (e.g., recoloring of light-colored rip rap); 

 permanent removal of existing shorezone and shoreland structures; 

 permanent screening of roadside parking areas, roadways, and infrastructure 
through the planting of native vegetation and creation of vegetated berms; 

 undergrounding of utility lines that are visible from the lake; and 

 improving existing shoreland structures and deed restricting those parcels such 
that visual magnitude of existing development is permanently reduced. 
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A1-23 The comment states that because pier reconstructions would be a Qualified Exempt activity, 
construction would not be subject to TRPA’s standard noise-reducing practices, potentially 
resulting in significant impacts from construction noise and vibration.  

Refer to responses to comments A1-12 and A1-20 which state that pier reconstructions 
would be subject to project-level review by TRPA and are no longer proposed as qualified 
exempt activities. This procedural change means that impacts from construction noise and 
vibration would be addressed by project permit conditions and subsequent inspections. 

The comment requests additional background, context, and details regarding the less-than-
significant conclusion related to the single-event noise threshold in Impact 12-3: Increases in 
operation-related watercraft noise.  

Chapter 12, “Noise,” of the Draft EIS provides a thorough explanation of the single-event 
threshold, the attainment status of the threshold, and comprehensive analysis of the impact 
(Draft EIS:12-5through 12-27, and 12-15 through 12-21). It includes a discussion of all of 
TRPA’s noise thresholds, including that for single-event noise. Table 12-3 identifies the 
numeric thresholds for all noise sources regulated by TRPA and Table 12-4 provides a 
summary of the status of TRPA noise thresholds based on available data from the TRPA 
threshold evaluation reports. The single event noise threshold is discussed in detail on pages 
12-15 through 12-17 of the Draft EIS, including an explanation of the intent of the threshold, 
a discussion of past threshold evaluations conducted by TRPA, and the types of activities 
that lead to exceedance of the threshold.  

Regarding the significance conclusion for single-event noise, the analysis explains on page 
12-16 that limited enforcement on the lake is one of the reasons for threshold exceedance. 
The Shoreline Plan would adopt a strengthened approach to shoreline enforcement that 
would include components designed to reduce noise levels from boating activity. As a part of 
this approach, enforcement of the existing 600-foot no-wake zone would be increased, and 
all boat rental facilities would be required to provide information on the rules applicable to 
boating behavior in the no-wake zone, which would limit single-event noise exceedances. 
Additional detail on the enforcement program is available in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program” of this Final EIS. 

Moreover, TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to include additional policies that 
would further reduce boat noise (see Chapter 2 of this Final EIS, “Revisions to the Proposed 
Shoreline Plan”), including the prohibition of vessels with improper exhaust systems and 
boats that otherwise violate TRPA noise standards. Noise monitoring would be expanded to 
include monitors and cameras at high-priority locations (see Master Response 6 – Monitoring 
and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan). In addition, a Lake Tahoe mobile 
application for smart phone and other electronic devices is being developed to provide 
information to the public regarding no-wake zone rule and noise regulations (see Appendix A, 
“Shoreline Implementation Program” of this Final EIS). With implementation of these 
additional measures and the expanded enforcement program, fewer exceedances of the 
single-event noise standard are expected after implementation of the Shoreline Plan as 
compared to existing conditions. The conclusion in the Draft EIS remains appropriate. 

A1-24 The comment speculates that private shoreline structures would generate additional vehicle 
trips beyond those already associated with private residences, possibly attributable to 
owners inviting friends to use the structures, users traveling between parcels that share 
access to private multiuse piers, and users backfilling the boat spaces that would open up 
after boats currently at marinas are relocated to new private shoreline structures. The 
comment also argues that the new private shoreline structures would increase the demand 
for shoreline vacation home rentals, thus increasing overall vehicle trips to the Tahoe Basin. 
Finally, the comment expresses concern that the trip generation assumptions related to 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-120 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

public shoreline structures should be greater than two vehicular trips per boat trip and that 
vehicle trips generated by nonmotorized boating and passive recreationists using new public 
shoreline structures were not accounted for in the analysis.  

 As detailed on page 13-10 in Section 13.4.1, “Methods and Assumptions,” in Chapter 13, 
“Roadway Transportation and Circulation,” the Draft EIS includes reasonable estimates of 
vehicle trip generation rates based on the best available information and realistic 
assumptions about vehicle trip generation rates, traffic volumes, and VMT. 

 The comment is speculative and provides no evidence that lakefront homeowners would invite 
more friends to their homes if they have a new shoreline structure. Lakefront residences on the 
shores of Lake Tahoe are desirable locations suitable for entertaining guests and recreating 
regardless of whether the property includes a new pier. The possibility that a private lakefront 
homeowner would entertain friends is likely dependent on the social preferences of individual 
homeowners, and not the presence of a new shoreline structure. 

 Parcels that share access to multiple-use piers are required to be littoral parcels (TRPA 
2018). These parcels typically share beach access with one pier located between several 
adjacent lakefront residences. Because the width of typical lakefront parcels varies from less 
than 50 feet to around 200 feet, a typical multiple-use pier would be no more than a few 
hundred feet from each residence. Users of such piers would typically walk from one parcel 
to the other either along the beach or the roadway to the shared pier rather than drive to 
their adjacent neighbor’s lot and generate additional vehicle trips. 

 The effect of boaters relocating boats from marinas to new moorings at private residences is 
discussed in more detail in the response to comment A2-25, below. Shoreline vacation 
rentals are already in high demand regardless of whether they have a pier or other shoreline 
structure.  

With regard to vehicle trips generated by nonmotorized recreationists, the Draft EIS 
discusses the fact that such watercraft can be launched by hand from many locations around 
the lake and stored on beaches or in upland areas when not in use, which makes it 
extremely difficult to estimate levels of nonmotorized boat use (see Section 2.4.1, 
“Nonmotorized Watercraft,” of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives”) 
Nonmotorized watercraft use appears to be highest near public beaches and undeveloped 
shoreline with easy public access, such as along state parks, and these watercraft do not 
require shoreline structures for launching. Additionally, the use of nonmotorized watercraft, 
like motorized boat use, would not be directly regulated under any of the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives. Therefore, it was assumed that public beaches and undeveloped shoreline, and 
not shoreline structures, would continue to be used to launch nonmotorized watercraft. 
Because expansion of public beaches or undeveloped shoreline areas is not proposed as a 
part of the Shoreline Plan, there is no proposed action that warrants a different analysis of 
non-motorized recreation vehicle trips. The Shoreline Plan is a programmatic plan analyzed 
appropriately at a program level. More specific project impacts, such as potential vehicle 
trips associated with a new ramp at a new location, would be analyzed at a project level at 
the time that the project is proposed. 

In summary, the Draft EIS presents reasonable estimates of trip generation associated with 
shoreline structures that could be authorized under the Shoreline Plan alternatives.  

A1-25 The comment contends that the Draft EIS does not provide sufficient support for the 
statement that the Shoreline Plan would not produce tourist, commercial, or residential 
growth. The comment raises the concept that new private shoreline structures could create a 
secondary tourist market. 
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As stated in the Draft EIS (Draft EIS page 4-18):  

The Shoreline Plan alternatives would not alter the amount of growth and land use 
pattern forecasted for the region under the Regional Plan. Additionally, new private 
structures at residences would not induce growth because they would be associated 
with an existing primary use. Rather, the four Shoreline Plan alternatives would, to 
varying degrees, allow for enhanced recreational access along the shore of Lake 
Tahoe for the residents and tourists projected under the Regional Plan, and would 
establish provisions for the development of shoreline structures to protect the 
environment and public safety. 

Because the pattern of land use in the region is established by the 2012 Regional Plan, 
because the Shoreline Plan would not change land use or the land use pattern, and because 
new shoreline structures would be associated with an existing upland use, the development 
of new private structures associated with the Shoreline Plan would not produce new 
visitation that could not otherwise occur under existing conditions. A tourist market is not 
growth that changes the development allocations of the Regional Plan. It is speculative to 
assume that private shoreline structures would be the causative factor that would generate 
tourist use of residential parcels that would not otherwise occur without the Shoreline Plan. 
These structures would not add capacity for overnight visitors that does not already exist. 
See also the response to comment A1-24, above, which addresses these issues. 

The comment expresses concern that reconstruction of existing structures under the proposed 
Shoreline Plan would be allowed to take place under a qualified exempt pathway that would 
circumvent thorough review by TRPA. Currently, pier reconstructions are considered “projects” 
by TRPA and therefore require project-level review and environmental analysis for approval. In 
response to concerns repeatedly expressed in this comment letter, TRPA would continue to 
consider reconstructions projects, and they would not be allowed to proceed under a qualified 
exempt pathway.  

A1-26 The comment expresses concern that the discussion of GHG emissions under Impact 11-1 in 
the Draft EIS did not estimate the change in GHG emissions that could result from 
implementation of the Shoreline Plan. The comment suggests that, without a quantitative 
estimate of the change in GHG emissions, the analysis under Impact 11-1 is insufficient. The 
quantification advocated by the comment is infeasible and unnecessary. To estimate GHG 
emissions would be extremely speculative and any such estimate would have such a wide 
margin of error as to be meaningless. As explained on page 11-10 of the Draft EIS, while the 
level of boating activity is estimated to increase by 16 percent under the Shoreline Plan, it is 
not feasible to know today whether there would be a corresponding increase in GHG 
emissions. The Draft EIS explains, “It is not feasible to know whether the fleet of boats 
operating at buildout would be more GHG-efficient than the existing boat fleet because there 
are no established GHG emission standards for motorized recreational watercraft. Even if 
some improvement to the GHG efficiency of the future boat fleet is achieved, it is not feasible 
to know whether the magnitude of this improvement would be enough to offset the increase 
in boating activity, the associated on-road mobile-source GHG emissions, and construction-
related emissions. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 1 has the potential to result in a 
substantial contribution to GHG emissions.” 

The comment accurately points out that TRPA included an estimate of the change in GHG 
emissions in Table M-1 of Appendix M of the Addendum to the EIS for the Shorezone 
Ordinance Amendments (2008 Addendum), which was prepared 10 years ago (TRPA 
2008:245–251). The comment nonetheless overlooks many factors, as explained in the 2008 
Addendum, that “are likely to result in substantial reductions in GHG emissions from boats 
below the estimate in Table M-1 over the course of the planning period” (TRPA 2010:251). The 
analysis in the 2008 Addendum acknowledges that changes in fuel prices may alter behavior 
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by boaters and there is much uncertainty about how much fuel prices will change over the 20-
year planning period. It also acknowledges that boat engines are becoming increasingly more 
fuel efficient, are likely to continue to do so over the planning period and these improvements 
will also reduce boats’ GHG emissions over time. Moreover, the 2008 Addendum explains, EPA 
expects its federal emission standards that address criteria air pollutants and precursors 
emitted by recreational watercraft to save approximately 190 million gallons of gasoline each 
year, which would also result in the reduction of GHG emissions (TRPA 2008:250).  

Correspondence with retail stores where recreational watercraft are sold confirm that these 
factors continue to be relevant at the time of writing the Draft EIS. According to boat dealers, 
the fuel efficiency of new boats has increased substantially over the past few years and will 
continue to become even more fuel efficient in the future (NorCal Master Craft Riverbank 
Marina, pers. comm., 2018; Marine Specialties Boat Sales, pers. comm., 2018).  

The GHG estimates in the 2008 Addendum were based on estimates of fuel consumption at 
the time that included different fuel consumption rates, expressed in gallons per hour, for 
different engine types (i.e., inboard, outboard, inboard/outboard, jet, auxiliary sail, diesel, 
and personal watercraft). This is notable for a few reasons. First, the calculations used to 
estimate GHG levels in the 2008 Addendum assumed that the fuel efficiency of recreational 
watercraft would remain the same over the multiple-decade plan period. That assumption is 
no longer supportable. Second, based on information stated in the 2008 Addendum and 
confirmed by boat dealers in Sparks, Nevada and Sacramento, California, the fuel efficiency 
of boats has improved substantially since 2008 and is expected to continue to improve. 
Third, there is no reliable source of information regarding the engine types, engine size, and 
age distribution in the current fleet of watercraft in operation on Lake Tahoe as explained 
under the heading, “Calculation of Emissions of All Watercraft Operation in the Lake Tahoe 
Air Basin,” in Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions. For these reasons, as well as those 
concerns discussed in the 2008 Addendum, TRPA contends that any attempt to estimate the 
increase or decrease in GHG emissions from implementation of the Shoreline Plan would be 
irrationally speculative and of no substantive value to the public, agencies, or 
decisionmakers, especially if such an attempt were to conclude that the Shoreline Plan 
would result in a net reduction in GHG emissions from recreational watercraft. The comment 
states that “the qualitative analysis [under Impact 11-2] of the Draft EIS does not provide the 
public with enough information to understand how [GHG] emissions may change in the 
future. TRPA agrees, which is why the Draft EIS discloses the most conservative conclusion 
possible for this highly speculative topic. The Draft EIS concludes that implementation of the 
Shoreline Plan could potentially result in a substantial increase in GHG emissions and this 
impact would be potentially significant.  

The comment also requests that more enforceable elements be added to Mitigation Measure 
11-1 that would apply to those specific projects approved for construction within the first 12 
months of the Plan and claims that the best construction practices required by Mitigation 
Measure 11-1 are not “sufficiently specific.” This comment, however, makes no specific 
suggestions, and therefore Mitigation Measure 11-1 has not been changed in response to 
this comment.  

The comment also questions why the Draft EIS did not attempt to estimate the level of GHG 
emissions that would be associated with construction of individual projects that could be 
developed under the Shoreline Plan. The comment points out that an estimate of 
construction-related GHG emissions was included in the Kings Beach SRA Preliminary 
General Plan Revision and Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIS (Kings Beach 
EIR) (California State Parks 2018), but not for the Shoreline Plan Draft EIS.  The difference in 
analysis of the Kings Beach pier project and the Shoreline Plan is the difference in the 
specificity of available at the project level for the Kings Beach pier project and the program 
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parameters of the Shoreline Plan where specific details of location, design, and construction 
cannot yet be known. The levels of analysis provided in each of the Kings Beach EIR/EIS and 
the Draft EIS for the Shoreline Plan are appropriate for the geographic scope of the 
plans/projects they are evaluating.  

A1-27 The comment expresses concern about the analysis of cumulative impacts related to boating. 
It suggests that cumulative or background changes in boating activity should not be presented 
in a separate cumulative impacts chapter and refers to previous comments on the analysis of 
boating activity that also apply to cumulative analysis of the environmental effects of boating. 
In fact, the cumulative effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives have been looked at and 
disclosed in a variety of ways in the Draft EIS, both in a comprehensive cumulative impacts 
chapter (Chapter 17 of the Draft EIS), as well as cumulatively within resource topics where 
more focused cumulative analysis is helpful to the reader. Taken together, these varying forms 
of cumulative analysis are fully adequate as presented in the Draft EIS. 

 The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives in Chapters 4–16, and 
presents a cumulative analysis in Chapter 17, “Cumulative Impacts.” The Draft EIS explains 
the cumulative nature of the analysis in Chapters 4–16 as follows (Draft EIS page 17-1): 

 The Shoreline Plan is a long-range plan developed to manage the amount and 
intensity of recreational use and development along Lake Tahoe’s shore in a manner 
that attains and maintains the environmental thresholds. Together, the Shoreline 
Plan works with the other elements of the Regional Plan and the Regional 
Transportation Plan (RTP) to regulate the total amount and type of development 
within the Lake Tahoe Region. Consequently, this planning framework inherently 
represents the cumulative condition within the Region. Because the Shoreline Plan 
considers the cumulative buildout of the shoreline, the analyses contained in 
Chapters 4 through 16 of this EIS are cumulative in nature.  

The Draft EIS also addresses the effects of background growth in boating activity that could 
occur with or without the adoption of a Shoreline Plan alternative. The Draft EIS explains 
(Draft EIS page 17-2) that: 

[w]hile the Shoreline Plan would regulate the total number of boating facilities, 
cumulative growth in motorized boating could occur from: (1) additional launches at 
existing boat ramps, (2) additional use of personal watercraft (e.g., jet skis) that do 
not require shorezone structures, (3) an increase in the number of rental boats, and 
(4) an extended boating season due to climate change, all of which would increase 
motorized boat use on the lake.  

The Draft EIS presents the cumulative boating activity expected to occur under each 
alternative in Exhibits 17-1 and 17-2 and Table 17-1. The effects of the cumulative changes 
in boating activity in combination with the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives are 
analyzed on pages 17-5 through 17-20. The effects of boating activity would be similar 
regardless of whether the boating activity is a result of the Shoreline Plan alternatives or the 
result of background growth that could occur without a Shoreline Plan. As a result, Chapter 
17 of the Draft EIS refers back to analysis in Chapters 4–16, where appropriate, rather than 
repeating information that was presented earlier in the EIS. Additional information on the 
cumulative effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan, in combination with other regional 
programs and plans, is provided in the threshold findings (see the TRPA staff report). Thus, 
the Draft EIS appropriately analyzes the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives and the 
cumulative conditions that could result from the Shoreline Plan alternatives in combination 
with reasonably foreseeable future changes in boating activity. The specific previous 
comments that this comment refers to are addressed in the responses to comments A1-1 
through A1-26, above. 
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Letter 
A2 

California State Lands Commission 
July 9, 2018 

 

A2-1 The comment provides background on the jurisdiction and management authority of the 
California State Lands Commission (State Lands), including its jurisdiction over public trust 
lands in California. This information is consistent with information in the Draft EIS.  

A2-2 The comment summarizes State Lands understanding of the project description. This 
summary is consistent with the description of the proposed project and alternatives 
presented in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS. 

A2-3 The comment requests that the description of the California State Lands Commission in 
Section 8.2.3 be revised. In response, the last paragraph on page 8-4 in Chapter 8, 
“Recreation,” of the Draft EIS is revised as shown below. 

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
The California State Lands Commission (State Lands) is responsible for leasing 
sovereign lands on the California side of Lake Tahoe. On the California side of Lake 
Tahoe, a public trust easement allows for public access between the low- and high-
water elevation of Lake Tahoe. The area in the public trust easement allows for 
commerce, navigation, fishing, recreation, and preservation. The high- and low-water 
marks for the California side of the Lake have been established as elevations 
6,228.75 feet and 6,223 feet Lake Tahoe datum, respectively. Any activities 
involving the state’s sovereign lands in Lake Tahoe below 6,223 feet require a lease 
from State Lands. State Lands is involved with the protection of California’s rare and 
endangered wildlife and plant species as described in Chapters 5 and 14 of this 
document, as applicable, and for ensuring compliance with the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The California State Lands Commission (State Lands) is responsible for administering 
the Public Trust on the California side of Lake Tahoe, which entails oversight of the 
public’s rights pertaining to, but not limited to, commerce, navigation, fishing, 
recreation, and ecological preservation, with public access serving as the foundation of 
the public’s ability to enjoy these rights. State Lands is responsible for the leasing of 
State sovereign lands lakeward of the low-water elevation of Lake Tahoe (elevation 
6,223 feet Lake Tahoe datum) [LTD]) for Public Trust consistent uses. State Lands also 
administers a Public Trust easement between the low and high-water elevation 
(elevation 6,228.75 LTD) for public access to and along Lake Tahoe on the California 
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side. Collectively, land lakeward of the natural high-water elevation on the California 
side of Lake Tahoe is subject to the Public Trust. Management of Public Trust interests 
for Lake Tahoe includes promoting and protecting lateral public access within the 
easement. All discretionary actions of State Lands require compliance with the CEQA. 
State Lands is also involved with the protection of California’s rare and endangered 
wildlife and plant species as described in Chapter 5 and 14 of the Draft EIS. 

A2-4 The comment addresses impacts relating to public access within the public trust easement 
in California. It notes that language in Impact 8-3 appears to be oriented exclusively toward 
piers, and requests that the final MOU between TRPA and State Lands governing the review 
of projects in the public trust easement ensure that access to the public trust easement is 
protected from impediments that may result from the placement of any shorezone structure. 
In response to this comment, text on pages 8-28 and 8-29 of the Draft EIS is revised as 
follows. These revisions clarify the intent of the MOU and do not change the analysis or 
conclusions presented in the Draft EIS: 

TRPA and California State Lands Commission would adopt an MOU that details a 
process to coordinate review of applications for new and modified piers and other 
structures that could be placed in the public trust easement in California. The MOU 
would specify a coordinated review process that protects public trust values (e.g., 
public lateral access) within the public trust easement in California. The MOU would 
require design features to accommodate lateral access where it is otherwise legally 
allowed. During the review process TRPA or the California State Lands Commission 
could require [reasonable] project…design elements to maintain legal public access. 
Project modifications could include access paths around or under structures; or 
ladders, ramps, or other structural features that provide public access over structures. 
Any structural components required to maintain lateral public access (e.g., ladders to 
provide access over a pier), would be exempt from visible mass offset requirements. 

The comment also requests that implementation of the MOU not be included as a 
component of the Shoreline Plan, and instead be imposed as mitigation for Impact 8-3. As 
explained in the Draft EIS in Section 1.2, “Purpose and Objectives of the Shoreline Plan,” 
“[t]he overarching goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreational experience along 
Lake Tahoe’s shores while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for the 
future” (Draft EIS page 1-2). In addition, the Shoreline Plan is an element of the Regional 
Plan, the purpose of which is to attain and maintain the environmental thresholds while 
allowing for orderly growth and development consistent with those thresholds (Public Law 
96-551). Protecting legal public access is a primary goal of the proposed Shoreline Plan and 
the project review process to protect such access, as described in the MOU, is an essential 
element of the plan, necessary to achieve its purpose and objectives. It would be 
inappropriate and inconsistent with the purpose of the Shoreline Plan to remove that 
element from the plan only to invoke it as mitigation, and the implementation of this MOU 
would occur regardless of whether it was listed as a mitigation measure. 

The comment also requests revisions to various parts of the proposed code, as follows: 

 Update Subsection 80.3.2.h to include the requirement for TRPA to follow the MOU 
process prior to acting on a project. 

 Include a provision in Section 80.4 to include the review of projects for public access as 
a General Standard for Shorezone Projects in California.  

 Include a provision in Subsection 82.5.1 that requires concurrence by the California State 
Lands Commission for qualified exempt activities on the California side of Lake Tahoe. 
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 Include a provision in Subsection 84.8.4.b that would identify that fences below the high 
water line on the California side of Lake Tahoe are subject to California’s administration 
of the public trust easement and potentially the state’s direct leasing jurisdiction as well.  

These recommendations have been considered by TRPA and changes to the proposed 
shorezone code amendments have been made, as identified in the proposed Code Revisions 
(TRPA 2018a). Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, 
which describes how proposed revision to the Shoreline Plan are considered. 

A2-5 The comment raises the concern that application of Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Maintain 
nonmotorized navigation within the no-wake zone, which relates to limiting the length of 
public piers, would not adequately protect nonmotorized boaters in the no-wake zone.  

Specific design options and potential navigational hazards of public piers would be evaluated 
at the project level when such piers are proposed, and design characteristics are known. 
However, TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan in response to this and other 
comments expressing similar concerns. Revisions include the addition of a 200-foot no-wake 
zone surrounding all structures and a 100-foot no-wake buffer around all nonmotorized 
watercraft and swimmers. The changes would be implemented through the expanded no-
wake zone enforcement and education programs included as part of the proposed Shoreline 
Plan. Changes are described in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this 
Final EIS, and details on the enforcement program are included in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. These changes would further reduce the 
potential for conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized users, and address the concerns 
raised in this comment. 

As stated in the response to comment A1-7, Impact 8-1 evaluates the existing pattern of boat 
clustering and the increase in boat density on peaks days to conclude that, at an 11.5-
percent increase in boat density on a peak day, the increase in motorized recreation with 
Alternative 1 would not be substantial enough to be noticeable by recreation users on the 
lake. Because of the size of the lake and the motorized and nonmotorized recreation 
patterns, the variety of recreational opportunities available on the lake would remain, such 
that the quality of recreation experience would be degraded (Draft EIS pages 8-12 and 8-13). 
That is, the increase in boating activity and navigational impediments would be small relative 
to levels of existing boating activity and number of navigational impediments. Refer to 
Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which further responds to this comment. 

The comment also addresses lateral nonmotorized access within the no-wake zone and 
identifies various design features that could accommodate below-deck navigation on 
different types of public pier designs. The comment suggests a provision to limit storage 
below or alongside shorezone structures that could affect lateral nonmotorized access. 
Although Mitigation Measure 8-1a is adequate as proposed, it has been revised in response 
to comments to remove the option to allow public piers to extend beyond the 600-foot no-
wake zone if they provide design features for lateral access below the pier deck during 
periods of high water. Refer to Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIS,” of this 
Final EIS and the response to comment O2-9, which includes the revised mitigation measure. 
With implementation of the revised Mitigation Measure 8-1a, piers would be restricted to 
within the 600-foot no-wake zone, except for very limited cases, and providing navigation 
under the pier deck is no longer a mitigation strategy. Thus, the feasibility of navigation under 
a pier deck is no longer relevant. 

In addition, the proposed Shoreline Plan has been revised to include a regular survey of 
recreation users. The results of this survey will inform ongoing recreation planning initiatives 
and will provide the opportunity for adaptive management of recreation along the shoreline.  
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A2-6 The comment recommends adding Code language regarding the enforcement of buoy 
placement at littoral parcels where owners have installed a third buoy block anchor for low-
water conditions (as permitted under Subsection 84.3.3.f of the proposed amended Code).  

 As part of the permit conditions for any littoral parcel that that installs a third buoy block 
pursuant to Code Section 84.3.3.f, TRPA would specify that only two floats may be attached 
at any one time. TRPA has the authority to enforce permit conditions, and it is not necessary 
to describe TRPA’s existing enforcement powers as a Code revision. 

A2-7 The comment states that the mitigation measure and proposed Code amendments related to 
Tahoe yellow cress (TYC) (Rorippa subumbellata) are not consistent with the 2015 TYC 
conservation strategy (Stanton et al. 2015), particularly the project review guidelines in 
Appendix H and TYC survey protocol in Appendix D of the 2015 Conservation Strategy.  

In response to this and other comments, Mitigation Measure 14-2 and related Code sections 
that address TYC have been revised to be consistent with the Appendix H and D of the 2015 
TYC conservation strategy. Refer to Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIS,” 
of this Final EIS and the response to comment O6-4, which include the revised text of the 
mitigation measure. These revisions are consistent with this comment, and do not alter the 
analysis or significance of any impact evaluated in the Draft EIS.  

The comment also raises concern that the proposed code language would only require TYC 
surveys landward of elevation 6,227 feet Lake Tahoe datum (LTD). TYC habitat 
characteristics are described on pages 14-13 to 14-14 of the Draft EIS. The descriptions of 
habitat range are based on information from Pavlik and Stanton (Pavlik et. al. 2002, Stanton 
et al. 2015) and are qualitative and do not identify elevation range boundaries. Moreover, 
Mitigation Measure 14-2 has been updated, as identified above, and is required “for any 
project that could affect TYC” (Draft EIS page 14-25). This mitigation measure is written 
broadly to address the programmatic nature of the proposed plan, understanding that the 
locations of individual projects have not yet been identified. 

A2-8 The comment suggests that Chapter 17, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft EIS should 
include the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (LRWQCB’s) proposed update 
to the Basin Plan for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan), and a North Tahoe Marina 
Redevelopment Project. LRWQCB has released a Notice of Intent for a proposed update to 
the Basin Plan, which would make targeted revisions to the Basin Plan to make it consistent 
with the proposed Shoreline Plan. Page 17-4 of the Draft EIS is hereby revised to include a 
summary of the Basin Plan Amendment. Because the Basin Plan amendment would make 
the Basin Plan consistent with the proposed Shoreline Plan, it would not result in additional 
environmental effects beyond those analyzed in the Draft EIS.  

 The owner of the North Tahoe Marina has indicated an interest in pursuing some form of a 
marina redevelopment project. However, TRPA has not received an application for the 
project, and the scope, scale, and characteristics of the project are not known. As such, there 
is not sufficient information to allow for a meaningful analysis of the project. However, any 
future North Tahoe Marina redevelopment project would be reviewed and considered under 
the adopted Shoreline Plan and TRPA project review process. Any shoreline structures 
proposed as part of the project would be required to conform to the standards evaluated in 
this EIS (including ensuring that any new structures are within the cap on the total number of 
structures authorized by the adopted Shoreline Plan). Therefore, the cumulative effects of a 
future North Tahoe Marina redevelopment project would be consistent with the analysis 
presented in the Draft EIS. A project-level environmental review would also be required, 
which would evaluate the specific characteristics and site-specific effects of such a project. 
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Page 17-4 of the Draft EIS is revised to include the following additional text: 

CUMULATIVE PROGRAMS 
Several existing programs will continue under any shoreline alternative. These 
programs, which are focused on environmental improvement, could combine with the 
effects of the Shoreline Plan on specific resources. Additional detail on cumulative 
programs is provided in Chapters 4 through 16, where applicable. Cumulative 
programs that could combine with the effects of the Shoreline Plan include the 
following: 

Basin Plan Amendment 
The LRWQCB is preparing a draft amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for 
the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan). The proposed amendment would remove a Basin 
Plan prohibition on the placement of new piers in areas identified as fish spawning 
habitat and make other changes to make the Basin Plan consistent with the 
proposed Shoreline Plan. 

A2-9 The comment expresses thanks to TRPA for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS and 
proposed amended shorezone ordinances. The comment also requests that a copy of the 
Final EIS and proposed amended shorezone code be made available to California State 
Lands Commission prior to final action by the TRPA Governing Board.  
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Letter 
A3 

California Department of Parks and Recreation 
July 9, 2018 

 

A3-1 The comment introduces the role of the California Department of Parks and Recreation 
(California State Parks) in operating state parks located along the shoreline of Lake Tahoe 
and underwater at Emerald Bay and D.L. Bliss State Parks and identifies California State 
Parks’ interest in planning related to Lake Tahoe’s waters and shoreline. It emphasizes the 
importance of enforcement, of water safety regulations and requests additional information 
of fees included in the Shoreline Plan. 
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 The proposed Shoreline Plan includes an expanded enforcement program that includes 
additional TRPA enforcement patrols and an agreement for coordinated water safety 
enforcement between multiple enforcement agencies. Additional detail on enforcement 
programs and a summary of fees associated with the Shoreline Plan are presented in 
Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

A3-2 The comment suggests that the proposed Shoreline Plan include the same dredging 
provision identified for Alternatives 2 and 3, which allows dredging only in cases where it 
provides an environmental benefit. The dredging provisions for the alternatives provide a 
reasonable range of options considered in the EIS. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which describes how 
suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

A3-3 This comment requests a definition of “tour boats” that would be limited to 7 miles per hour 
(mph) in Emerald Bay. Tour boats are defined under Section 85.2.11 of the proposed 
amendments to the Code of Ordinances as, “Commercial use of a vessel rated by the U.S. 
Coast Guard for more than 30 passengers, where such passengers board and onboard at a 
single site.”  

A3-4 The comment requests clarification as to whether fees for nearshore water quality mitigation, 
aquatic invasive species (AIS) control, and no wake zone enforcement would apply to 
motorized and nonmotorized watercraft. 

The proposed Shoreline Plan includes expansion of the Nearshore Water Quality Network, 
which would be funded from a combination of the annual mooring registration fee and fees 
from boat stickers issued for motorized boats on Lake Tahoe. The proposed Shoreline Plan 
does not include a water quality mitigation fee but contemplates it as a possible future 
adaptive management action if results obtained from the expansion of the Nearshore Water 
Quality Network or similar effort indicated an exceedance of TRPA’s nearshore turbidity 
threshold due to motorized boating. If a water quality mitigation fee were proposed in the 
future, it would be targeted to the activity that generates the need for mitigation. Thus, if 
future monitoring determines that motorized watercraft are causing water quality 
degradation, the mitigation fee would be generated by motorized watercraft. 

The proposed Shoreline Plan also includes expanded AIS control, which would be funded 
through a combination of an annual mooring registration fee, a boat sticker fee, and boat 
rental concession fees. Expanded enforcement of the no-wake zone would be funded 
through a combination of an annual mooring registration fee and a boat rental concession 
fee. These fees would be applied exclusively to motorized boat use and would not be applied 
to the use of nonmotorized watercraft. Additional details on fees and funding for the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of 
this Final EIS. 

A3-5 The comment notes that Table 5-2 of the Draft EIS provides an informative portrayal of the 
effects on fish habitat in Lake Tahoe associated with each of the alternatives.  

A3-6 The comment states that resuspension of fine sediment can occur with slow propeller action 
near the lakebed. A summary of research pertaining to propeller wash is provided on pages 
6-19 through 6-23 of the Draft EIS. The available research indicates that energy from 
propeller wash rapidly diminishes and has limited impacts below a depth of 7 feet of water, 
with no detectable effects for boats operating at no-wake speeds (slow propeller action). 
Propeller action at or very near the lakebed would resuspend sediment. However, this would 
only occur in instances of boat operator error and is considered an infrequent occurrence as 
a boat propeller spinning at or very near the lakebed is highly undesirable as it will typically 
result in damage to the propeller. 
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 Based on a thorough review of available information related to the resuspension of lakebed 
sediments, the Draft EIS summarizes the effect of Alternative 1, as follows: 

Increased boating activity on peak days has the potential to generate and alter wave 
action within the shallower portions of the nearshore adjacent to South Lake Tahoe 
and Tahoe City, the most susceptible locations for short-term and temporary declines 
in clarity due to sediment resuspension – if such sediments were locally available. 
Alternative 1 would increase boating activity on peak days (estimated 13 percent 
increase – see Table 6-5). Because the potential for an incremental increase in 
boating activities under Alternative 1 to alter existing hydrodynamics of the lake in a 
manner detrimental to nearshore water clarity cannot be quantified with available 
data and research, there is no definitive evidence to suggest that the increased 
boating activity proposed under Alternative 1 would lead to any exceedances of TRPA 
nearshore threshold standards for clarity; nevertheless, it is possible that the 
increased boating could produce more turbidity and negatively affect lake clarity to 
some degree. However, because TRPA would increase boater education and 
enforcement of the current no-wake zone, expand existing nearshore monitoring to 
assess drivers of nearshore water clarity conditions and their potential relationship to 
boating, and implement management actions informed by research to avoid 
impairments to nearshore clarity from the increase in boating activity from the 
Shoreline Plan, if necessary, this impact would be less than significant. 

The comment also requests that the EIS acknowledge that Alternative 1 would result in a 
greater risk of sediment resuspension relative to Alternative 3 since Alternative 1 would result in 
a larger increase in boating activity relative to Alternative 3, even if both alternatives are 
deemed to have less-than-significant impact. The comment is correct that Alternative 1 would 
result in more boating activity than Alternative 3. As such Alternative 1 would result in a greater 
risk of sediment resuspension than Alternative 3, although the impact of sediment 
resuspension under both alternatives would be less than significant. A comparison of the 
expected boating activity under Alternatives 1 and 3 is presented on page 2-19 of the Draft EIS. 

A3-7 The comment expresses a concern that sediment can be disturbed by wake created from 
large paddle wheelers along the shore of Emerald Bay, which in turn could contribute 
phosphorus to the system and lead to eutrophication. The operation of large paddle wheelers 
on Lake Tahoe is classified as commercial boating within Section 81.5 of the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances and, as such, is subject to special use requirements in Section 81.2.2 of the 
Code. The Shoreline Plan alternatives do not propose changes to the special use 
requirements under the current Code and there is no reason to believe that any of the 
alternatives would result in an increase in the use of paddle wheelers on Lake Tahoe. These 
existing commercial uses are already allowable activities. Any new application for the use of 
a paddle wheeler on the lake would be subject to TRPA’s existing environmental review and 
approval processes, at which time site-specific environmental concerns, such as those 
identified in the comment, would be addressed. 

A3-8 The comment expresses concern about erosion potential from user-created trails. As 
discussed for Impact 7-3, there is no evidence to suggest that a 16-percent increase in 
boating activity over the buildout period of the proposed Shorezone Plan, under Alternative 1, 
would result in a substantial increase in use of remote beaches and shoreline areas, or that 
such use would substantially increase erosion of the shoreline over the long term (Draft EIS 
pages 7-21 and 7-22).  

A3-9 The comment states that the description of California State Parks in Section 8.2.3 of Chapter 
8, “Recreation,” should include Emerald Bay State Park and D.L. Bliss State Park. Changes 
related to updating the description of State Lands are included in Chapter 4, “Corrections 
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and Revisions to the Draft EIS,” of this Final EIS. These updates do not alter the conclusions 
with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

In response to this comment, the second to last paragraph on page 8-4 in Chapter 8, 
“Recreation,” of the Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
The mission of the California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) is 
“…to provide the health, inspiration, and education of the people of California by 
helping to preserve the state’s extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most 
valued natural and cultural resources, and providing opportunities for high-quality 
recreational experiences based on those resources.” State Parks manages the 
California State Park System, including D.L. Bliss State Park south of Meeks Bay, 
Emerald Bay State Park, Burton Creek State Park in Tahoe City, and Sugar Pine Point 
State Park south of the Placer County line on the West Shore. State Parks also 
manages the Tahoe State Recreation Area (SRA) in Tahoe City and the Kings Beach 
SRA in Kings Beach. 

A3-10 The comment supports noise monitoring to aid in adaptive management of frequently visited 
areas of the lake, such as Emerald Bay. TRPA has incorporated noise monitoring and 
adaptive management as a part of the implementation plan for the Shoreline Plan. Refer to 
Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan, for details 
on monitoring and adaptive management programs, and Chapter 2, “Revisions to the 
Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS for information on additional noise monitoring 
proposed as part of the Shoreline Plan. 

A3-11 For Exhibit 14-2 (Tahoe Yellow Cress Occurrences) in Chapter 14, “Terrestrial Biological 
Resources,” of the Draft EIS, the comment asks for clarification of the large circles on the 
map and whether they indicate TYC population size. 

The TYC occurrences depicted on Exhibit 14-2 represent all TYC occurrences in TRPA’s GIS 
database and are derived from multiple sources. The larger circles are occurrences provided 
by the California Natural Diversity Database and do not indicate population size; rather, the 
California Natural Diversity Database displays these as general occurrence locations rather 
than site-specific locations. 

A3-12 The comment states that osprey and bald eagle nests are situated in the most undeveloped 
areas of Lake Tahoe, and this may be due to sensitivity to human activity around the nest 
site, but also may indicate that nests are placed in areas with relatively low levels of 
shoreline disturbance.  

The observations and assumptions provided in the comment are appreciated and are 
considered in the effects analysis for osprey and bald eagle. The text on page 14-17 of the 
Draft EIS referenced in the comment is specific to recreation effects on osprey foraging 
activities on Lake Tahoe. Foraging habitat adjacent to many of the osprey nests along the 
shoreline is located within areas subject to existing heavy recreation uses (e.g., Emerald Bay, 
Memorial Point). The assumption in the Draft EIS that some construction-related 
disturbances are not expected to affect osprey foraging patterns on Lake Tahoe substantially 
above existing disturbance levels is reasonable, particularly because construction activities 
would tend to be concentrated in already developed portions of the shoreline, with little 
construction activity in the most undeveloped areas of the lake (see, for example, Draft EIS 
Exhibits 4-7 and 4-8).  
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A3-13 The comment discusses differences between effects of new disturbances on nesting osprey 
and bald eagle in existing developed versus undeveloped portions of the shoreline, and 
states that increased shore access from increased boat use is a cause for concern in the 
undeveloped areas of the lake that provide habitat for eagles, osprey, waterfowl, and TYC.  

The assumptions provided in the comment are appreciated and are considered in the effects 
analysis for all biological resources addressed. The Draft EIS evaluates effects of Plan 
implementation on biological resources relative to existing/baseline conditions and assumes 
that, generally, wildlife breeding in undeveloped areas are likely more sensitive and less 
habituated to new recreation access and other anthropogenic disturbances than those 
selecting existing disturbed/developed areas. 

A3-14 The comment asserts that boat anchors can adversely affect underwater cultural resources 
located in the nearshore areas of Emerald Bay and speculates that the increased boating 
activity associated with the Shoreline Plan could exacerbate these effects. While it stands to 
reason that boat anchors could disturb cultural resources lying on the lakebed or shallowly 
buried, there is no evidence to suggest that cultural resources are so numerous or 
concentrated that an increase in boating would substantially increase the potential for such 
disturbance, nor does the comment provide such evidence. As the comment letter notes, 
Emerald Bay is a very popular boating destination that is visited by up to 1,000 boats on a 
peak day. California State Parks and TRPA do not currently prohibit boats from anchoring in 
the nearshore areas of Emerald Bay. Because many boats anchor in Emerald Bay and have 
done so for many years, under baseline conditions, there is no reason to believe that the 
incremental increase in boating activity under the Shoreline Plan (an estimated 16-percent 
increase by the year 2040 under the proposed Shoreline Plan) would substantially increase 
the risk of damage to underwater cultural resources. 

A3-15 The comment states that California State Parks maintains an inventory of cultural resources 
and requests that cultural staff be consulted prior to any project activities in or near state 
parks. The comment also states that the total number of historic sites provided in the Draft 
EIS appears to be low.  

The California State Parks inventory of cultural resources is noted for consideration during 
the review of projects in or near California State Parks. On pages 16-9 and 16-10, the Draft 
EIS explains that the States of Nevada and California, and the U.S. Forest Service maintain 
comprehensive inventories of cultural resources. It also notes that TRPA has adopted a map 
of historic resources, which identified 112 resources of historic significance. The 112 
resources referred to in the Draft EIS are only those resources on the TRPA-adopted map. 
The total number of historic sites included in the state and federal inventories in the Tahoe 
Region is larger. 

A3-16 The comment closes the letter by stating that the agency can be contacted for clarification or 
elaboration on their comments.  
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Letter 
A4 

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection 
July 9, 2018 

 

A4-1 The comment provides introductory information on the contents of the letter. 

A4-2 The comment notes Lake Tahoe’s role as an important source of drinking water for 
communities around the Lake and specifically cites its filtration exempt status under the 
Surface Water Treatment Rules. The commenter requests incorporation of language in 
Chapter 6 that frames the critical importance of Lake Tahoe as a regional drinking water 
source. Section 6.3, “Affected Environment,” of Chapter 8, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of 
the Draft EIS has been revised to include the requested discussion. 

 In response to this comment, page 6-8 of the Draft EIS is revised to add the following text: 

Lake Tahoe also serves as a drinking water supply for the majority of the population 
in the Tahoe Region. Eleven municipal drinking water purveyors use Lake Tahoe as a 
drinking water source, and Six water purveyors hold filtration exemption status from 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. Filtration-exempt water purveyors rely on 
treatment processes including ultra-violet and ozone disinfection, which are designed 
for deactivation of potential biological contaminants rather than chemical 
contaminants. The Tahoe Water Suppliers Association represents the 11 principal 
Tahoe Basin municipal drinking water providers with lake water intakes. 

 The comment also suggests possible additional mitigation and monitoring measures to 
address drinking water concerns such as an appropriately deemed buffer zone to protect 
intake water quality, including construction/development prohibitions near water intake 
structures; monitoring of polyaromatic hydrocarbons during peak boating periods; and, a 
partnership between TRPA and the Tahoe Water Suppliers Association (TWSA) to address 
identified drinking water-related concerns.  

The Draft EIS (see Section 2.8.1) notes that TRPA Code Section 60.3.3 requires that TRPA 
consult with water purveyors when evaluating applications and development of permit 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-149 

conditions for any proposed pier within 600 feet of a drinking water intake. The proposed 
Shoreline Plan would expand this requirement to apply to any proposed pier within one 
quarter mile of a drinking water intake. Although the Code does not require consultation with 
TWSA for other structures, such as buoys, TRPA would notify TWSA of all proposed structures 
through the Shoreline Review Committee, a group of agency representatives that coordinate 
the review of proposed shoreline projects. Additionally, see the discussion and analysis for 
Impact 6-4 in the Draft EIS (pages 6-27 through 6-31) for a summary of previous Lake Tahoe 
hydrocarbon monitoring efforts and the results derived from that research that support the 
Draft EIS conclusion that the increased amount of boating activity projected under 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would have a less-than-significant impact associated with 
hydrocarbon and contaminant discharge. Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, which provides information on how suggested revisions to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

A4-3 The comment requests the inclusion of Nevada-specific air quality information in the Draft 
EIS. Two revisions are requested: the first requests that Nevada Ambient Air Quality 
Standards be included in Table 10-1 in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” and the second requests 
the inclusion in the Draft EIS of information relating to the Nevada portion of the Lake Tahoe 
Air Basin as a carbon monoxide maintenance area.  

A summary of changes to the Draft EIS are included in Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions 
to the Draft EIS,” of this Final EIS. These updates do not alter the conclusions with respect to 
the significance of any environmental impact. In response to this comment, Table 10-1 in the 
Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

Table 10-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time TRPA Thresholds California a Nevada h,c 
National b 

Primary c,d Secondary c,e 

Ozone 
1-hour 0.08 ppm 0.09 ppm 

(180 μg/m3) 
0.10 ppm 

(195 μg/m3) -f 
Same as primary 

standard 
8-hour – 0.070 ppm 

(137 μg/m3) 
0.070 ppm 
(137 μg/m3) 

0.070 ppm 
(137 μg/m3) 

Carbon 
monoxide (CO) 

1-hour – 20 ppm 
(23 mg/m3) 

35 ppm 
(40,500 μg/m3) 

35 ppm 
(40 mg/m3) Same as primary 

standard 
8-hour 6 ppm 6 ppmf 

(7 mg/m3) 
6 ppmi 

(7,000 μg/m3) 
9 ppm 

(10 mg/m3) 

Nitrogen 
dioxide (NO2) f 

Annual 
arithmetic mean – 0.030 ppm 

(57 μg/m3) 
0.053 ppm 
(100 μg/m3) 

53 ppb 
(100 μg/m3) 

Same as primary 
standard 

1-hour – 0.18 ppm 
(339 μg/m3) 100 ppb 100 ppb 

(188 μg/m3) – 

Sulfur dioxide 
(SO2) 

Annual 
arithmetic mean – – 0.030 ppm 

(80 μg/m3) – – 

24-hour – 0.04 ppm 
(105 μg/m3) 

0.14 ppm 
(365 μg/m3)   

3-hour – – 0.5 ppm 
(1,300 μg/m3) – 0.5 ppm 

(1300 μg/m3) 

1-hour – 0.25 ppm 
(655 μg/m3) 75 ppb 75 ppb 

(196 μg/m3) – 

Respirable 
particulate 

matter (PM10) 

Annual 
arithmetic mean 

20 μg/m3 in CA, 50 
μg/m3 in NV 20 μg/m3 – – 

Same as primary 
standard 

24-hour 50 μg/m3 in CA, 150 
μg/m3 in NV 50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 
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Table 10-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time TRPA Thresholds California a Nevada h,c 
National b 

Primary c,d Secondary c,e 

Fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) 

Annual 
arithmetic mean – 12 μg/m3 12.0 μg/m3 12.0 μg/m3 15 μg/m3 

24-hour 35 μg/m3 – 35 μg/m3 35 μg/m3 Same as primary 
standard 

Lead g 
Calendar quarter – – – 1.5 μg/m3 Same as primary 

standard 
30-day average – 1.5 μg/m3 – – – 

 Rolling 3-month 
average – – 0.15 μg/m3 0.15 μg/m3 Same as primary 

standard 
Hydrogen 

sulfide 1-hour – 0.03 ppm 
(42 μg/m3) 

0.08 ppm 
(112 μg/m3) 

No 
national 

standards 

Sulfates 24-hour – 25 μg/m3 – 

Vinyl chloride g 24-hour – 0.01 ppm 
(26 μg/m3) – 

Visibility-
reducing 

particulate 
matter 

8-hour 

Regional: Extinction 
coefficient of 

25 Mm-1 (157 km, 97 
miles) 50 percent of 
the year, 34 Mm-1 

(115 km, 71 miles) 90 
percent of the year. 

Subregional: 50 Mm-1 
(48 miles) 50 percent 
of the year, 125 Mm-1 
(19 miles) 90 percent 

of the year. 

 – 

Notes: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; km = kilometers; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million; TRPA = Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency; Mm-1 = inverse mega meters; CA = California; NV = Nevada. 

a California standards for ozone, SO2 (1- and 24-hour), NO2, particulate matter, and visibility-reducing particles are values that are 
not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of 
Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations. 

b National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means) are not 
to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year, 
averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. The PM10 24-hour standard is attained when 99 percent of the daily 
concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard. The PM2.5 24-hour standard is attained when 98 
percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard. Contact the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency for further clarification and current federal policies. 

c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was issued. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based on a reference 
temperature of 25 degrees Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected 
to a reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles 
of pollutant per mole of gas.  

d National primary standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health. 

e National secondary standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated 
adverse effects of a pollutant.  

f Applicable in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. 

g The California Air Resources Board has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold of exposure for 
adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient 
concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

h Lists the minimum standards of quality for ambient air. 

i At or greater than 5,000′ above mean sea level. 

Sources: CARB 2016a, TRPA 2016:3-2 to 3-4 
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Section 10.2.4 of the Draft EIS has also been revised in response to this comment, as follows: 

CARBON MONOXIDE DESIGNATED AREA 
The Nevada portion of the LTAB is a designated maintenance area under the 1971 
NAAQS for CO. In 2003, the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection 
adopted a CO Limited Maintenance Plan for the LTAB. In the same year, the Nevada 
portion of the LTAB was re-designated by EPA for the 8-hour CO standard from non-
attainment to attainment (NDEP 2012). An updated Limited Maintenance Plan was 
submitted to EPA in 2012, and a supplement to the 2012 submittal was submitted to 
EPA in 2016 and adopted in 2017.  

A4-4 The comment suggests that monitoring be implemented to determine if GHG emissions 
associated with the Shoreline Plan are contributing to an overall increase in GHGs.  

Impact 11-1: Greenhouse gas emissions, identifies a potentially significant impact for all four 
alternatives with respect to GHG emissions because (Draft EIS pages 11-10 through 11-11): 

it is not feasible to know whether the fleet of boats operating at buildout would be 
more GHG-efficient than the existing boat fleet because there are no established 
GHG emission standards for motorized recreational watercraft. Even if some 
improvement to the GHG efficiency of the future boat fleet is achieved it is not 
feasible to know whether the magnitude of this improvement would be sufficient to 
offset the increase in boating activity, the associated on-road mobile-source GHG 
emissions, and construction-related emissions.  

Mitigation Measure 11-1 has been developed to reduce impacts associated with Impact 11-1, 
but it does not provide certainty that GHG emissions would be reduced to preproject levels; 
therefore, Impact 11-1 would be significant and unavoidable. Because the impact would be 
significant and unavoidable, the mitigation measure requires the implementation of all feasible 
measures to reduce GHG emissions. Consequently, GHG monitoring would not be required to 
demonstrate a net reduction in GHG emissions, nor would it be required to link increases in 
GHG to specific actions from implementation of the Shoreline Plan because the EIS determines 
that implementation of feasible mitigation measures would not necessarily result in a net 
reduction in GHG emissions. TRPA prepared a GHG emission inventory as part of the 
Sustainability Action Plan (TRPA 2013). TRPA is currently coordinating the implementation of 
the Sustainability Action Plan, including GHG emission reduction measures, climate change 
readiness planning, and community engagement. Additional GHG emission monitoring, if 
deemed necessary, could be included as an element of other Regional monitoring plans and 
programs. Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which 
describes how suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

The comment also expresses concern regarding short-term emissions of CO. As identified in 
Chapter 3, “Air Quality,” there would be a net decrease in CO emissions associated with 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 (Draft EIS pages 10-17 through 10-19) in year 2040. Additional 
emissions modeling has been conducted for interim plan years and is presented in Master 
Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions.  

A4-5 The comment requests an explanation for why there are different speed limits for tour boats 
(7 mph) and other watercraft (5 mph) in Emerald Bay. Large tour boats are not generally 
capable of very slow speeds because of their size; therefore, a modified speed limit has been 
established for such boats.  

A4-6 The comment proposes that funding for the nearshore water quality monitoring network 
under Mitigation Measure 6-2 continue through program buildout. The rationale provided for 
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this suggestion is that effects of increased boating activity on nearshore water clarity should 
be evaluated throughout the life of the program as boating activity increases.  

The Draft EIS requires implementation of Mitigation Measure 6-2, Study and adaptively 
manage the effects of boats on nearshore conditions, to address a potentially significant 
impact of Alternative 2, Maintain Existing TRPA Shorezone Ordinances. As described in 
Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” evidence suggests that boating activity can 
produce turbidity and negatively affect nearshore lake clarity, but a direct link between 
boating activity and nearshore clarity cannot be made (Draft EIS pages 6-18 through 6-24). 
The aim of nearshore water quality monitoring would be to study the drivers of turbidity in the 
nearshore and understand the degree to which boating activity may be affecting turbidity. 
Ten years of data collection and study would likely be more than enough time to understand 
the linkage between boating and nearshore turbidity and determine if an increase in boating 
activity would result in a corresponding increase in turbidity. As Mitigation Measure 6-2 
states, “if research concludes that the increase in boating activities anticipated under 
Alternative 2 would contribute to an exceedance of TRPA’s nearshore numerical standard of 
1 NTU, TRPA will implement management actions to avoid or offset this impairment” (Draft 
EIS page 2-25). The proposed adaptive management actions would be implemented during 
the period of study, as necessary, and would be expected to mitigate the turbidity effects of 
boating activity commensurate with the increase in boating associated with Alternative 2.  

A4-7 The comment requests clarification regarding the basis of the pier design criteria required for 
Mitigation Measure 6-5b and if the stipulated criteria would allow for a feasible pier design. 
The basis for the pier design criteria is taken from the research conducted to support the 
2004 Lake Tahoe Shorezone Ordinance Amendments Draft EIS (TRPA 2004). A summary of 
that research is provided on page 6-32 of the Draft EIS and the discussion on page 6-32 
provides an example of how the design criteria would influence pier design. The research 
cited in TRPA 2004 found that (1) floating piers can affect littoral transport if the length of 
the floating pier section is at least 50 percent of the wavelength that causes littoral drift, and 
(2) the shortest wavelength that causes littoral drift in Lake Tahoe is 50 feet. Based on this 
research a floating pier that is 25 feet or less in length would have no effect on littoral drift in 
Lake Tahoe. Mitigation Measure 6-5b was crafted to apply to new pier applications and pier 
extensions requesting a floating pier section longer than 25 feet. The specific design of 
floating piers would depend on the results of site-specific littoral drift analyses. It would be 
feasible to construct floating piers consistent with Mitigation Measure 6-5b in some 
locations. In other locations, floating piers longer than 25 feet may not be feasible, if they 
cannot be designed to avoid interfering with littoral drift. 

A4-8 The comment suggests allocating a portion of funds collected from Shoreline Plan fees to AIS 
education and outreach. Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, boater education would be 
provided on a variety of themes, including no-wake zones, AIS, fueling, bilge, and sewerage 
operations at boat inspections, marinas, and motorized renal concessions (Draft EIS page 2-21). 
Additionally, TRPA currently administers a robust AIS inspection program which includes AIS 
outreach and education. When boaters enter the Lake Tahoe Basin, they must stop at one of 
the designated inspections stations where they receive a full inspection for AIS and information 
on to prevent the spread of AIS. More information on the AIS inspection program can be found 
on page 5-22 of the Draft EIS. Additional information on funding for education and outreach 
initiatives is included in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

A4-9 The comment raises concern regarding Mitigation Measure 8-1a. It states that of the two 
revised design standards identified in the mitigation measure, only the lateral access design 
standard appears to be sufficiently protective of nonmotorized watercraft users. The 
comment suggests that the design standard limiting public pier length would not provide a 
large enough berth to ensure safety of nonmotorized watercraft users at the end of the pier. 
Refer to the response to comment A2-5, which addresses this topic. 
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Letter 
A5 

Nevada Division of State Lands 
July 9, 2018 

 

A5-1 The comment states that the proposed Shoreline Plan would allow 10 new public piers and 
approximately 265 public buoys. The proposed Shoreline Plan has been revised to reserve 
300 moorings for public use, with the flexibility to allocate some of those to private use 
provided that a minimum of 100 remain allocated exclusively to public agencies. Refer to 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, which describes this 
provision. 

The comment requests that the plan and EIS allow for the flexibility to allow additional public 
facilities if there is a need, and if environmental considerations can be addressed. The 
maximum number of public piers that could be developed under the proposed Shoreline Plan 
is 10, and the maximum number of public buoys is limited by the mooring cap. Public 
agencies would be eligible to apply for any of the new, unallocated 2,116 moorings.  

A5-2 The comment states the Nevada Division of State Land issues permits and not leases. The 
following text on page 8-5 of the Draft EIS is revised in response to this comment: 

NEVADA DIVISION OF STATE LANDS 
The Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL) requires applications for structures 
lakeward of high water, 6,229.1 feet elevation, although the state claims ownership 
of Lake Tahoe lakeward of 6,223 feet elevation, Lake Tahoe datum (NRS 321.595). 
NDSL requests comments from the Nevada Department of Wildlife regarding impacts 
to recreational access and fish habitat resulting from Shorezone leases permits. 
NDSL also maintains the public trust on the Nevada side for submerged land below 
an elevation of 6,223 feet Lake Tahoe datum. 

A5-3 The comment echoes concerns raised by the California State Lands Commission in comment 
A2-7. It states that mitigation measures for TYC should be consistent with the 2015 TYC 
conservation strategy (Stanton et al. 2015), particularly the project review guidelines in 
Appendix H and TYC survey protocol in Appendix D of the 2015 Conservation Strategy. 
Measure 14-2: Conduct preconstruction surveys, avoid potential construction impacts, avoid 
potential recreation impacts to Tahoe yellow cress plants, and compensate for unavoidable 
loss of Tahoe yellow cress plants, has been updated for consistency with the 2015 TYC 
conservation strategy, as requested in this comment. Refer to the response to comment 
O6-4, and Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIS,” of this Final EIS, which 
provide the revised text of the mitigation measure.  

The comment also addresses subsection 82.5.1.l of the amended code, which requires TYC 
surveys and protection measures for qualified exempt activities. Specifically, the comment 
raises concern that the proposed code language would only require TYC surveys landward of 
elevation 6,227 feet LTD. The comment requests that the Draft EIS provide additional 
information on TYC habitat range. See the response to comment A2-7, above, which 
addresses this topic. 
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3.3 ORGANIZATIONS 

 

Letter 
O1 

Feldman, McLaughlin, Thiel, LLP 
July 9, 2018 

 

O1-1 The comment suggests that the Shoreline Plan should include an incentive program that 
would prioritize pier permit eligibility for littoral property owners that complete environmental 
improvement projects. The proposed Shoreline Plan prioritizes applications for private pier 
permits as described on pages 2-31 and 2-32 of the Draft EIS. This prioritization approach is 
intended to incentivize the retirement of pier development potential and maximize the 
number of people served by a limited number of private piers. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, 
which describes how suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
O2 

Friends of the West Shore 
July 4, 2018 

 

O2-1 The comment provides introductory information about the Friends of the West Shore. It 
identifies Lake Tahoe as a federally designated Outstanding National Resource Water 
(ONRW) and notes that midlake clarity in 2017 reached an all-time recorded low. The 
comment speculates that development and additional boat use contribute to declines in 
water clarity. The comment identifies several themes related to the Draft EIS that are 
addressed in the comment letter. 

Refer to the response to comment A1-2, which addresses 2017 lake clarity data. The specific 
topics introduced in this comment are addressed in the responses to comments O2-2 
through O2-14. 

O2-2 The comment describes the role of TRPA’s Regional Plan in achieving and maintaining 
environmental thresholds. It suggests that the proposed Shoreline Plan would benefit 
motorized recreation at the expense of nonmotorized recreation. Refer to the response to 
comment A1-1, which addresses these topics. See also Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, for more information on the role of the Shoreline 
Plan and effects on nonmotorized recreation, and the Threshold Findings included in the 
September 26, 2018, TRPA staff report to the RPIC, which provides information on how the 
Regional Plan achieves and maintains thresholds. 

The comment alleges that the proposed Shoreline Plan would result in a net negative 
environmental impact and would have no environmental benefits. It cites concerns that 
motorized boating activity would result in water quality degradation and impacts on fish from 
the resuspension of lakebed sediments and wave action that would accelerate shoreline 
erosion. It also expresses concern that motorized boating would cause safety conflicts with 
nonmotorized recreationists. 

As explained in the Draft EIS in Section 1.2, “Purpose and Objectives of the Shoreline Plan,” 
“[t]he overarching goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreational experience along 
Lake Tahoe’s shores while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for the future” 
(Draft EIS page 1-2). The first objective of the Shoreline Plan is to “protect and where feasible 
enhance the environment” (Draft EIS page 1-2). See the response to comment A1-1, which 
provides additional detail on the role of the EIS relative to the goals of the Shoreline Plan.  

The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of boating associated with the Shoreline Plan alternatives 
on the resuspension of lakebed sediments, wave action, and shoreline erosion in Chapter 6, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality” (Draft EIS pages 6-18 through 6-24), and in Chapter 7, “Soil 
Conservation” (Draft EIS pages 7-21 and 7-22). The associated effects on fish are evaluated 
in Chapter 5, “Fisheries and Aquatic Biological Resources” (Draft EIS pages 5-41 through 5-
51). The Draft EIS evaluates the potential for boating-related user conflicts and accidents in 
Chapter 8, “Recreation” (Draft EIS pages 8-11 through 8-24), and Chapter 15, “Public Health 
and Safety” (Draft EIS pages 15-16 through 15-20).  

The comment also suggests that the proposed Shoreline Plan should include a monitoring 
program. Refer to Master Response 5 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the 
Shoreline Plan, which describes the monitoring program associated with the Shoreline Plan.  

The comment claims that the Draft EIS concludes that all impacts of the proposed Shoreline 
Plan would be less than significant. This is not correct. As summarized in Table ES-1 in the 
Draft EIS, the analysis determined that implementing the proposed Shoreline Plan would 
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result in 14 significant or potentially significant impacts (Draft EIS pages ES-4 through ES-
32). As required by the Compact and TRPA Code Section 3.7.2, the Draft EIS prescribes 
mitigation measures to address these impacts.  

O2-3 The comment notes Lake Tahoe’s designation as a federally designated ONRW and requests 
that the EIS explain how this designation affects future project-level environmental analysis. 
The comment notes that the air quality and water quality analyses evaluate projected 
conditions at plan buildout and suggests that boat emission–related air and water quality 
impacts could occur during the interim period, before the buildout conditions analyzed in the 
Draft EIS. 

As the comment notes, Lake Tahoe is designated as an ONRW (Draft EIS page 6-1). This 
designation is considered throughout the water quality analysis, on pages 6-15 through 6-34. 
Before it approves any project, TRPA must make a series of findings summarized in Code 
Section 4.4, including a finding that “[w]herever federal, state, or local air or water quality 
standards apply for the region, the strictest standards shall be attained, maintained, or 
exceeded…” (Code Section 4.4.1.C). Thus, future project-level environmental analysis must 
be sufficient to support TRPA’s finding that the project would be consistent with federal water 
quality standards, including those associated with the ONRW designation. 

Additional analysis has been conducted to evaluate the interim air and water quality effects 
of boat emissions that would occur before full buildout of the Shoreline Plan. The interim 
effects on air quality and water quality at approximately 5, 10, and 15 years after adoption of 
the Shoreline Plan (2025, 2030, 2035) are presented in Section 3.1 in Master Response 4 – 
Watercraft Emissions.  

O2-4 The comment asserts that the Draft EIS must demonstrate the Compact’s (Public Law 96-
551) requirement that the Regional Plan, as amended by the Shoreline Plan, will achieve and 
maintain the environmental thresholds. Refer to the response to comment A1-1, which 
addresses this topic. 

The comment identifies three resource areas for which some TRPA thresholds are currently not 
in attainment: air quality, water quality, and noise. It speculates that implementing the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would degrade the conditions measured by those thresholds but 
provides no supporting evidence. With respect to air quality, the comment suggests that boat 
emissions could result in near-term impacts before buildout of the Shoreline Plan and that the 
air quality analysis does not examine local impacts of concentrated boat use. Refer to Master 
Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions, and the response to comment O2-3, above, which 
address near-term air quality effects. The Draft EIS appropriately analyzes the air quality effects 
of boat use in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIS. The analysis is based on reasonable 
estimates of boat use prepared using the best available information. There is no evidence to 
suggest that implementing the proposed Shoreline Plan would redirect boat use into 
concentrated areas of the lake. In fact, because new shoreline structures would be distributed 
along the shoreline of the entire lake, with some specific limitations by jurisdiction, impacts 
would also be distributed. As described in the air quality analysis, “emission-generating 
recreational boating activity would occur lakewide and not be concentrated in a few locations 
or near sensitive receptors for any extended period…” (Draft EIS page 10-23). Furthermore, 
specific localized effects that could result from future projects consistent with the Shoreline 
Plan would be evaluated through a project-specific environmental analysis when the location 
and characteristics of the project are known. This project-level analysis would evaluate and 
prescribe mitigation, where needed, for localized impacts. 

With respect to water quality, the comment suggests that boat emissions could result in 
near-term impacts before buildout of the Shoreline Plan and asserts that the water quality 
analysis does not examine local impacts of concentrated boat use. Refer to Master 
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Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions and the response to comment O2-3, above. The Draft 
EIS thoroughly analyzes the water quality effects of boat use in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality.” As described above, there is no evidence to suggest that implementing the 
Shoreline Plan would redirect boat use into concentrated areas. In addition, the Draft EIS 
appropriately assesses the potential for localized water quality effects where the Shoreline 
Plan could result in such effects. See, for example, the analysis on page 6-28 of the Draft 
EIS, which evaluates the localized potential for water quality degradation at marinas 
attributable to the higher concentration of boat launches, the presence of fueling and 
washing facilities, and localized water circulation patterns. As described above, the localized 
effects of projects proposed under the Shoreline Plan would also be evaluated, and where 
necessary mitigated, through project-level environmental analyses. 

The comment states that implementing the Shoreline Plan would result in noise impacts and 
suggests that a Shoreline Plan alternative should consider prohibiting marinas from renting 
slips to cigarette boats and/or boats with modified engine or exhaust systems. The Draft EIS 
evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives on noise in Chapter 12, “Noise.” The 
comment offers no evidence to suggest that this analysis is inadequate or incomplete. As 
requested in the comment, additional detail on enforcement of the no-wake zone is provided 
in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. Refer also to Chapter 2, 
“Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, which describes how the 
proposed Shoreline Plan has been revised to condition the expansion of any marina on 
excluding mooring of boats that are unable to meet noise standards. See also Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how suggested 
revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan were considered.  

The comment identifies three other resource areas where threshold standards are in 
attainment: recreation, fisheries, and scenic resources. It speculates that implementing the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would result in conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized 
recreation. The Draft EIS evaluates the potential for conflicts between motorized and 
nonmotorized recreation on pages 8-11 through 8-24 and 15-16 through 15-20. See also 
Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. The comment suggests that the Draft EIS does 
not adequately examine the fair-share distribution of recreation capacity but does not offer 
any specific information supporting the assertion. The Draft EIS evaluates the fair-share 
distribution of recreation capacity on pages 8-31 through 8-34. 

The comment suggests that boating resulting from the proposed Shoreline Plan could 
degrade fisheries through wave action and the beaching of boats and expresses concern that 
the 2016 fish habitat map would allow more development in fish habitat without full analysis 
of associated impacts. Boat-generated wave action effects on fisheries are evaluated in the 
Draft EIS on pages 5-43 and 5-44. The effects of beaching boats on fisheries are evaluated 
in the Draft EIS on page 5-44. The comment provides no evidence or rationale to indicate 
that the analysis in the Draft EIS is inadequate or incomplete. Refer also to Master Response 
5 – Growth and Mitigation under the Existing Shorezone Regulations, which describes how 
the 2016 fish habitat map is used in this EIS. As described in more detail in that master 
response, the location and extent of prime fish habitat limit the number of shoreline 
structures that could be developed under the existing shorezone ordinances. Similarly, the 
requirements for the replacement of disturbed fish habitat under the proposed Shoreline 
Plan depend on the location of prime fish habitat. In both of these instances, prime fish 
habitat is delineated through a site-specific habitat survey when a project is proposed; it is 
not delineated with a lakewide fish habitat map. The development potential under the 
existing shorezone ordinances and the habitat replacement requirements of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan are based on the actual location and extent of prime fish habitat. The Draft 
EIS, like the 2015 Threshold Evaluation, incorporates the 2016 fish habitat map because it 
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reflects the best available information. The actual development potential or mitigation 
requirements do not change based on the habitat map used in the EIS. 

With respect to scenic quality, the comment alludes to undefined inadequacies in the Draft 
EIS. The Draft EIS evaluates the scenic effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives in Chapter 
9, “Scenic Resources.” Because the comment offers no detail on the perceived 
inadequacies, no further response can be provided. 

Finally, the comment requests additional detail on the expanded enforcement programs 
included in the proposed Shoreline Plan. Refer to Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation 
Program,” of this Final EIS, which provides the requested details, including those regarding 
funding mechanisms and agreements. 

O2-5 The comment states that the Draft EIS relies on enforcement as mitigation for various 
resource areas, including water quality, recreation, noise, and public health and safety. The 
comment requests additional detail regarding the enforcement program and its funding 
sources. The Draft EIS does not rely on enforcement as mitigation. The Shoreline Plan’s 
enforcement program is discussed on pages 2-36 and 2-37 of Chapter 2, “Description of the 
Proposed Project and Alternatives.” As explained in the Draft EIS in Section 1.2, “Purpose 
and Objectives of the Shoreline Plan,” “[t]he overarching goal of the Shoreline Plan is to 
enhance the recreational experience along Lake Tahoe’s shores while protecting the 
environment and responsibly planning for the future” (Draft EIS page 1-2). The first objective 
of the Shoreline Plan is to “protect and where feasible enhance the environment” (Draft EIS 
page 1-2). Furthermore, the Shoreline Plan is an element of the Regional Plan, the purpose 
of which is to attain and maintain the environmental thresholds while allowing for orderly 
growth and development consistent with those thresholds (Public Law 96-551). Therefore, 
protecting and enhancing the environment, including through implementation of expanded 
enforcement programs, is a primary goal of the proposed Shoreline Plan. Increased 
enforcement of the no-wake zone is an essential element of the proposed Shoreline Plan 
necessary to achieve the purpose and objectives of the plan. It is not a mitigation measure, 
as the comment implies. 

The expanded no-wake zone enforcement program would involve an additional TRPA boat 
crew, a memorandum of understanding (MOU) between TRPA and other enforcement 
agencies operating on Lake Tahoe, demarcation buoys where necessary at popular 
destinations, and development of an app to provide boaters with information on the no-wake 
zone and other boating rules. TRPA would fund the expanded enforcement program using 
fees collected from annual mooring and boat rental concessions. Additional detail on this 
program, including funding mechanisms, staffing levels, and interagency agreements, is 
provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. Some of the 
detailed information requested in the comment, such as detailed breakdowns of the amount 
of time TRPA and other entities spend on various subcategories of enforcement, is not 
available; however, this information is not needed to understand the environmental effects 
of the Shoreline Plan alternatives. 

O2-6 The comment requests information on the proposed Shoreline Plan’s removal of the 
estimated 490 existing illegal buoys on Lake Tahoe, as well as additional detail on ongoing 
buoy enforcement. The Draft EIS summarizes the buoy enforcement program on page 2-26. 
After the first call for buoy permits, which would allow applications for existing buoys, TRPA, 
in coordination with state and federal agencies, would implement a buoy enforcement 
program to identify and remove unpermitted buoys. The estimated 490 existing illegal buoys 
would be the first priority for removal. Additional detail on the buoy enforcement program is 
included in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 
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O2-7 The comment advocates for stronger policies to support public acquisition of shoreline for 
public use. The comment criticizes the EIS for considering the existing proportion of public 
versus private land in the analysis, as opposed to the proportion of nonmotorized to 
motorized recreation use. The comment suggests that fair-share distribution would be better 
achieved by securing more public shoreline in proportion to the number of nonmotorized 
recreationists that access the lake through public lands.  

 The Draft EIS summarizes existing nonmotorized recreation on page 2-7, and additional 
detail is provided in Chapter 8, “Recreation,” in Section 8.3, “Affected Environment” (Draft 
EIS pages 8-5 through 8-11). The Draft EIS acknowledges the importance of nonmotorized 
recreation, stating that “nonmotorized boating is clearly popular, with nonmotorized 
watercraft outnumbering motorized watercraft in many parts of Lake Tahoe” and that “the 
use of nonmotorized watercraft—and stand-up paddle boards, in particular—has increased 
over the last decade…” (Draft EIS page 2-7). It is not feasible or necessary to quantify the 
number of recreationists using nonmotorized watercraft or identify exact access locations. 
Lake Tahoe’s shoreline encompasses more than 72 miles of private and public lands 
managed by a multitude of agencies (Draft EIS Exhibits 4-6, 8-1, and 8-2). Unlike access for 
motorized watercraft, which depends on the shoreline structures regulated by the Shoreline 
Plan, access for nonmotorized watercraft is dispersed, can occur anywhere along the 
shoreline, and does not depend on the finite number of structures regulated by the plan. 
Access for nonmotorized watercraft occurs throughout the shoreline, including on public and 
private lands, and in a range of formal, semiformal, and remote locations. It would be highly 
speculative to attempt to quantify the number of recreationists using nonmotorized 
watercraft on Lake Tahoe, and determining that number is not needed to understand how 
the Shoreline Plan alternatives would affect nonmotorized recreation. The Shoreline Plan 
alternatives would not regulate nonmotorized use or directly affect access opportunities for 
nonmotorized recreation. The Draft EIS appropriately evaluates the effect of the Shoreline 
Plan alternatives on the quality of the recreational experience for nonmotorized users and 
the potential for conflicts with motorized watercraft on pages 8-11 through 8-24. It analyzes 
on pages 8-28 through 8-30 the potential for the alternatives to affect public access to and 
along the shoreline. Additional information and analysis related to the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation is provided in Master Response 2 – 
Effects on Recreation. 

With regard to the balance of public versus private access to Lake Tahoe and opportunities 
for acquisition of private lands along the shoreline for public use, refer to Master Response 2 
– Effects on Recreation and the response to comment A1-1, which describe the role of the 
Shoreline Plan and the Draft EIS. It is not the purpose of this EIS to set policy regarding the 
appropriate distribution of public and private land ownership and access opportunities along 
the shoreline. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives on the 
distribution of access opportunities for those access opportunities that are regulated by the 
Shoreline Plan (i.e., shoreline structures) on pages 8-31 through 8-34. TRPA has adopted a 
fair-share recreation threshold, which is a policy statement: “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” (TRPA 
2016). Based on an evaluation of Regional Plan policies, recreation capacity, and public land 
acquisitions, TRPA has determined that the policy statement has been implemented and the 
threshold is in attainment (TRPA 2016). The Draft EIS evaluates whether the Shoreline Plan 
would “alter the balance of public and private development” (Draft EIS page 8-11) such that 
the threshold would no longer be in attainment.  

Although the comment’s suggestion that additional public land acquisition opportunities be 
identified is consistent with the Regional Plan, it is not the role of this EIS to assess or 
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catalog those opportunities. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, which describes how suggested revisions to the Shoreline Plan are considered.  

O2-8 The comment notes that nonmotorized recreation on Lake Tahoe is growing in popularity. It 
speculates that the proposed Shoreline Plan would degrade nonmotorized recreation 
through conflicts with motorized watercraft, navigational hazards, and noise. The Draft EIS 
evaluates the potential for the Shoreline Plan to degrade nonmotorized recreation through 
conflicts with motorized watercraft and navigational hazards on pages 8-11 through 8-24. It 
evaluates the alternatives’ effects on noise in Chapter 12, “Noise.” The comment provides 
no rationale or evidence to indicate that the analysis in the Draft EIS is incomplete or 
inadequate. See also the response to comment O2-4 and Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation. 

The comment also suggests that the boat density metric used in the Draft EIS recreation 
analysis does not accurately describe the pattern of actual boat travel or clustering on Lake 
Tahoe. It requests additional localized analysis of recreation impacts. Finally, it notes that 
expanded no-wake zone enforcement may reduce the perceived effects on nonmotorized 
recreation but requests additional detail on the enforcement program. 

Refer to Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which addresses the comments related 
to the boat density metric. Master Response 2 also provides additional analysis of localized 
recreation effects, as requested in the comment. See also the responses to comments A1-7 
and A1-15, which address these issues. Additional information on the no-wake zone 
enforcement program is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this 
Final EIS, and in the response to comment O2-5, above. 

O2-9 The comment seeks clarification of a specific statement in the Draft EIS about recreation 
experience. The statement has been revised to improve clarity. Page 8-13 of the Draft EIS is 
revised as follows: 

The increase in motorized watercraft would not substantially change the character of 
the experience in areas that already experience overcrowding. These areas (e.g., 
Emerald Bay) already reach “capacity” on peak days, leading boaters, beachgoers, 
and paddleboarders who might otherwise recreate there to seek other, less crowded 
areas. By virtue of its size, Lake Tahoe offers large expanses of uncrowded lake 
surface away from more popular locales. Large areas in the center of the lake would 
be less crowded and those people seeking a quieter recreation These areas would 
continue to be available for recreationists in motorized boats seeking a more solitary 
experience, and recreationists in nonmotorized boats seeking a quieter recreation 
experience could still find those it away from popular destinations at quieter 
locations along the shore.  

The comment also suggests that the EIS should include recreational surveys of nonmotorized 
watercraft users, including representatives of the Lake Tahoe Water Trail and nonmotorized 
rental concessionaires, to identify the ways in which adding structures within the shorezone 
would affect nonmotorized recreation. 

The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation on 
pages 8-11 through 8-24. The analysis considers the anticipated locations of new shoreline 
structures and determines that because most new structures would be located in areas with 
existing shoreline development, rather than in pristine areas, the Shoreline Plan would not 
substantially change the character of areas experienced by recreationists (Draft EIS page 8-
12). The Draft EIS also considers the patterns of recreation on the lake, noting that the lake 
provides a variety of recreational experiences in areas ranging from popular destinations that 
receive heavy use to less crowded areas that offer quieter experiences. It determines that 
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the proposed Shoreline Plan would maintain this range of recreation opportunities (Draft EIS 
page 8-13). In addition, the Draft EIS includes a detailed evaluation of design and location 
standards proposed under each alternative and determines that the standards in the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would maintain opportunities for nonmotorized navigation and 
beach access (Draft EIS pages 8-14 and 8-29). The evaluation of effects on the quality of 
recreational experience also incorporates the scenic analysis (Draft EIS pages 9-19 through 
9-69). The assessment of user conflicts also incorporates an analysis of the effects of 
increased boating and navigational hazards based on accident data (Draft EIS pages 15-16 
through 15-20). 

The analysis is based on the best available information, including consultation with 
representatives from the Lake Tahoe Water Trail and other experts involved in the Joint Fact-
Finding Committee. Surveys of nonmotorized watercraft users are not available, nor are they 
necessary for adequate assessment of impacts; other sources of information are available to 
support the analysis. Refer also to Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which 
provides additional information and analysis of the proposed Shoreline Plan’s effects on 
nonmotorized recreation. 

Although there is no evidence to suggest that implementation of the Shoreline Plan would 
have an adverse effect on recreation user experience, TRPA is interested in monitoring the 
experience and has committed to implementing periodic recreation user surveys. The results 
of these surveys would be used, in part, to evaluate whether, or the degree to which, boating 
activity in general affects nonmotorized recreation. If the results of the surveys indicate 
problem areas or worsening threshold conditions, they could be used to implement 
strategies or programs to address the effect on the recreational experience, such as site-
specific management strategies for popular areas along the shoreline. The data will also be 
used to inform adaptive management of ongoing Shoreline Plan implementation. For 
example, if the data identify unforeseen changes in the quality of nonmotorized recreational 
experiences, TRPA or land management agencies could increase the no-wake zone in 
targeted areas, provide additional enforcement or education, or revise recreation 
management practices at popular recreational sites or facilities. The recreation user surveys 
are described in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS. See 
also Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan, 
which describes how TRPA and partner agencies use monitoring data to adaptively manage 
conditions along the shoreline. 

The comment speculates that Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Maintain nonmotorized navigation 
within the no-wake zone, would not sufficiently address navigational concerns and that it may 
not be feasible for recreationists in nonmotorized watercraft to navigate beneath piers.  

The Draft EIS concludes that the Shoreline Plan “could allow for new public piers that extend 
beyond the no-wake zone, which could affect navigation for nonmotorized activities creating 
conflicts between motorized watercraft and nonmotorized watercraft or swimmers” (Draft EIS 
page8-23), which would be a potentially significant impact. To mitigate this impact, the Draft 
EIS proposes implementing Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Maintain nonmotorized navigation 
within the no-wake zone. This mitigation measure would restrict new public piers to no longer 
than 590 feet, providing a minimum of 10 feet between the end of the pier and the no-wake 
zone. The mitigation measure also provides for exceptions to this length limitation if public 
piers are designed to allow nonmotorized navigation beneath the pier. It should be noted that 
the proposed Shoreline Plan would restrict pier length for private piers to well within the no-
wake zone (see Draft EIS Exhibits 8-3 and 8-4), and this impact relates specifically to the 10 
or fewer public piers that could be authorized under the proposed Shoreline Plan.  

The comment offers no evidence to support the claim that navigating to within 10 feet of the 
no-wake zone for a short distance at up to 10 locations along the approximately 72-mile 
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shoreline would constitute a significant impact. However, TRPA has revised the proposed 
Shoreline Plan to include additional nonmotorized recreation protections, including a 200-
foot no-wake zone around shoreline structures and a 100-foot no-wake buffer around 
nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers. These changes would provide nonmotorized craft 
with a minimum of a 200-foot no-wake zone in which to navigate around any piers that 
approach the 600-foot no-wake zone. Furthermore, if a nonmotorized watercraft or swimmer 
navigated beyond this distance, they would be protected by a 100-foot no-wake buffer 
anywhere on the lake. These changes are summarized in Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation, and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS. 

To address concerns about the feasibility of navigating beneath public piers, Mitigation 
Measure 8-1a is hereby revised as follows to minimize exceptions to the length limitation: 

Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Maintain nonmotorized navigation within the no-
wake zone 
This mitigation measure would be required for public piers in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 and 
multiple-use and public piers in Alternative 2. 

TRPA will revise the pier design standards for piers that extend 600 feet or more from 
the high-water elevation to provide lateral nonmotorized recreation access within the 
600-foot no-wake zone. Lateral nonmotorized recreation access within the 600-foot no-
wake zone could will be provided by either of the following: 

 The pier design standards would require public piers (for Alternatives 1, 3, and 4) 
and multiple-use piers (for Alternative 2) to accommodate lateral nonmotorized 
access by limiting the pier length to within the 600-foot no-wake zone and 
providing at least 10 feet between the end of the pier and the no-wake zone 
boundary to allow nonmotorized recreationists to stay within the no-wake zone. 
The applicant for a new multiple-use pier that extends to within 30 feet of the no-
wake zone would also be required to install one or more navigational buoys to 
identify the location of the no-wake zone relative to the pier.; or Additional pier 
length could be granted only if necessary for public health and safety facilities or 
waterborne transit provided TRPA makes both of the following findings: 

 The additional pier length is necessary to provide for public health and safety 
or public transit. 

 All feasible measures have been taken to minimize interference with 
nonmotorized navigation. 

 The pier design standards could allow exceptions for public piers (for Alternatives 
1, 3, and 4) and multiple-use and public piers (for Alternative 2) that extend 
beyond the no-wake zone if the pier is designed to allow nonmotorized 
recreationists to have lateral access underneath the pier during high lake level 
conditions. 

Finally, the comment expresses concern that new structures may create impediments to 
nonmotorized watercraft travel via the Lake Tahoe Water Trail. 

The Draft EIS evaluates effects on nonmotorized navigation around the entire lake (see 
pages 8-11 through 8-24, and 15-16 through 15-20). Additional information and analysis of 
effects on nonmotorized travel are provided in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. 
The comment provides no information to indicate that the analysis in this EIS is inadequate 
or incomplete. 
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O2-10 The comment suggests that funding for the Lake Tahoe Water Trail could be provided as a 
part of the Shoreline Plan. Although the comment does not identify which impact this 
measure could help mitigate, it does provide detail as to the goals and objectives of the Lake 
Tahoe Water Trail and notes that by supporting these goals and objectives, such funding 
could provide benefit to nonmotorized recreation. The suggestion is consistent with the goals 
of the proposed Shoreline Plan. In response to this and other comments, TRPA has 
committed to allocating funding for the Lake Tahoe Water Trail from implementation fees. 
The Lake Tahoe Water Trail organization has provided TRPA with its long-range plan and 
identified areas where initiatives are currently underfunded. Additional information on this 
change is provided in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, 
and in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

O2-11 The comment recommends that the EIS include discussion of the potential impacts of 
increased drone use and identify measures that could address associated future problems. 
There is no evidence to suggest that activity generated by the Shoreline Plan (motorized boat 
use, construction activity, or new shoreline structures) is associated with drone use. Thus, 
changes in drone use are not evaluated in this EIS. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how suggested revisions to the 
Shoreline Plan are considered. 

O2-12 The comment erroneously states that boat use increased by 15 percent between 2013 and 
2017. In fact, the 15-percent figure refers to the increase in the number of inspected boats 
in the Basin between 2013 and 2017, not boating activity. The comment also states that the 
boat registration counts used in the Draft EIS are inconsistent. 

Refer to Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates, which describes the methods 
used for boat use calculations. 

O2-13 The comment takes issue with the boat use assumptions developed for the EIS analysis. As 
described in Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates, a reasonable assumption 
of future use has been developed based on existing use. 

The comment suggests that the EIS should provide analysis of the total capacity of Lake 
Tahoe to support motorized boating and associated infrastructure. Such an analysis is 
neither necessary nor meaningful. The purpose of the EIS is to evaluate the effects of the 
Shoreline Plan and alternatives, not to establish carrying capacities of Lake Tahoe. Moreover, 
the Draft EIS evaluates impacts on TRPA’s environmental threshold carrying capacities, 
which by definition “set environmental standards for the Lake Tahoe basin and indirectly 
define the capacity of the Region to accommodate additional land development” (TRPA 
2018b). To demonstrate that the Regional Plan, as amended by the Shoreline Plan, would 
attain and maintain the environmental thresholds, TRPA has prepared findings as required 
by TRPA Code Section 4.6 in the September 26, 2018, TRPA Staff Report to the RPIC.  

The comment takes issue with the use of boat density in the Draft EIS analysis of boating 
capacity and suggests that the measure of lakewide acres/boat does not account for 
localized or concentrated patterns of boat use. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of boating 
on multiple resources, using a variety of data and methods throughout Chapters 4–17.  

The Draft EIS acknowledges in Chapter 8, “Recreation,” that “while additional boats would 
not be evenly spaced at these densities, the estimate of acres per boat provides a relative 
comparison of crowding under each alternative.” Moreover, the Draft EIS acknowledges 
typical travel patterns exhibited by motorized boats where it states that “users of motorized 
watercraft would likely follow existing patterns of travel to popular destinations around the 
lake, including Baldwin Beach, east shore beaches, and many of the state parks such as 
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Emerald Bay and Sand Harbor, and public beaches along the south shore” (Draft EIS pages 
8-12 and 8-13). 

The comment requests additional, localized analysis of boating conditions in unique, 
individual areas of the shoreline and suggests a more robust analysis of boat density using 
the Water and Land Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (WALROS) setting descriptions. 
Although the analysis for Impact 8-1 discusses localized impacts on recreation consistent 
with the general guidance of the Shoreline Plan and available information, additional, 
detailed analysis of localized boating effects is provided in Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation. Although the WALROS system is not entirely applicable to Lake Tahoe, elements 
of this system are included in Master Response 2. See also the responses to comments 
A1-7, A1-15, O2-7, and O2-8, which also address this topic; and Master Response 6 – 
Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan, which addresses the adaptive 
management of recreation. 

O2-14 The comment repeats concerns raised in comment O2-13 and elaborates on the request for 
additional analysis on localized boating impacts. It requests assessment of localized boating 
effects on several resource topics (air quality, water quality, nearshore clarity, scenic 
resources, and public health and safety).  

 The Draft EIS describes the intended use of the EIS and requirements for future localized 
analysis on page 1-3, as follows: 

The widespread geography to which the Shoreline Plan applies, the long horizon over 
which it will be implemented, and the policy-oriented nature of its guidance are such 
that the EIS analysis is prepared at a program level—that is, this document 
constitutes a general analysis commensurate with the level of detail in the plan. As 
such, the EIS focuses on the potential effects of policies and ordinances, which—
because they are to be implemented through yet unknown projects—do not provide a 
high level of detail or degree of specificity. It is important to understand that 
assumptions about projects at a general level, such as their broad location, timing, 
and magnitude, are projected in this EIS, but that individual projects are not 
identified or assumed. Consequently, this EIS is not intended to replace the project-
specific environmental review required to implement site-specific projects that may 
be proposed in the future consistent with the adopted alternative. All of TRPA’s 
existing procedures requiring environmental review of projects to determine their 
potential for significant impacts, feasible and effective mitigation to address those 
impacts, findings pertaining to project effects on threshold attainment, and other 
environmental safeguards are still in place and will continue to ensure that individual 
projects are fully evaluated prior to approval and implementation. This EIS, 
consistent with its program-level purpose, includes a thorough analysis of the 
environmental implications of the policy direction offered by the alternatives, and the 
information necessary to select the alternative that would best achieve the objectives 
identified by TRPA. 

 The Shoreline Plan sets policies and standards for as yet unknown future projects. The 
specific location, design, and other characteristics of possible future projects cannot be 
known at this time. Therefore, any localized analysis of implementation of the Shoreline Plan 
would be highly speculative and would not provide meaningful information to evaluate the 
effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives. 

 Similarly, a localized or site-specific analysis of boating effects would also be highly 
speculative. Motorized boats, by their very nature, are highly mobile. The Draft EIS makes 
reasonable assumptions about the use and distribution of motorized boating activity based 
on existing recreation patterns, which inform the analysis in Chapters 4–17. 
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The comment exhibits misunderstanding of the lakewide boats-per-acre metric and its use in 
the Draft EIS. Boat density as boats per acre is used in the discussions of Impact 8-1: Alter 
the quality of recreational experiences or create user conflicts, and Impact 15-1: Increase in 
watercraft accident due to increased boating and navigational hazards, only to provide a 
relative comparison of boat density between baseline conditions and conditions under each 
alternative. For other resources, other, applicable data and analytical approaches are 
incorporated to inform the impact analysis. Refer to Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation and the responses to comments A1-7, A1-15, O2-7, O2-8, and O2-13, which also 
address this topic. 

The comment also suggests that regional monitoring programs and networks may not be 
sufficient to monitor the localized effects of motorized boating and recommends additional 
monitoring. Refer to Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the 
Shoreline Plan for more information on how TRPA monitors the shoreline, and Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process for information on how proposed 
revisions to the Shoreline Plan are considered. See also Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation. 

O2-15 The comment requests explanation as to the differences between buildout estimates for the 
existing shorezone ordinances in this EIS and a previous EIS and use of the 2016 fish habitat 
map used to develop the current estimates. Please refer to Master Response 5 – Growth and 
Mitigation under the Existing Shorezone Regulations, which describes the differences 
between the current and previous estimates and explains how the 2016 fish habitat map is 
used in this EIS. 

The comment also refers to the prime fish habitat map and the prime fish habitat threshold 
and asserts that a non-degradation policy should apply to prime fish habitat. The Draft EIS 
summarizes the prime fish habitat threshold on page 5-3 and additional detail is available in 
the 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report (TRPA 2016). The Draft EIS includes the prime fish 
habitat map in Chapter 2 as Exhibit 2-5, and in Chapter 5 as Exhibits 5-1 and 5-2. The 
purpose of this EIS is to evaluate—using the best available information and existing 
applicable thresholds—the environmental effects of the alternatives. It is not the role of the 
EIS to propose changes to existing threshold standards, such as the adoption of a non-
degradation threshold for prime fish habitat. However, as described in Chapter 5, “Fish and 
Aquatic Biological Resources,” in Section 5.4.1., “Significance Criteria,” the EIS considers a 
net decrease in the amount of TRPA-designated prime fish habitat as a significant impact. 
Thus, this EIS includes a non-degradation significance criterion related to the amount of 
prime fish habitat, consistent with the comment’s request. The Draft EIS also separately 
evaluates effects on the quality of fish habitat on pages 5-35 through 5-40 and determines 
that the proposed Shoreline Plan would not substantially reduce the suitability of habitat for 
native or game fish species. 

The comment also suggests that the EIS should examine the effects of the alternatives on 
spawning habitat and consider impacts to prime fish habitat under low lake level conditions. 
The Draft EIS evaluates the effects on spawning habitat on pages 5-25 through 5-40. The 
Draft EIS finds that the prime fish habitat replacement requirements of all alternatives would 
result in a net increase in prime fish habitat (Draft EIS page 5-26). The Draft EIS estimates 
the amount of prime fish habitat that could be temporarily or permanently affected by 
shoreline structures (Draft EIS Tables 5-2 and 5-4). Low lake level conditions could render 
some areas of prime fish habitat temporarily unusable resulting in less available habitat than 
reported in the Draft EIS. However, the Draft EIS does not solely rely on an evaluation of the 
area of affected habitat to determine impacts of the Shoreline Plan alternatives but includes 
a species-specific evaluation of the life history requirements of native and non-native game 
species in Lake Tahoe (Draft EIS pages 5-28 through 5-51). This analysis considers the 
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effects of construction, the long-term presence of shoreline structures, and associated 
recreational activity on fish and fish habitat under reasonably foreseeable future conditions 
including with fluctuating lake levels. The analysis found that the Shoreline Plan would not 
substantially affect habitat even during periods of low lake levels, such that fish species 
would be adversely affected. Thus, the Draft EIS appropriately evaluates fisheries impacts 
under low lake conditions. 

The comment also requests additional detail on how the proposed Shoreline Plan would 
prevent beaching of boats in spawning habitat and describe where fish habitat restoration 
would occur. As described on page 5-47 of the Draft EIS, the proposed Shoreline Plan would 
prohibit boat beaching in spawning habitat during the spawning season. This provision would 
be implemented through enforcement and educational programs at boat inspections and at 
rental concessions, through signage at applicable areas, and through the use of a 
smartphone application that, among other things, identifies areas where beaching is 
prohibited. Additional information on these measures is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

The Draft EIS explains where prime fish habitat restoration would occur (Draft EIS page 5-38): 

If new structures are proposed in areas designated by TRPA as prime fish habitat, an 
applicant would be required to replace affected substrate at a 1.5:1 ratio. Substrate 
replacement could occur on-site or elsewhere, adjacent to existing prime fish habitat 
and would involve the creation of physical habitat by placing gravel, cobble, or 
boulder substrate. Replaced substrate would be of the same type as that affected by 
the Shoreline Plan.  

O2-16 The comment states that some standards related to ozone, particulate matter, and water 
quality are not currently in attainment and claims that even without the plan boating has 
increased 15 percent between 2013 and 2017. The comment is in error. The 15-percent 
increase to which the comment refers is the increase in individual boat inspections in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin and not an increase in boat use (see the response to comment O2-12). 

The comment states that the emissions estimates for air quality are incomplete because the 
California Air Resources Board emissions inventory only uses emissions factors for California-
registered boats and requests that the emissions inventory incorporate data from non-
California boats. Information on the air emissions calculations, including rationale for the use 
of California-registered boats to establish emissions factors is included in Master Response 4 
– Watercraft Emissions, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS.  

Lastly, the comment raises concern that emissions have not been evaluated for interim years 
of Shoreline Plan implementation. As requested in the comment, additional analysis of 
interim years is provided in, Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions.  

O2-17 The comment requests more detail on monitoring and inspection programs and suggests 
additional monitoring for the effects of boat use. Information on monitoring and adaptive 
management programs of the Shoreline Plan is presented in Master Response 6 – 
Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan. Additional information on the 
implementation of Shoreline-specific inspection, education, and monitoring programs is 
provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS.  

O2-18 The comment states that there is an error in Appendix C, page 3, of the Draft EIS. In 
response to this comment, the text has been revised as noted in Chapter 4, “Corrections and 
Revisions to the Draft EIS,” of this Final EIS. 
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O2-19 The comment requests additional information on the effectiveness of BMPs in locations that 
would allow new dredging, and suggests that additional measures may be necessary, but 
fails to provide evidence as to why the recommended approach is insufficient or identify any 
additional, specific measures.  

The Draft EIS evaluates the water quality effects of dredging, and summarizes them as follows: 

TRPA’s Standard Conditions of Approval for Shorezone Projects (TRPA Permit 
Appendix S) would be implemented prior to and during construction in the shorezone, 
including placement of erosion control devices and sediment barriers. The BMP 
Handbook (TRPA 2014) details required steps and procedures for dredging 
applications. Before approval of a dredging activity, the dredging application must 
demonstrate that environmental conditions have been evaluated and the best set of 
feasible management practices have been selected for the setting and activity. This 
includes analysis of lake bed material, locations of spawning habitats, and 
assessment of any seasonal limitations imposed by severe weather or spawning. 
Based on this information, potential BMPs are then ranked according to criteria such 
as their effectiveness, logistical feasibility, and cost (Draft EIS page 6-16).  

Specific BMPs that would be required for shorezone construction or dredging are listed in the EIS. 

Monitoring requirements are also described as follows (Draft EIS page 6-18):  

In addition to implementation of project-specific BMPs, water quality monitoring is 
required for all shorezone dredging activities. The frequency and duration of 
measurements are defined on a project-specific basis by the responsible state and 
federal authorities and TRPA. A water quality monitoring plan must be developed and 
approved prior to dredging activities with clear quality assurance/quality control 
protocols and contingency plans in the case of adverse weather (TRPA 2014:8-61). 

The Draft EIS states that “new dredging would be approved only after environmental review 
and only if significant impacts can be mitigated” (Draft EIS page 2-36). The Draft EIS is a 
program-level document and is not intended to replace project-level review of potential future 
projects that would be allowed under the proposed Shoreline Plan (see Draft EIS page 1-3). 
For future dredging projects, TRPA would review those site-specific projects to determine the 
appropriate level of environmental review: initial environmental checklist (IEC), 
environmental assessment (EA), and/or EIS, as appropriate. The most appropriate BMPs and 
project monitoring details would be identified based on the specific characteristics of a 
proposed dredging project. All dredging projects would also be required to comply with each 
state’s Section 401 water quality certification requirements, and federal Section 404 
permitting.  

O2-20 The comment requests that the EIS provide quantitative estimates greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions from watercraft. This information is provided in Master Response 4 – Watercraft 
Emissions. 

O2-21 The comment requests that the EIS evaluate the impacts of climate change on shoreline 
conditions and boat use. It cites concerns about changes in the amount of boating activity 
(i.e., extended boating seasons and/or increases in boat use), changes in boating patterns 
(i.e., boat use in shallower areas), and the effects of climate change on nearshore 
temperature and aquatic invasive species (AIS). 

 Chapter 17,” Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft EIS considers potential increases in boating 
activity that could result from factors that are not associated with the Shoreline Plan. This 
includes boating that could result from a longer boating season or increased demand for 
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boating at Lake Tahoe due to climate change. It includes an evaluation of those access 
points and times when there is potential for increased boating activity (i.e., when facilities are 
not already at maximum capacity), and it provides reasonable estimates of cumulative 
increases in cumulative boating activity on pages 17-2 and 17-3. The cumulative effects of 
these changes are analyzed throughout Chapter 17. 

 The effects of boat use under a range of lake levels throughout Chapters 4–17 in the Draft 
EIS. For example, the risks of lakebed sediment resuspension that could occur at low lake 
levels are addressed on pages 6-20 and 6-21. The effects of boat use at low lake level would 
be the same regardless of whether the low lake level condition was caused by climate 
change or other factors. See also the response to comment A1-11, which also addresses the 
analysis of low lake level conditions. 

 The effects of climate change on nearshore temperature and AIS would not be an effect of 
the Shoreline Plan. The effects of the plan on water quality, generally, are assessed in 
Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” and potential effects pertaining to introduction or 
spread of AIS are evaluated on pages 5-21 through 5-26. This analysis considers the 
potential for the Shoreline Plan to contribute to degraded water quality or conditions that are 
conducive to AIS. These effects of the Shoreline Plan would not change as a result of climate 
change.  

O2-22 The comment states that there is not enough evidence to show that boats traveling at slower 
speeds or that waves created from wakes outside of the no-wake zone would not produce 
nearshore turbidity effects. The comment also requests additional information on the 
proposed expanded nearshore monitoring network, performance standards for adaptive 
management, and funding sources.  

 The hydrology and water quality chapter of the Draft EIS includes a comprehensive literature 
review on the effects of boat-generated waves (Draft EIS page 6-19), noting that: 

Lab and field tests have found that the energy from propeller wash rapidly diminishes 
beyond a situation-specific threshold (Gucinski 1982) and for recreational watercraft, 
has limited impacts below 7 feet and generally no effects for water depths greater 
than 10 feet (Beachler and Hill 2003; USACE 1993). Hoverson and McGinley (2007), 
in their experiments on marl-dominated sediments, found that impacts from 
recreational boats operated at no-wake speeds were undetectable.  

The cited research cited informed the EIS conclusion that boat wake generated in deeper 
waters and wake generated by slow-moving boats in the no-wake zone would have limited 
effects on nearshore turbidity. The comment provides no evidence to suggest that this 
analysis is inaccurate. 

The less-than-significant determination for Alternatives 1 and 3 identified for Impact 6-2: 
Sediment resuspension and turbidity associated the hydrodynamic effects of motorized 
boating, is based on both no-wake zone enforcement and an expansion of the nearshore 
monitoring network and associated adaptive management (Draft EIS page 6-23): 

Because the potential for an incremental increase in boating activities under 
Alternative 1 to alter existing hydrodynamics of the lake in a manner detrimental to 
nearshore water clarity cannot be quantified with available data and research, there 
is no definitive evidence to suggest that the increased boating activity proposed 
under Alternative 1 would lead to any exceedances of TRPA nearshore threshold 
standards for clarity; nevertheless, it is possible that the increased boating could 
produce more turbidity and negatively affect lake clarity to some degree. However, 
because TRPA would increase boater education and enforcement of the current no-
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wake zone, expand existing nearshore monitoring to assess drivers of nearshore 
water clarity conditions and their potential relationship to boating, and implement 
management actions informed by research to avoid impairments to nearshore clarity 
from the increase in boating activity from the Shoreline Plan, if necessary, this impact 
would be less than significant. 

Details on the expanded nearshore water quality monitoring network, including funding 
sources and potential adaptive management actions are explained in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

O2-23 The comment refers to measures that could reduce or prevent the spread of AIS, and 
questions why these measures were not included in the proposed Shoreline Plan. The 
comment also requests that TRPA fund AIS inspections from boat use fees.  

As described on page 2-37 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives,” 
the proposed Shoreline Plan would include a new AIS control fee on motorized recreational 
watercraft that would fund AIS control projects. Funding would be sourced from a 
combination of the annual mooring fee, the boat sticker price increase, and the boat rental 
concession fee (see Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS). As 
identified for impact 5-1: Increased risk of AIS introduction or spread: 

[t]he new fee and expanded AIS control would offset the increased risk that invasive 
macrophytes and Asian clams would be spread within the lake itself. However, the 
increased boat traffic at marinas, where AIS can be most dense, would increase the 
risk that boats would spread AIS, creating new populations and increasing AIS 
abundance and distribution. This would be a significant impact.  

As stated, the impact associated with increased risk of AIS spread is linked to increased boat 
traffic at marinas. Therefore, the mitigation measure for the proposed Shoreline Plan is 
targeted at activity at marinas (see Draft EIS page 5-25). Mitigation Measure 5-1b would 
involve promotion of AIS-resistant boats, including the implementation of policies to require 
the use of various technologies that would help prevent spread of AIS as they become 
commercially available. One such technology would be the use of ballast tank filters, which is 
one of the potential mitigation strategies identified in the comment.  

The comment provides recommended regulations that could be included in the proposed 
Shoreline Plan but does not provide evidence that the technical adequacy or completeness 
of the environmental analysis is insufficient. Please refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how suggested changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

O2-24 The comment requests that the EIS estimates of boat use at new boat ramps be based on 
the maximum number of launches recorded at any existing boat ramp. This comment is 
addressed in Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates. The comment also notes 
that boat ramp launch data was not collected at ramps that were closed due to low water 
conditions. This is correct. Only data from operational ramps were used in the boat use 
figures for boat ramps. It is important to understand how closed boat ramps are considered 
in the data on the average number of launches at boat ramp facilities: they are not 
considered as having zero launches; rather, they considered as having no data. The available 
data on boat ramp launches were collected over a variety of lake level conditions. 

O2-25 The comment recommends that the Shoreline Plan include additional monitoring and 
adaptive management. It recommends that TRPA review and report on implementation of the 
Shoreline Plan every 4 years and requests clarification on the timing of reporting. Please 
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refer to Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan for 
additional information on the monitoring and reporting related to the Shoreline Plan. 

O2-26 The comment requests details on specific projects that would be implemented from in-lieu 
fee programs. For the proposed Shoreline Plan, only Mitigation Measure 9-1a: Offset the 
visible mass of buoys, would include an option for the payment of in-lieu fees. Please refer to 
the response to comment A1-22, which describes how this mitigation measure has been 
revised. As requested in this comment, the revised Mitigation Measure 9-1a would require 
that TRPA update the Scenic Quality Improvement Program within 1 year of adoption of the 
Shoreline Plan to identify specific projects that could be funded with the in-lieu fee. 

O2-27 The comment raises concerns about the Rubicon Bay Shoreline Travel Unit and the McKinney 
Bay Roadway Travel Unit, noting that both units are not in attainment of scenic threshold 
standards and that new piers could be constructed. It requests multiple additional simulations 
of new and redeveloped piers that show views throughout the entirety of each unit. 

 The Draft EIS describes the scenic impact analysis approach in Section 9.4.1, “Methods and 
Assumptions” (Draft EIS pages 9-18 and 9-19). The analysis includes multiple metrics to 
evaluate effects on scenic resources and considers scenic threshold monitoring data, shoreline 
character types, and the potential locations of new shoreline structures to identify locations 
with the greatest risk of scenic degradation. The Draft EIS selected seven key viewpoints 
(KVPs), including KVPs in the Rubicon Bay Shoreline Travel Unit and McKinney Bay Roadway 
Unit “that provide views of those portions of the shoreline that have the greatest risk of scenic 
degradation” (Draft EIS page 9-18). The analysis includes visual simulations depicting buildout 
of shoreline structures consistent with the maximum development potential and applicable 
standards under each alternative at each KVP. It evaluates the simulations in a manner 
consistent with TRPA’s scenic threshold monitoring methods. 

 The simulations provide a representative view of a worst-case scenario in those locations 
that have the greatest potential for scenic degradation. They are depicted at a scale and 
distance that allows for a clear illustration of the existing and potential future views within 
each KVP. For instance, the simulation of the KVP in Rubicon Bay is approximately 575 feet 
from shore, a distance that provides a view of approximately 750 feet of shoreline and six 
separate littoral parcels.  

The Rubicon Bay Shoreline Travel Unit contains approximately 2 miles of shoreline. To 
include similar KVPs at a usable scale for the entire travel unit would require approximately 
14 additional KVPs and 42 additional simulations to reflect each alternative that could result 
in new piers in the travel unit. To include additional such simulations for all travel units that 
are not in attainment and where new piers could be placed, as the comment requests, would 
require many hundreds of additional visual simulations. 

 Additional visual simulations would not meaningfully add to the analysis or alter conclusions. 
The KVPs were selected specifically to depict the greatest potential for scenic degradation 
from implementation of the Shoreline Plan. Other viewpoints would depict similar or less 
potential for scenic degradation. In addition, the Draft EIS also quantifies changes in visible 
mass that would occur from new shoreline structures authorized under each alternative (see 
Tables 9-2, 9-3, 9-4, and 9-5). This visible mass analysis provides a broad-scale analysis of 
scenic effects that complements the site-specific analysis of representative worst-case-
scenarios. Finally, additional scenic analysis and visual simulations would be required for any 
proposed project in the shorezone. For new piers, this involves preparation of visual 
simulations from 300 feet and 1,320 feet (one-quarter mile) off shore. This project-level 
scenic assessment serves to identify site-specific impacts and mitigation measures when a 
project is proposed, and project characteristics are known. 
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O2-28 The comment requests additional KVPs and simulations to depict views from recreation 
areas, bike trails, public beaches, and other public gathering areas. The Roadway Travel Unit 
KVPs presented in Exhibit 9-25 in the Draft EIS were selected to provide representative views 
of those views from the shore that have the greatest potential for scenic degradation under 
each alternative. It is neither feasible nor necessary to produce the number of additional 
simulations requested in the comment. Please see the response to comment O2-27. 

O2-29 The comment inquires as to why the proposed Shoreline Plan would limit the total number of 
new private piers in visually sensitive character types to no more than 19. The comment 
requests analysis of visual impacts of other shoreline structures in visually sensitive 
character types.  

 As described on page 2-28 of the Draft EIS, the proposed Shoreline Plan would limit the 
number of new private piers in visually sensitive character types to no more than 19 
lakewide, which would be apportioned to individual counties. This limit would apply to private 
piers as they would have the greatest potential to degrade visually sensitive character types, 
and the limit would avoid clustering of piers in these areas. This limit is not proposed as a 
mitigation measure, rather it is included in the proposed Shoreline Plan itself, developed 
through a consensus-based planning process summarized on page 1-2 of the Draft EIS. 
Additional detail on the consensus-based planning process that developed this limit, 
including all meeting materials and notes, is available at www.Shorelineplan.org.  

 The EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan, including the proposed limit on 
the number of piers in visually sensitive character types throughout Chapters 4–17. The 
scenic analysis considers the effects of this limit, in combination with other provisions of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan. This comment includes suggestions for consideration in the 
proposed Shoreline Plan but does not raise issues related to the adequacy of the analysis in 
this EIS. Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, 
which describes how recommended revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

O2-30 The comment erroneously asserts that the additional boats in the visual simulations all have 
black covers, while the existing conditions show many boats with white covers and requests 
multiple simulations of each viewpoint with different color boat covers or a representative 
level of different colors.  

 The comment is not correct that the simulations in the Draft EIS all have black covers. The 
additional boats in each simulation show a variety of boat and cover colors representative of 
the boats in the existing images. In fact, the additional boats are a random sample of boats 
from the existing image. Boats were copied from the existing image, rescaled to the 
appropriate size where necessary, and incorporated into the simulations to depict additional 
boats. No boat colors were changed in the simulations. See for example Exhibit 9-27, where 
the additional boats in the simulation are clearly the same boats shown in the existing view. 

O2-31 The comment suggests that the EIS uses inconsistent boating data to assess air and water 
quality impacts. This is not the case. The cited datasets are not contradictory and represent 
different types of information. Both datasets were used in calculating the emissions 
estimates in Chapter 10, “Air Quality.” See Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions for 
information on the California Air Resources Board emissions inventory and how the data are 
used in the emissions estimates.  

O2-32 The comment questions use of peak-day boat trips instead of boat-hours in the noise 
analysis and why both metrics are not examined. As discussed for Impact 12-3, the noise 
analysis evaluated the TRPA single-event and 24-hour community noise equivalent level 
(CNEL) threshold for boat noise. For the single-event noise analysis, the Draft EIS explains 
that additional boating activity on the lake could increase the likelihood for thresholds to be 

http://www.shorelineplan.org/
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exceeded (Draft EIS page 12-16). The proposed Shoreline Plan would result in an estimated 
13-percent increase in boating activity. There is no evidence to suggest that an analysis 
using boat hours instead of boat trips would change the analysis or provide any more useful 
information. The CNEL analysis on page 12-17 evaluates increases in noise levels based on 
anticipated boating activity. 

O2-33 The comment suggests that the recreation analysis should use the same data for boating 
activity that is used for the air quality, water quality, and noise impact analyses. In fact, use 
of peak day boat trips for the recreation analysis is appropriate because the quality of the 
recreational experience is more directly affected by the number of boats on the lake, not the 
number of hours that a boat engine is in operation. This data set is representative of the 
maximum number of boats that could affect quality of experience for recreation users on a 
peak day—the time when crowding would be most severe. The data allow for development of 
a reasonably foreseeable, conservative assumption regarding the maximum number of boats 
that could be in operation daily and is appropriate for the recreation analysis. The analyses of 
the effects of boating incorporate the data and metrics most appropriate to the specific 
environmental resource area (e.g., water quality, air quality, recreation). Therefore, it is 
appropriate for some analyses to evaluate changes in boat trips and others to analyze 
changes in engine-hours. 

O2-34 The comment requests a more detailed evaluation of parking, traffic, and land coverage 
impacts associated with new boat ramps. As noted throughout the EIS, individual future 
projects that could be proposed pursuant to the Shoreline Plan alternatives (including impact 
of site-specific parking facilities) and their environmental effects cannot be known at this 
time. Many future shoreline structures would likely be located at sites with existing upland 
development and parking. Other shoreline structures may require the redevelopment or 
addition of upland structures, the effects of which would depend on the location, size, 
design, and site-specific characteristics. Any upland development, including parking facilities, 
would be governed by existing regulations in the TRPA Code and local area plans, which are 
not subject to change under the Shoreline Plan alternatives. Any future project developed 
under a Shoreline Plan alternative would be subject to project-level environmental analysis 
and review, at which time site-specific parking impacts would be addressed. TRPA would 
conduct project-level review prior to approving any project authorized under a Shoreline Plan 
alternative, and feasible mitigation measures would be required to be implemented to 
reduce or avoid significant adverse environmental effects. 

O2-35 The comment exhibits misunderstanding of the EIS analysis as it suggests that the 
transportation analysis concludes that private moorings would reduce vehicle trips from private 
residences to boat ramps. The analysis does not assume that private moorings would reduce 
vehicle trips. As discussed in Section 13.4, “Methods and Assumptions,” in Chapter 13, 
“Roadway Transportation and Circulation,” it is assumed that the addition of buoys, slips, or 
boat lifts at private residences would not generate additional vehicle trips beyond those already 
associated with private residences. Additionally, trip generation rates were developed based on 
the number and type of new shorezone structures allowed under each alternative (Draft EIS 
page 13-10). No reductions were applied to the existing traffic volumes or the trip generation 
rates for the project alternatives based on the backfilling of boat spaces that would be freed up 
by the development of private shorezone structures allowed under each alternative. Thus, if a 
marina is currently at capacity, it was assumed that it would remain as such.  

O2-36 The comment speculates that public piers would generate new vehicle trips that were not 
considered in the Draft EIS. The comment suggests that public piers would enhance access 
to the lake and increase the number visitors to those areas. 

As discussed under “Methods and Assumptions” of Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and 
Circulation,” it is explained that public piers are generally accessory structures within a 
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multiple-use facility (e.g., marina) or park and not the primary land use that would generate 
vehicular trips (e.g., public beach, public park). The ten new public piers that could be approved 
under the proposed Shoreline Plan would be additional recreation features at public parks and 
marinas, but they would not facilitate motorized boat launches or moorings and are not 
expected to be the sole reason for a new vehicle trip to a park or marina. Based on research 
conducted for the Draft EIS, no available data suggests the public piers potentially authorized 
under the alternatives would increase trip generation beyond the level assumed in the Draft 
EIS, nor does the comment provide such evidence. Additionally, if the assumed trip generation 
associated with public piers were increased, it would not alter the conclusions with respect to 
the significance of any environmental impact, because the increase would be nominal, site-
specific effects would be mitigated through a project-level environmental review, and TRPA 
Code Section 50.4 would prevent regionwide vehicles miles traveled (VMT) from exceeding the 
threshold standard. Thus, the Draft EIS presents a reasonable estimate of trip generation 
associated with public piers. In the absence of reliable data to indicate that public piers would 
generate vehicular trips above that generated by the primary land use on the same site, the 
assumptions related to the trip generation of public piers within the Draft EIS represent a 
reasonable estimate based on the best available information.  

O2-37 The comment states that Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 will contribute to a cumulative impact 
related to the exceedance of TRPA’s VMT Threshold Standard, and that mitigation is 
necessary to reduce any such incremental VMT increases.  

As discussed for Impact 13-2 of Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and Circulation,” 
Chapter 50 of the TRPA Code requires TRPA to monitor VMT and only release commodity 
allocations when it can be demonstrated through modeling and traffic counts that the VMT 
threshold standard will be maintained over the subsequent 4-year period (see Code Section 
50.4). This requirement would prevent regionwide VMT from exceeding the threshold 
standard of 2,030,938. This is consistent with the findings of the 2017 RTP/SCS IS/IEC 
which determined that the mitigation presented in the 2012 RPU EIS (and subsequently 
incorporated into the TRPA Code as Section 50.4) would be applicable to the current RTP and 
would adequately maintain VMT within the threshold standard.  

O2-38 The comment notes that reliance on the TRPA Regional Plan strategy to limit VMT does not 
account for the trips attributed to day visitors that would be using the potential shoreline 
structures that could be constructed under the Shoreline Plan.  

As discussed for Impact 13-2 of Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and Circulation,” 
Chapter 50 of the TRPA Code requires TRPA to monitor VMT and only release commodity 
allocations when it can be demonstrated through modeling and traffic counts that the TRPA 
VMT threshold standard will be maintained over the subsequent 4-year period (see Code 
Section 50.4). If new shorezone structures are projected to result in new day-use trips, the 
traffic counts incorporated into the 4-year VMT modeling would include the total trips 
generated by these structures, including day use visitors. Therefore, the monitoring of VMT 
would account for day use visitors to shorezone structures, and the release of commodity 
allocations contingent on achievement of the TRPA VMT threshold standard would prevent 
regionwide VMT from exceeding the threshold standard of 2,030,938.  

O2-39  The comment takes issue with the use of 2015 counts and speculates that traffic has 
increased since that time and that existing VMT is understated. The Draft EIS explains that 
existing VMT in the Tahoe Region is based on data derived from the TRPA travel demand 
model and the trip length is based on the 2014 base year model run conducted as part of 
the 2017 RTP and 2015 Threshold Evaluation (Draft EIS page 13-11). This is the most recent 
VMT data available for the Tahoe Region. The comment provides no evidence to suggest the 
traffic estimates in the 2017 RTP are not sufficient for analysis. 
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O2-40 The comment contends that regional developments such as Squaw Valley and Martis Valley 
West will generate additional trips to shoreline structures.  

As discussed in the Draft EIS, trip generation is based on boating activity for a peak summer 
day (i.e., fourth of July or Labor Day weekend), the time when the adverse effects of vehicle 
trips are most pronounced. Existing public shorezone facilities currently operate at or near 
maximum capacity on peak days. By applying peak-day boat usage data to future shoreline 
structures, the Draft EIS assumes that the future structures would also be operating at 
maximum capacity during peak days. Therefore, the introduction of additional visitors and 
residents to the Tahoe Region would not increase the number of trips generated by new 
shoreline structures beyond the levels evaluated in the Draft EIS because they are assumed 
to be operating at or near maximum capacity on peak days. Additionally, trip generation 
related to private shoreline structures associated with private lakefront residences would not 
be affected by regional developments such as those mentioned in the comment. 

O2-41 The comment expresses concern about boat noise at Rubicon Point, noting that 2013 
measurements at that location exceed the threshold. The comment requests additional 
information on enforcement and other measures to reduce noise associated with boats. 

As described in Chapter 2. “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” TRPA has revised the 
proposed Shoreline Plan to include additional provisions to discourage the use of noisy 
boats. These include a prohibition on vessels that have an exhaust system that exhausts 
directly to the air or that generates noise that exceeds applicable noise standards, expanded 
noise monitoring and adaptive management, and conditions on marina expansions to 
prevent the mooring of boats that are unable to meet noise standards. Implementation of 
these new provisions would not alter the analysis presented in the Draft EIS because they 
would reduce the potential for noise standard exceedances. 

In the discussion of Impact 12-3: Increases in operation-related watercraft noise, the Draft EIS 
determines that the proposed Shoreline Plan would result in less-than-significant impacts for 
both single-event noise and the 24-hour CNEL standard. This determination is based, in part, 
on increased enforcement of the no-wake zone. Additional information on the expanded no-
wake zone enforcement that would be implemented with the proposed Shoreline Plan is 
included in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. Consequently, 
there is no requirement for mitigation associated with these impacts. However, threshold 
monitoring for these noise metrics would continue to occur with implementation of the 
Shoreline Plan, and effects of the plan on noise levels would be evaluated during the threshold 
monitoring review period (for more information on threshold monitoring and reporting, see 
Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan. 
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Letter 
O3 

Lake Tahoe Marina Association 
May 23, 2018 

 

O3-1 The comment provides general introductory information on the Lake Tahoe Marina 
Association. It expresses support for Alternative 1 (the proposed Shoreline Plan) and 
acknowledges the collaborative approach that led to the proposal, as well as the benefits 
that the proposal provides to members of the Lake Tahoe Marina Association and its users.  

O3-2 The comment states that all members of the Lake Tahoe Marina Association would commit to 
becoming certified as Clean Marinas under the Clean Marina Program if the proposed Shoreline 
Plan is adopted. It describes the areas of marina operation that are covered under the 
certification program. Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, marinas would be required to become 
certified only if they are expanded or reconfigured (see pages 2-34 and 2-35 of the Draft EIS).  
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Letter 
O4 

Lake Tahoe Water Trail 
July 9, 2018 

 

O4-1 The comment requests that future assessment reports, planning, and outreach associated 
with the Shoreline Plan include information on and acknowledgment of the Lake Tahoe 
Water Trail, and it notes that incorporating the information and acknowledgment into the 
planning process would help promote the benefits of the Lake Tahoe Water Trail. The 
comment provides background information on the Lake Tahoe Water Trail as a lake access 
and educational wayfinding trail system.  

The Draft EIS acknowledges the role of the Lake Tahoe Water Trail on page 8-10 and Exhibits 
8-1 and 8-2, and the Lake Tahoe Water Trail is consistent with the goals of the Shoreline 
Plan. TRPA has committed to provide a portion of the education and outreach funding 
associated with the proposed Shoreline Plan to further the objectives of the Lake Tahoe 
Water Trail. Additional detail on funding for the Lake Tahoe Water Trail is provided in Chapter 
2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” and Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation 
Program,” of this Final EIS. 
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Letter 
O5 

Lakeridge General Improvement District 
July 3, 2018 

 

O5-1 The comment identifies the shorezone facilities and amenities currently owned by the 
Lakeridge General Improvement District. It requests that the Shoreline Plan prioritize 
multiple-use piers and buoys that serve multiple users. 

As described in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives,” of the 
Draft EIS, pier applications under the proposed Shoreline Plan would be prioritized as follows 
(Draft EIS pages 2-31 and 2-33): 

1. Private pier applications that deed-restrict other parcels to retire pier 
development potential (i.e., multiple-parcel applicants) as follows: 

a. Applications that propose to retire the most development potential within the 
same shoreline character type, within the same scenic travel unit; 

b. Applications that retire the most development potential, regardless of 
shoreline character type and unit; 

c. Applications in shoreline character types from least to most sensitive (i.e., 
beginning with “visually dominated,” then “visually modified,” and finally 
“visually sensitive”); and then 

d. Multiple-parcel applications that already have access to an HOA pier. 

2. After multiple-parcel applications, the next priority would be given to applications 
that serve the greatest number of users, to encourage an increase in lake 
access.  

3. Last priority would be given to single-use piers that do not retire pier development 
potential. Applications would be considered by priority criteria, as identified 
above. If over the two-year application window, there are more single-use pier 
applications that do not retire development than there are allotted permits, they 
would be processed by lottery.  

New buoys would be allocated under the proposed Shoreline Plan in the way described on 
pages 2-25 and 2-26 of the Draft EIS. General Improvement Districts could apply for a buoy 
field under the same conditions as a homeowner’s association (HOA), as described on page 
2-25 of the Draft EIS, provided that location standards are met. No new buoy fields would be 
authorized under the proposed Shoreline Plan. See also the response to comment O12-7 in 
this Final EIS.  
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Letter 
O6 

League to Save Lake Tahoe 
July 9, 2018 

 

O6-1 The comment provides introductory remarks and describes the role of the League to Save 
Lake Tahoe as a member of the Shoreline Plan Steering Committee and Joint Fact-Finding 
Committee, and it expresses appreciation of the collaborative process that was used to 
develop the proposed Shoreline Plan. 

The comment requests that the MOU currently in development between TRPA and other 
enforcement agencies be finalized before the plan is approved or before any permits are 
issued under the proposed Shoreline Plan. TRPA is actively negotiating an MOU with law 
enforcement and other enforcement agencies to support coordinated enforcement of 
ordinances on Lake Tahoe and along the shoreline. TRPA has committed to finalizing the 
MOU before any permits for structures associated with the Shoreline Plan are issued, as the 
comment requests. Additional information on the MOU and Shoreline Plan enforcement 
programs is available in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

O6-2 The comment suggests that the EIS should provide additional analysis of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan’s effects on recreation user conflicts that could result from shoreline 
structures being crowded near the shore and in the no-wake zone, increases in the number 
of motorized and nonmotorized watercraft within the no-wake zone, and nonmotorized users 
being forced out of the no-wake zone into areas where they would be less safe.  

As the comment suggests, the discussion of Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational 
experiences or create user conflicts, addresses both the increased activity and increased 
number of structures within the 600-foot no-wake zone associated with the proposed 
Shoreline Plan (Draft EIS pages 8-13 and 8-14). It also addresses the potential for 
nonmotorized users to be forced out of the no-wake zone by new public piers, which would 
extend beyond the no-wake zone (Draft EIS page 8-14). Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation provides additional analysis and information related to structures and uses within 
the no-wake zone, as well as user conflicts, as requested in the comment.  

O6-3 The comment states that NEPA regulations require agencies to incorporate necessary 
mitigation measures that are not already a component of the proposed action or alternatives. 
It identifies the 600-foot no-wake boundary as an existing rule and suggests that Mitigation 
Measure 8-1a would be a continuation of that rule. 
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Mitigation Measure 8-1a refers to maintenance of nonmotorized navigation within the no-
wake zone through length limits on public piers. As described on page 8-14 of the Draft EIS, 
the Shoreline Plan, as proposed, would allow public piers to extend beyond the no-wake 
zone, which would force recreationists in nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers to navigate 
beyond the no-wake boundary when they encounter such structures. This mitigation relates 
to design standards for public piers and not to the existing no-wake rule, which would remain 
unchanged. In response to comments, Mitigation Measure 8-1a has been revised to 
incorporate minimize exemptions to the pier length limitation. Please refer to Chapter 4, 
“Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS,” of this Final EIS and the response to comment 
O2-9, which provide the revised text of Mitigation Measure 8-1a. 

The comment also proposes adopting additional measures to protect recreationists in 
nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers, including a 1,200-foot no-wake zone around priority 
areas, such as state parks; a 200-foot moving no-wake boundary around all nonmotorized 
watercraft; and funding for an education plan. Although these specific plan revisions have 
not been incorporated, TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to include additional 
provisions that would prevent user conflicts. These revisions are described in Chapter 2, 
“Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” and in Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation. The revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan include: 

 establishing a new 200-foot no-wake zone around all structures, 

 establishing a new 100-foot moving no-wake boundary around all nonmotorized 
watercraft and swimmers, 

 providing education and access funding to the Lake Tahoe Water Trail, and 

 conducting periodic recreation user surveys to inform adaptive management and ongoing 
recreation planning. 

O6-4 The comment requests additional or revised mitigation measures to address Impact 14-2: 
Disturbance or loss of Tahoe yellow cress (TYC), including replacement for any incidental 
take of stems and planting efforts to offset potential loss of TYC associated with increased 
recreation.  

 To offset potential loss of TYC associated with increased recreation, Mitigation Measure 14-2 
requires the placement of protective fencing and educational signage around all TYC 
clusters, including in locations where new shoreline structures would be placed and in 
locations with no new shoreline structures that could be indirectly affected by increased 
water-based recreation. Fencing of TYC clusters is a very effective protection strategy, and 
persistence of TYC within fenced enclosures has been nearly 100 percent successful 
(Stanton et al. 2015:48). Therefore, the Draft EIS determined that protective fencing and 
educational signage would mitigate the indirect effects of increased recreation, and no 
additional mitigation is necessary. Experimental planting of TYC in suitable habitat has 
occurred at Lake Tahoe with mixed results (Stanton et al. 2015). Planting of TYC could 
continue consistent with the TYC Conservation Strategy. 

 The comment correctly notes that it may not be feasible to avoid the loss of TYC plants during 
construction activities and that an incidental take permit may be required. Mitigation 
Measure 14-2 has been revised in response to this and other comments, as follows: 
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Mitigation Measure 14-2: Conduct preconstruction surveys, avoid potential 
construction impacts, and avoid potential recreation impacts to Tahoe yellow 
cress plants, and compensate for unavoidable loss of Tahoe yellow cress plants  
This mitigation measure would be required for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4.  

To avoid potential adverse effects on TYC plants resulting from construction activities 
and potential increased use of beaches that support TYC, the following actions shall 
be implemented:  

(A) During project-specific planning, design, and environmental review of new 
shorezone facilities, avoid siting projects within areas known to support TYC 
occurrences, to the extent feasible. Project proponents shall follow the project 
review guidelines in Appendix H of the 2015 TYC conservation strategy (Stanton et 
al. 2015).  

(B)  For any projects that could affect TYC, a qualified biologist familiar with the 
vegetation of the Tahoe Basin and identification of TYC shall conduct a focused 
preconstruction survey for TYC in all beach habitat where construction-related 
disturbance could occur in the vicinity of TYC populations during that year. Surveys 
shall be conducted between June 15 and September 30, when TYC is clearly 
identifiable, and shall follow the survey protocol provided in Appendix D and project 
review guidelines in Appendix H of the 2015 TYC conservation strategy. Survey 
Protocols for Tahoe Yellow Cress Annual Surveys (Stanton and Pavlik 2009). Surveys 
shall be completed for each year that construction activities could occur in beach 
habitat. If no TYC stems are found during the survey, the results of the survey shall 
be documented in a letter report to TRPA and the TYC AMWG that shall become part 
of the project environmental record, and no further actions shall be required. 

(C)  If TYC stems are documented during the survey in areas potentially disturbed by 
construction activities, the stems shall be clearly identified in the field and 
protected from impacts associated with construction activities. Protective 
measures shall include installing high-visibility fencing around known stem 
locations during construction. No construction-related activities shall be allowed in 
areas fenced for avoidance, and construction personnel shall be briefed about the 
presence of the stems and the need to avoid effects on the stems.  

(D) To protect TYC plants from potential long-term increased beach use and 
disturbance as an indirect result of increased recreation activity in the shorezone, 
protective fencing and educational signage about the need to avoid these areas 
shall be installed around all TYC clusters. In addition to beaches occupied by TYC 
where new shorezone facilities would be constructed and operated, other beach 
areas that support TYC that are likely to receive increased recreation uses as a 
result of the projects shall be identified and subject to these measures.  

(E) Long-term fencing and signage will be periodically monitored and maintained, as 
necessary, to ensure that they remain effective and in good working condition. Also, 
because locations and concentrations of TYC could shift over time, the locations and 
configurations of fencing relative to TYC distribution shall be evaluated periodically. If 
necessary, fencing shall be moved or added in response to changes in TYC 
distribution to ensure that TYC plants are protected over time. The locations of TYC 
plants and shifts in their locations relative to fencing can be determined by surveys 
as part of the ongoing AMWG TYC monitoring program. The installation and 
maintenance of long-term protective fencing and signage will be designed to not 
interfere with necessary operations and maintenance activities at facilities. 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-224 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

(F) If complete avoidance of TYC is not feasible, then adaptive management or 
compensatory actions for any significant project-related loss of TYC shall be 
identified, designed, and implemented in coordination with the TYC AMWG and 
TRPA. Potential compensatory actions could include or require seed collection, 
nursery/greenhouse propagation and outplanting of container-grown TYC, or 
translocation of naturally occurring TYC either on-site or at a suitable off-site 
location, as discussed in the 2015 TYC conservation strategy.  

(G) If a project on the California side of the Lake Tahoe shorezone may result in the 
loss of TYC, consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife would 
be required to ensure compliance with the California Endangered Species Act, and 
an incidental take permit under California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 may 
be required before project implementation. If a project on the Nevada side of the 
Lake Tahoe shorezone may result in the loss of TYC, consultation with the Nevada 
Division of Forestry would be required, and a permit under Nevada Revised 
Statutes 527.270 may be required before project implementation 

O6-5 The comment states that VMT and daily vehicle trips generated under the proposed 
Shoreline Plan would exceed TRPA’s VMT threshold standard and would exceed the TRPA 
Code standard of significance related to the generation of daily vehicle trips. The comment 
also states that TRPA cannot rely on implementation of TRPA Code Section 50.4.3 to reduce 
VMT levels or maintain them below the VMT threshold standard because TRPA released 
residential allocations in 2017 without providing the documentation of the VMT monitoring 
required by Section 50.4.3.  

The comment cites TRPA Code Section 65.2.3.G and implies that an increase of more than 
200 daily vehicle trips would result in a significant impact. However, Code Section 65.2.3.G 
identifies an increase of more than 200 daily vehicle trips as a level of trip generation that 
would trigger a traffic analysis, as required by TRPA Code Section 65.2.4.B. Therefore, the 
addition of 200 daily vehicle trips serves as a project-level screening criterion to determine 
when a traffic analysis is required, not as a significance criterion for this EIS. The 
environmental significance of trips generated by the Shoreline Plan is determined through 
the traffic analysis, included in Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and Circulation,” in the 
Draft EIS. 

As discussed for Impact 13-2: Vehicle miles traveled (page 13-14), the release of 
development allocations is contingent on achieving the TRPA VMT threshold standard (TRPA 
Code Section 50.4.3), which addresses regionwide VMT exceedances of the threshold 
standard. Thus, implementing Alternative 1 would not result in the exceedance of the VMT 
threshold standard.  

The comment incorrectly suggests that TRPA did not comply with Code Section 50.4.3 in the 
release of development allocations in May 2017. TRPA conducted near-term modeling, 
based on recent traffic counts, as part of the 2017 Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). These results are documented in the 2017 
RTP/SCS Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist. Based on the 2017 near-term VMT 
modeling carried out to comply with TRPA Code Section 50.4.3, TRPA determined that the 
VMT standards would not be exceeded before the development allocations were released. 
Thus, TRPA complied with Code Section 50.4.3, and no change to the analysis in the Draft 
EIS is warranted. 

O6-6 The comment states that stakeholders in the Shoreline Plan planning process have 
expressed concern regarding past lack of enforcement of regulations related to 
illegal/nonconforming buoys, noise, and the no-wake zone. The comment requests that 
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MOUs with appropriate partner agencies be signed before the plan is adopted or before 
permits are issued for new shoreline structures.  

 TRPA is actively negotiating an MOU with law enforcement and other enforcement agencies 
to support coordinated enforcement of ordinances on Lake Tahoe and along the shoreline. 
TRPA has committed to finalizing the MOU before any permits for structures associated with 
the Shoreline Plan are issued, as the comment requests. Additional information on the MOU 
and Shoreline Plan enforcement programs, including no-wake zone and noise enforcement, 
is available in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

O6-7 The comment concludes by restating information and requests provided throughout the 
letter. This comment is addressed in the response to comments O6-1 through O6-6, above. 
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Letter 
O7 

Law Office of Gregg R. Lien 
July 9, 2018 

 

O7-1 The comment expresses concern regarding the process by which the proposed Shoreline 
Plan was developed. The plan represents the results of an extensive, highly public planning 
process initiated in 2016 in response to the vacated 2008 shorezone ordinances. This 
process is described in detail in Section 1.1, “Context and Background” (Draft EIS page 1-2). 
Public comment has been accepted and considered continuously during plan development 
and environmental review. Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS. 

O7-2 The comment suggests that the proposed Shoreline Plan should allow for more than 128 
new piers and should increase the rate of pier permit issuance. Refer to Master Response 1 
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– The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how suggested changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

The comment refers to the evaluation of scenic resources in the Draft EIS and states that 
scenic impacts are subjective and that all impacts can be mitigated. The Draft EIS evaluates 
the effects of piers on scenic quality in Chapter 9, “Scenic Resources.” As described on 
pages 9-18 and 9-19, the Draft EIS incorporates standardized and objective methods to 
evaluate shoreline development potential and design standards, quantify changes in visible 
mass, identify scenic travel units at greatest risk of scenic degradation, and evaluate 
simulations of shoreline development scenarios based on a systematic application of 
methods developed for TRPA’s scenic monitoring program. The Draft EIS finds that 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 could result in significant impacts on scenic quality but that these 
impacts can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level through measures identified in the 
Draft EIS. 

The comment states that the economic impacts of the Shoreline Plan are not evaluated— 
specifically, the difference in value between littoral parcels with and without shoreline 
structures.  

The Compact (Article I.b) provides TRPA with the “power to establish environmental threshold 
carrying capacities and to adopt and enforce a regional plan and implementing ordinances 
which will achieve and maintain such capacities while providing opportunities for orderly 
growth and development consistent with such capacities.” The Shoreline Plan is part of the 
Regional Plan, which is a comprehensive strategy for achieving and maintaining the 
thresholds while allowing for orderly growth and development consistent with the thresholds.  

As stated in Section 1.2, “Purpose and Objectives of the Shoreline Plan,” of the Draft EIS, 
“the Shoreline Plan is necessary to manage the use and development of the shoreline 
consistent with the best available science” (Draft EIS page 1-2). Growth and new 
development outside the shorezone in the Tahoe Region (e.g., residential, commercial, and 
tourist accommodation development) are strictly capped by the Regional Plan with numerical 
limits on the total amount of each new development type (see TRPA Code Chapters 50–53). 
However, the existing Regional Plan does not include similar growth caps on the number of 
new shoreline structures. Without such growth caps, development along the shoreline has 
the potential to adversely affect the environmental thresholds. The proposed Shoreline Plan 
would establish such caps, along with related standards necessary to manage the shoreline. 

An economic analysis of the effects of the Shoreline Plan on property values is not essential 
or meaningful in the context of a Regional Plan mandated to achieve and maintain the 
thresholds. Nor does the TRPA environmental review process require an analysis of 
economic impacts. The Shoreline Plan would not preclude the economic use and enjoyment 
of any private littoral parcels. It would establish reasonable growth caps and development 
standards to protect the sensitive resources along the shoreline in a manner similar to the 
growth caps and development standards that already govern development throughout the 
Tahoe Region.  

O7-3 The comment refers to all the concerns raised about piers in comment O7-2 and applies 
them to buoys. The response to this comment is the same as for comment O7-2, above. The 
comment also includes several suggested changes to the proposed regulations regarding 
buoys, including the allocation process for buoys to HOAs. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how suggested changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
O8 

Marla Bay Protective Association 
July 1, 2018 

 

O8-1 The comment supports parts of the proposed Shoreline Plan’s buoy application process and 
opposes others. Specifically, the comment is opposed to the restriction on permit 
applications during the first 5 years after adoption of the Shoreline Plan, which would limit 
the number of new buoys that could be allocated to HOAs to 20 percent above the number of 
legally existing moorings and which would allow new buoys to be allocated only to HOAs with 
less than half as many buoys as housing units. The comment contends that these allocations 
are arbitrary and not based on environmental considerations. 

The policy decision to limit buoy applications is intended to balance issuance of new buoys to 
HOAs that already have adequate buoy fields (i.e., more than 50 percent of homeowners 
have access) with issuance to HOAs that have less access to buoys. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how comments in 
support of, or opposed to, provisions of the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
O9 

Midkiff & Associates, Inc. 
July 9, 2018 

 

O9-1 The comment takes issue with the way in which Alternative 2 is portrayed in the Draft EIS. 
Additional information on Alternative 2, including the amount of development potential with 
implementation of mitigation measures, is presented in Master Response 5 – Growth and 
Mitigation under the Existing Shorezone Regulations. 

O9-2 The comment suggests that pier length limits based on lake bottom elevation and the 
pierhead line are inappropriate for some lake geographies, including Crystal Bay and Rubicon 
Point. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which 
describes how suggested changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

O9-3 The comment disagrees with elements of several Shoreline Plan alternatives, including 
limiting new motorized boat rental concessions and fueling facilities to marinas (Alternatives 
1, 3, and 4); limiting the number of new boat ramps to two (Alternative 2); and prohibiting 
“other shoreline structures,” including public breakwaters (Alternatives 1, 3, and 4). The 
comment provides rationale for changes to these provisions. Refer to Master Response 1 – 
The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how suggested changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
O10 

Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group 
July 9, 2018 

 

O10-1 The comment provides introductory information on the Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group and 
litigation of the 2008 shorezone ordinances. 

O10-2 The comment expresses the opinion that the Shoreline Plan does not put enough emphasis 
on beaches and beach recreation. Although a goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the 
recreational experience along Lake Tahoe’s shoreline, the Shoreline Plan is not the 
recreation plan for Lake Tahoe. TRPA and partner organizations administer numerous plans 
and programs that promote high-quality recreation on and around Lake Tahoe, to provide for 
the continued attainment of TRPA’s recreation thresholds. More information on the purpose 
and objectives of the Shoreline Plan relative to recreation can be found in Master Response 
2 – Effects on Recreation. 

 The comment also asserts that the proposed Shoreline Plan would allow for piers that are 
hundreds of feet longer than allowed under current regulations. This comment is not correct. 
Existing pier design standards are shown in Draft EIS Table 2-7, and proposed pier design 
standards are shown in Table 2-5 and Exhibits 2-13 and 2-14. As shown, the pier length 
standards in the proposed Shoreline Plan are more restrictive than existing pier length 
standards because they limit multiple-use piers to elevation 6,219 Lake Tahoe datum (LTD) or 
30 feet lakeward of the pierhead line, whichever is more limiting. The existing design standards 
allow for deviations without identifying a maximum pier length. In addition, the proposed 
Shoreline Plan would include new standards that restrict the maximum visible mass of piers, 
which would further limit the size and length of piers. Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, pier 
length would be further limited by implementation of Mitigation Measure 8-1a. 

O10-3 The comment provides an interpreted version of the history of development within the 
shorezone and speculates that shorezone development has caused impacts on nearshore 
water clarity. This comment does not raise issues related to the completeness or adequacy 
of the environmental analysis in this EIS. 

O10-4 The comment contends that existing shorezone development in Lake Tahoe has degraded prime 
fish habitat to such a degree that TRPA no longer needs to enforce the current prohibition on 
placing structures in prime fish habitat or the prime fish habitat threshold standard.  

As stated in Section 5.2.2 of the Draft EIS, the lake habitat threshold standard is a 
management standard with a numeric target to achieve the equivalent of 5,948 acres of 
prime fish habitat, as defined by substrate within the nearshore of Lake Tahoe. Analysis of 
remotely sensed data collected in August 2010 and 2015 estimated that there are 6,135 
acres of prime fish habitat in Lake Tahoe’s nearshore/littoral zone (O’Neil-Dunne et al. 
2016:19), suggesting that TRPA is meeting the adopted management target of 5,948 acres 
(Draft EIS page 5-3). Any net loss of prime fish habitat would be considered a significant 
impact. Lake habitat is protected by TRPA Code (see Chapter 63.3.1). The proposal to lift the 
prohibition on the placement of structures in prime fish habitat is based on updated science 
that shows that such structures have limited impact (Draft EIS page 5-26). Additionally, the 
proposed Shoreline Plan and alternatives that would allow development within prime fish 
habitat would effectively increase the area of prime fish habitat through the application of 
required habitat replacement ratios.  

O10-5 The comment requests additional details on environmental programs of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan and mitigation measures proposed in the Draft EIS, including items such as 
reporting, performance measures, and timing of implementation. Additional information on 
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these items and on Shoreline Plan initiatives for monitoring, reporting, and adaptive 
management is included in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS.  

The comment also raises concerns about the mitigation for oxides of nitrogen (NOX) and GHG 
emissions. The Draft EIS determined that air quality emissions (including NOX) associated with 
the proposed Shoreline Plan would have a less-than-significant impact because fleet turnover 
(the replacement of older boats with newer boats with cleaner-burning engines) would offset 
the increase in boating activity over the planning horizon (to 2040). Therefore, mitigation 
measures for NOX are neither required nor necessary. The Draft EIS concluded that the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would result in potentially significant impacts related to GHG 
emissions. The EIS includes Mitigation Measure 11-1, which requires that TRPA develop and 
implement a GHG reduction policy within 1 year of adopting the Shoreline Plan (see Draft EIS 
page 11-12), well ahead of the release of any substantial project-generated GHG emissions. 
The description of the mitigation measure lists specific, feasible, and enforceable measures 
that can be included in the policy to minimize GHG emissions from construction, on-road 
vehicles, and watercraft. The implementation details requested in the comment will be 
available within 1 year of adoption of the Shoreline Plan, at the time when TRPA adopts the 
GHG reduction policy. The EIS determined that even with implementation of the mitigation 
measure, the proposed Shoreline Plan could result in a net increase in GHG emissions, which 
would be a significant and unavoidable impact (Draft EIS page 11-13). Additional information 
on how air quality emission estimates were calculated and on GHG emissions and mitigation 
measures is included in Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions.  

O10-6 The comment expresses concern about replacing the existing requirement that marinas 
prepare a marina master plan before expansions and reconfigurations. Under Alternatives 1 
and 3, marina reconfigurations and expansions would be allowed only if the marina is 
certified as a “clean marina” by the Clean Marina Program, an organization that assists 
marinas with complying with best management practices (BMPs) to reduce the potential for 
pollution and that certifies complying marinas as “clean” (Draft EIS page 2-34). Alternatives 
1 and 3 would also incentivize environmental improvements, such as those listed on pages 
2-34 and 2-35 of the Draft EIS. Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would all require the development of 
marina AIS management plans to offset the potential for increased marina traffic associated 
with increased boating activity. Existing marinas must also demonstrate compliance with 
water quality and BMP requirements under TRPA Code Section 60.4, which would continue 
with implementation of the Shoreline Plan.  

The comment also states that the water quality regulations set forth in Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act and enforced by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers provide a lower degree of 
protection from degradation than is suitable for Lake Tahoe. Under Alternatives 1 and 3, 
TRPA would adopt regulations for dredging performance standards that are consistent with 
Section 404 for new dredging and each state’s Section 401 water quality certification 
requirements. These requirements, as applied to Lake Tahoe, an Outstanding National 
Resource Water, enforce a nondegradation standard related to water quality. The Draft EIS 
evaluates the effects of dredging on water quality on pages 6-15 through 6-18. Additionally, 
as stated in the response to comment O2-19, the Draft EIS states that “new dredging would 
be approved only after environmental review and only if significant impacts can be mitigated” 
(Draft EIS page 2-36). For future development, TRPA would review site-specific projects to 
determine the appropriate level of environmental review: initial environmental checklist, 
environmental assessment, and/or EIS. This approach ensures that TRPA’s existing 
procedures requiring environmental review of projects to determine their potential for 
significant impacts, feasible and effective mitigation to address those impacts, findings 
pertaining to project effects on threshold attainment, and other environmental safeguards 
would be in place before a dredging project is approved and implemented.  
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O10-7 The comment expresses the opinion that requirements for marina expansions under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would be less protective of the environment than the current 
marina master planning process. Under current regulations, marinas that wish to expand by 
more than 10 moorings are required to prepare a marina master plan and associated 
environmental review document. Other safety and environmental requirements for such 
expansions include those listed on page 2-42 of the Draft EIS.  

Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, marinas would be eligible for expansions if they meet 
certain requirements. As identified in the response to comment O10-6, above, under 
Alternatives 1 and 3, marina reconfigurations and expansions would be allowed only if the 
marina is certified as a “clean marina” by the Clean Marina Program (Draft EIS page 2-34). 
Alternatives 1 and 3 would also incentivize environmental improvements, and Alternatives 1, 
2, and 3 would all require the development of marina AIS management plans as discussed in 
the response to comment O10-6. 

The comment also implies that marinas would have access to “an unending amount of boat 
slips [and] boat lifts.” As described on page 2-23 of the Draft EIS, the proposed Shoreline 
Plan would establish a numeric a cap on the number of moorings allowed on Lake Tahoe. 
Slips and boat lifts are moorings that would fall within that cap, regardless of whether they 
were located in a marina. 

O10-8 The comment states that TRPA would allow two new marinas under the proposed Shoreline 
Plan. This is not correct. As described in the Draft EIS, “[n]o new marinas would be allowed 
under the proposed Shoreline Plan…” (Draft EIS page 2-34). 

  For the purposes of analysis in the Draft EIS, it was assumed that under Alternative 2, 
Maintain Existing TRPA shorezone ordinances, two new marinas would be developed. This 
figure was established based on an assessment of eligible property locations and property 
ownership because the existing shorezone ordinances do not include a numerical limit on the 
number of marinas. The comment also suggests that construction and operation of a new 
marina would create environmental concerns. This is true, and any proposal to develop a 
new marina under the existing shorezone ordinances would be subject to further 
environmental review by TRPA and all other appropriate agencies.  

 The comment also questions where new boat ramps would be located. The proposed 
Shoreline Plan would limit the number of new public boat ramps to no more than two. The 
plan does not propose or approve new boat ramps, and no landowners have submitted 
applications for or expressed interest in constructing new public boat ramps. Thus, the 
location of possible future boat ramps cannot be known at this time. The Draft EIS (page 2-
34) describes TRPA’s process to consider applications for new boat ramps as follows: 

Applications for new public boat ramps would be considered by TRPA based on the 
merits of the proposed site selected. This review would consider the existing 
geographic distribution of boat ramp access, the relationship of the proposed ramp 
to upland development centers and transportation hubs, and the suitability of the 
site to accommodate access during periods of Phase 2 low lake levels of 6,220 feet 
(e.g., depth, bathymetry). 

O10-9 The comment states that use of the lake by an additional 2,000 motorboats (above the 
8,000 motorboats that already use the lake) would create a danger to nonmotorized 
recreation. The Draft EIS does not include an estimate of the additional motorboats that 
would use the lake under the proposed Shoreline Plan. Instead, it provides a reasonable 
estimate of projected peak-day and annual engine-hours and boat trips under each 
alternative. As shown in Table 2-4, implementing the proposed project would result in an 
estimated increase of 767 peak-day boat trips and 38,257 annual boat trips. 
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 The comment also lists concerns about conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized uses, 
piers extending past the 600-foot no-wake zone, enforcement of no-wake zones, and passage 
under long piers in high-water conditions. These issues are addressed in the Draft EIS in the 
discussion of Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational experiences and create user conflicts 
(Draft EIS pages 8-11 through 8-24), and Impact 15-1: Increase in watercraft accidents due to 
increased boating and navigational hazards (Draft EIS pages 15-16 through 15-20). 

As specified on page 15-17 of the Draft EIS, conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized 
uses would be reduced through maintaining the existing 600-foot no-wake zone and 5-mile-
per-hour speed limit; expanding the no-wake zone in Emerald Bay; identifying priority areas of 
increased patrol and enforcement; increasing lakewide no-wake zone enforcement; and 
implementing public boating safety education programs provided by California, Nevada, and 
the U.S. Coast Guard.  

Issues related to piers extending past the 600-foot no-wake zone and passage under long 
piers are addressed by Mitigation Measure 15-1a: Maintain nonmotorized navigation within 
the no-wake zone, which requires that TRPA revise the pier design standards for piers that 
extend 600 feet or more from the high-water elevation to provide lateral nonmotorized 
recreation access within the 600-foot no-wake zone. Refer also to Chapter 2, “Revisions to 
the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, which provides additional protection for 
nonmotorized recreation and navigation.  

O10-10 The comment asks how the project would affect AIS at Lake Tahoe. It also notes that 
monitoring and reporting for AIS annually would indicate the extent to which AIS are being 
introduced and spread.  

The increased risk of AIS introduction or spread associated with the proposed Shoreline Plan 
and alternatives is addressed on pages 5-21 through 5-26 of Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic 
Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIS. TRPA would continue and expand, through additional 
funding provided through the proposed Shoreline Plan, its AIS prevention and control 
programs. 

O10-11 The comment requests that a provision be included in one of the alternatives for proof of 
boater experience and competency for boat renters. TRPA has revised the proposed 
Shoreline Plan to include additional boater safety and education requirements for operators 
of rented motorized watercraft, a class of boat users not covered by Senate Bill 941. See 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, which provides 
additional detail on this change. 

O10-12 The comment requests that the Final EIS identify the alternative with the fewest 
environmental impacts, boating activity, and shoreline structures. The Draft EIS provides a 
summary of all the impacts and mitigation measures for each alternative in Table ES-1 and 
presents the number of structures and amount of boating activity associated with each 
alternative on pages 2-16 through 2-19.  

O10-13 The comment requests evidence to support the effectiveness of the proposed mitigation 
measures. Such evidence is provided throughout Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. The 
effectiveness of the mitigation measures would be reviewed through the various monitoring 
programs, both those proposed within the Shoreline Plan and those described in Master 
Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan. The results of 
monitoring would be evaluated to determine whether adaptive management measures 
should be implemented to manage appropriate resources.  

O10-14 The comment erroneously suggests that the Draft EIS determined that Mitigation Measure 
11-1: Develop and implement a GHG reduction policy, would result in a net reduction in GHG 
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emissions. The Draft EIS (page 11-13) summarizes the effect of the shoreline after 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 11-1 as follows: 

Under all alternatives, the Shoreline Plan may increase overall GHG emissions. 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 11-1 would reduce some of the anticipated 
future GHG emissions at buildout. Some of these measures would also be consistent 
with those identified in the Sustainability Action Plan (Lake Tahoe Sustainable 
Communities Program 2013). However, the effectiveness of these measures would 
depend on participation rates, available funding, and available technology. Given the 
uncertainty about the magnitude of the increase in GHG emissions from projects 
accommodated by the Shoreline Plan and the uncertain effect of these mitigation 
measures, it is possible that the Shoreline Plan could have a considerable 
contribution to the cumulative impact of GHG emissions and climate change and this 
impact would be significant and unavoidable for all alternatives.  

O10-15 The comment expresses concern about GHG emissions and climate change, and requests 
information about TRPA’s actions to reduce GHG emissions in the context of the Shoreline 
Plan. TRPA’s strategy for mitigating and adapting to climate change is summarized in the 
Lake Tahoe Sustainability Action Plan (Lake Tahoe Sustainable Communities Program 2013). 

O10-16 The comment requests a plan provision that would promote or require the use of electric 
boats. As described on page 11-12 of the Draft EIS, regulations or incentives for the adoption 
of electric boats are one element that could be included in the GHG reduction policy required 
by Mitigation Measure 11-1. 

O10-17 The comment cites recent lake clarity readings and questions how the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives would help reverse clarity loss. See the response to comment A1-2 for 
information on recent measurements of midlake clarity and their relationship to the water 
quality analysis put forth in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” 

O10-18 The comment requests a discussion of the relative differences between deck construction 
and pier construction in terms of cost and permitting requirements. Such a discussion is 
beyond the scope of the EIS and would not meaningfully inform the analysis of impacts.  

O10-19 The comment expresses concern about conflicts between motorized and nonmotorized 
recreation and erroneously attributes a 30-percent increase in motorized boats to the 
Shoreline Plan. The Draft EIS determines that implementing the proposed Shoreline Plan 
would result in a 16-percent increase in the annual number of boat trips by 2040 (Draft EIS 
page 2-19). Potential impacts associated with conflicts between motorized watercraft and 
nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers are analyzed in the discussion of Impact 8-1 on 
pages 8-11 through 8-24 of the Draft EIS. Refer also to Master Response 2 – Effects on 
Recreation for more information on the proposed Shoreline Plan’s effects on nonmotorized 
recreation. 

O10-20 The comment asks about removal of structures that pose a barrier to public access within 
the public trust easement. The Shoreline Plan alternatives do not include provisions to 
remove legally existing structures that inhibit access or lateral movement along the public 
trust easement in California. 

As described in the response to comment A1-14, for new structures, as stated in Chapter 8, 
“Recreation” (Draft EIS pages 8-28 and 8-29):  

TRPA and California State Lands Commission would adopt an MOU that details a 
process to coordinate review of applications for new and modified piers in California. 
The MOU would specify a coordinated review process that protects public trust values 
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(e.g., public lateral access) within the public trust easement in California. The MOU 
would require design features to accommodate lateral access where it is otherwise 
legally allowed. During the review process TRPA or the California State Lands 
Commission could require reasonable project design elements to maintain legal 
public access. Project modifications could include access paths around or under 
structures; or ladders, ramps, or other structural features that provide public access 
over structures. Any structural components required to maintain lateral public access 
(e.g., ladders to provide access over a pier), would be exempt from visible mass 
offset requirements.  

O10-21 The comment poses several questions about the fleet composition at Lake Tahoe and 
California Air Resources Board emission inventory. More information on air emissions from 
boating activity is provided in Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions. 

O10-22 The comment pertains to public safety hazards related to inexperienced boat operators. This 
issue is addressed on pages 15-17 and 15-18 of Chapter 15, “Public Health and Safety,” in 
the Draft EIS. The response to comment A1-15 provides information on existing and 
proposed boater safety certification requirements.  
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Letter 
O11 

Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association 
July 9, 2018 

 

O11-1 The comment provides background about the Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association 
(TKPOA).  

O11-2 The comment provides a summary of TKPOA’s meetings with TRPA and expresses support for 
Alternative 2. It also expresses TKPOA’s desire to be informed about how the Shoreline Plan 
will be implemented. The comment is noted. 

O11-3 The comment expresses a desire to maintain the current TKPOA boat dock permitting 
process. If a future MOU with TRPA that outlines this process is required, TKPOA requests 
assistance from TRPA to write the MOU. As stated in Section 2.6.9, “Tahoe Keys,” of the 
Draft EIS, “the development standards in the Shoreline Plan would not apply to the docks 
and slips located in the lagoons of TKPOA but would apply to the Tahoe Keys Marina” (Draft 
EIS page 2-14).  

O11-4 The comment requests additional information regarding the collection of mooring fees for 
moorings within the TKPOA lagoons. Additional information on fees associated with the 
proposed Shoreline Plan is included in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of 
this Final EIS. TKPOA representatives are encouraged to coordinate with TRPA staff to 
develop the most efficient process for collecting fees. 
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Letter 
O12 

Tahoe Lakefront Owners Association 
July 9, 2018 

 

O12-1 The comment provides introductory text regarding the Tahoe Lakefront Owners’ Association’s 
(TLOA’s) interest in the Shoreline Plan.  

O12-2 The comment states that baseline information in the Draft EIS fails to account for mooring 
behind breakwaters, at private slips, and outside of boathouses, and it suggests that these 
moorings should be considered legally existing and be excluded from the mooring cap. The 
Draft EIS includes a good-faith estimate of the existing number of slips and other moorings 
on Lake Tahoe. As described in Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Estimates and in 
Draft EIS Appendix A, the EIS incorporates a reasonable estimate of the number of moorings 
based on the best available information. The EIS conservatively estimates the amount of 
boating activity associated with boat slips by assuming that all slips would be occupied 
although in practice not all slips are occupied. This assumption overestimates the amount of 
boating activity associated with existing slips. As a result, even if additional slips are located 
on the lake, they would not result in more boating activity than assumed in the Draft EIS. 

O12-3 The comment suggests amending the EIS to include a discussion of sailboats. In Section 
2.4.2, “Motorized Boat Use,” the Draft EIS describes sailboats as a component of boat use 
on Lake Tahoe. 

O12-4 The comment objects to language in Table 2-3 of the Draft EIS that describes enforcement of 
pier design standards for pier reconstructions. Currently, the existing shorezone ordinances 
permit ongoing use, maintenance, and repairs of existing structures in their current design 
configuration.  

 Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, a legally existing pier that does not comply with location 
or design standards may continue as a legal nonconforming structure and may be 
maintained and repaired. However, a nonconforming pier may not expand, and any pier 
expansion would be required to comply with the design standards for a new pier. A legal 
nonconforming pier may be modified if the modification brings the pier into greater 
compliance with location and design standards, does not increase the degree of 
nonconformance with any standard, and meets the other requirements outlined in Section 
82.7.1 of the proposed Shoreline Code (TRPA 2018). 

 The term “rebuilt” in Table 2-3 is intended to refer to the modification or expansions of 
existing piers, not the rebuild of existing piers with no change to the size, location, or design 
of the existing pier. For clarity, Table 2-3 in the Draft EIS is revised as follows: 

Piers 

Limit the rate or new pier development. X  X  

Enforce pier design standards for new, modified, and expanded rebuilt piers. X X X X 

Provide incentives for the transfer of piers out of stream mouth protection 
areas and scenic travel units that are not in attainment of thresholds. X  X X 

Require minimum of 40-foot setbacks from adjacent pierheads. X    

Include transfer ratios to allow some shoreline structures to be removed and 
rebuilt elsewhere with a 2:1 reduction in the number of structures    X 

This comment requests that the Draft EIS be revised to allow pier relocations and transfers to 
areas with the same sensitivity or less sensitive areas. The language in the Draft EIS refers to 
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scenic sensitivity: “Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, piers could be relocated or 
transferred within the same scenic unit or to another scenic unit that is in attainment of 
scenic threshold standards. Piers could not be transferred to a scenic unit that is out of 
attainment” (Draft EIS page 2-33). This language appears to be consistent with the request 
in the comment.  

O12-5 The comment requests the addition of the provision that Water Intake Protection Areas 
include only public drinking water intakes, not private intakes. TRPA Code Section 60.3.3B 
refers to drinking water sources as those that serve five or more user service connections in 
the region; therefore, the Water Intake Protection Areas include both public and private 
drinking water intakes meeting that criterion.  

The comment also suggests excluding watercraft storage behind breakwaters and private 
harbors. It appears to request that moorings behind breakwaters and private harbors not be 
included in the numerical cap for moorings. As stated in the “Moorings” subsection in 
Section 2.8.1, “Alternative 1 – Proposed Shoreline Plan,” all structures that allow for 
overnight mooring of watercraft on Lake Tahoe regardless of location in the lake would be 
regulated. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which 
describes how suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

O12-6 The comment suggests that the Draft EIS include a description of buoy allocations to HOAs 
and other buoy fields. Page 2-25 of the Draft EIS provides a summary of the allocation of 
buoys to buoy fields. Additional details on the allocation of buoy permits are provided in the 
proposed TRPA Code amendments (TRPA 2018). 

The comment requests that buoy owners with a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers permit be 
eligible for first-issue TRPA permits. The Draft EIS states that “[t]he Shoreline Plan would first 
issue permits to existing buoys that do not have a TRPA permit based on presentation of (a) a 
valid buoy permit issued by a federal or state agency with appropriate jurisdiction or (b) clear 
evidence of the existence of the buoy(s) before 1972” (Draft EIS page 2-25). 

The comment also contends that the Steering Committee did not agree that buoy 
allocations—apart from those specifically set aside for marinas—would be available to all 
applicants. At the Steering Committee meeting on August 10, 2018 (after this comment was 
submitted), all members agreed to the provision described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS, 
“Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” that would allow all second-call buoys to be 
available to all applicants except for 100 buoys that would be available only to marinas and 
public agencies.  

O12-7 The comment requests clarification of buoy field design standards. In response to this 
comment, paragraph 3 on page 2-26 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and 
Alternatives,” in the Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

All buoys serving HOAs or commercial or tourist uses would continue to be required to 
be in a buoy field. Buoy fields would be designed in a grid using the following setback 
and spacing standards: same setback and spacing standards as for littoral parcels (a 
minimum 20 feet from adjacent property boundaries, and a minimum 50 feet from 
other legally existing buoys) and 300 feet in width 1) 50 feet from all legally existing 
buoys, 2) no greater than 600 feet lakeward from elevation 6,220 feet LTD, as 
measured horizontally, and 3) at least 20 feet from adjacent littoral parcel projection 
lines boundaries. TRPA could approve deviations from these standards based on site-
specific considerations, including neighboring uses and structures, state permit 
requirements, U.S. Coast Guard recommendations, navigational considerations, and 
bathymetric constraints.  
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O12-8 The comment requests that the exchange or upgrade of a boat lift should not be considered 
a reconfiguration of a pier. Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, which describes how proposed revisions to the Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

O12-9 The comment suggests that pier length, as it relates to low-water adaptation, is not described 
consistently in the EIS but does not provide any specifics; no response is possible. The 
comment also clarifies that in Table 2-5, side setbacks for piers should read “from projected 
property lines” rather than “from the property edge.” Table 2-5 has been revised in response 
to this comment. 

Table 2-5 Alternative 1 Pier Design Standards 

Specification Single Use 

Multiple Use1 

Serves One to Two 
Units 

Serves Three to 
Four Units or Two 
Littoral Parcels 

Serves Five to 20 
Units or 

Three Littoral 
Parcels 

Serves More Than 
20 Units or More 
Than Four Littoral 

Parcels 

Length2 

To 6,219 feet LTD 
or pierhead line, 
whichever is more 
limiting 

Same as single use 

To 6,219 feet LTD 
or 30 feet lakeward 
of pierhead line, 
whichever is more 
limiting 

To 6,219 feet LTD 
or 30 feet lakeward 
of pierhead line, 
whichever is more 
limiting 

To 6,219 feet LTD 
or 30 feet lakeward 
of pierhead line, 
whichever is more 
limiting 

Width Maximum 10 feet  Same as single use Maximum 15 feet3 Maximum 15 feet3 Maximum 15 feet3 

Side setback 

Minimum 20 feet 
from each property 
edge for new piers, 
and 5 feet from 
projected property 
edge line for 
existing piers 

Same as single use 

Visible mass4 Maximum 220 
square feet Same as single use Maximum 400 

square feet 
Maximum 460 
square feet 

Maximum 520 
square feet 

Location 

Minimum 40 feet 
from any other pier, 
measured at the 
pierhead 

Same as single use 

Catwalk 
Maximum 3 feet 
wide and 30 feet 
long 

Same as single use 
Maximum 3 feet 
wide and 45 feet 
long 

Maximum 3 feet 
wide and 45 feet 
long 

Maximum 3 feet 
wide and 45 feet 
long 

Boat lift 1 allowed Same as single use Up to 4 allowed Up to 4 allowed Up to 4 allowed 
1 Residential units may have access to a pier structure, even if they are located in the upland. Upland units are eligible for a multiple-

use pier at the development standards identified above. Littoral parcels also have access to multiple-use pier structures at the 
development standards identified above. Note that more than one residential property can be located on a single littoral parcel. 
These development standards have been identified to limit the size of a pier serving multiple upland units that have only one littoral 
parcel. 

2 If an applicant (including marinas) needs additional pier length for proper function, TRPA standards would allow up to an additional 
15 feet lakeward of the pierhead line, provided that the increase in water depth over the additional 15 feet is a minimum of 0.5 foot, 
or 6 inches (equal to 3-percent grade). 

3 The visible mass calculations must include catwalks, but a boat lift, boat, and safety railings do not have be included. Visible mass 
above the limits specified above must be mitigated. 

4 Flexibility in the design of the pierhead is allowed for multiple-use piers to accommodate multiple simultaneous users. The pierhead 
design must be included in the visible mass calculation. 
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O12-10 The comment contends that the Draft EIS does not address the effects of public piers, 
particularly with respect to cumulative effects. The comment does not provide any specific 
information on areas alleged to be incomplete or inadequate. The Draft EIS describes 
provisions that relate to public piers under each alternative in Chapter 2, “Description of 
Proposed Project and Alternatives,” and evaluates their effects throughout Chapters 4–16. 
Cumulative effects, including those associated with public piers, are addressed in Chapter 17. 
The cumulative effects of a public piers are similar to those of private piers and are discussed 
in the “Hydrology and Water Quality,” “Recreation,” “Terrestrial Biological Resources (Wildlife 
and Vegetation),” and “Public Health and Safety” sections of Chapter 17. Additionally, public 
pier applications would be subject to additional environmental review, and the approval of 
public piers would be based on the proposed location, objectives, public benefit, and 
environmental impacts of the proposed pier and its consistency with adopted plans. 

O12-11 The comment questions how piers would be permitted in visually sensitive shoreline types 
and notes that pier development potential could be retired in the same or another visually 
sensitive shoreline unit. The Draft EIS describes the number of new piers that could be 
permitted (page 2-28): 

The 128 new private piers would be distributed around Lake Tahoe based on 
jurisdictional boundaries as shown in Table 2-6. The number of piers that would be 
allocated to each jurisdiction is based on the proportion of parcels eligible for piers 
within that jurisdiction. To reduce the potential scenic impacts of piers, only multiple-
use piers would be allowed in visually sensitive shoreline character types, up to the 
limits shown in Table 2-6. In addition, each pier would be required to be a minimum 
of 40 feet from any adjacent pier.  

The comment is correct that new multiple-use piers could result in the retirement of pier 
development potential within visually sensitive shoreline character types. The retirement of 
development potential could change the proportion of parcels eligible for piers. However, the 
maximum number of piers allocated to each jurisdiction and to visually sensitive character 
types would not change from the limits shown in Draft EIS Table 2-6. 

O12-12 The comment asks how many new private piers would be allowed on the visually dominated 
shoreline. Section 9.3, “Affected Environment,” of Chapter 9, “Scenic Resources,” states that 
approximately 2 percent of the shoreline is composed of visually dominated character types. 
This character type includes all marinas and other areas with large, prominent buildings; high 
boat density and buoy fields; equipment; and commercial activity. Based on a geographic 
information system query of private parcels that do not have existing piers and meet other 
eligibility requirements, an estimated five parcels are potentially eligible for new private piers 
within visually dominated character types under the proposed Shoreline Plan. The actual 
number may be higher or lower based on site-specific constraints and eligibility 
considerations. 

O12-13 The comment requests additional information and discussion of the allocation of piers under 
a lottery. Refer to the proposed TRPA Code (TRPA 2018) for details on allocation processes 
and to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how 
proposed revisions to the Shoreline Plan are considered. 

O12-14 The comment addresses the requirements that pertain to the transfer of piers from one site 
to another. It states that pier transfers should not be required to make a finding that the 
receiving location is less sensitive than the sending location. It also states that for pier 
transfers, both the sending parcel and the receiving parcel would need to meet scenic 
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requirements and that mitigation would be required only for impacts associated with the 
receiving parcel.  

Pier relocations, transfers, and conversions are addressed on page 2-33 of Chapter 2, 
“Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives.” The Draft EIS states that the objective of 
the transfer allowances is to relocate piers from more sensitive to less sensitive areas. This 
goal is implemented through restrictions on the transfer of piers to a scenic travel unit that is 
not in attainment of threshold standards. The proposed Shoreline Plan would not require a 
finding that the receiving site is less sensitive. 

With a pier transfer, the receiving site would be required to comply with all standards that are 
applicable to a new pier, including scenic requirements. At the sending site, the pier would 
be removed, and the site would be restored to a natural state, and the sending parcel would 
be required to achieve a minimum contrast rating of 25. 

O12-15 The comment requests revision of requirements for nonconforming pier expansions, 
expressing the desire that an applicant need meet only one of the three requirements for an 
expansion and not all three. The requirements for nonconforming pier expansions accurately 
reflect the proposed Shoreline Plan, and all three would need to be met under the proposed 
Shoreline Plan. 

The comment also requests that boat lifts not be included in the definition of “expansion” 
and “modification.” 

O12-16 The comment suggests that the EIS analyze expansion of boat ramps at existing marinas and 
public facilities. As described on page 2-34 of the Draft EIS, the proposed Shoreline Plan 
would allow public boat ramps to be extended farther into the lake to allow for operation 
under fluctuating lake levels. It would not change other existing regulations governing the 
widening of existing boat ramps. A marina could expand an existing boat ramp. Such an 
expansion would be considered a marina expansion as described on page 2-34 of the Draft 
EIS, the effects of which are analyzed throughout Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. 

O12-17 The comment states that existing swim platforms on Lake Tahoe are not considered 
moorings and that “TLOA has no objection to requiring ‘new’ [swim platforms] to use a 
mooring.” Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, 
which describes how proposed revisions to the Shoreline Plan are considered. 

O12-18 The comment contends that because buoy use is seasonal, scenic mitigation requirements 
should require the mitigation of visible mass associated with a buoy and boat. Buoys, when 
in use, create an estimated 83 square feet of visible mass, as identified in Tables 9-2, 9-3, 
and 9-4 of the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS includes Mitigation Measure 9-1a and 9-2a, which 
requires the all new buoys offset the increase in visible mass through the payment of an in-
lieu fee. It is appropriate to offset the full visible mass of buoys with boats because buoys 
tend to be in use during the summer, when people recreate on the lake and are therefore 
affected by the visible mass; and because buoys are located on the lake where there is no 
screening and where their visible affects are more obvious to viewers. 

O12-19 The comment requests that banked scenic credits be transferred with pier transfers. Under 
the proposed Shoreline Plan, scenic credits “could not be transferred or sold to other 
parcels” (Draft EIS page 2-36). Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, which describes how proposed revisions to the Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

O12-20 The comment requests that Mitigation Measure 8-1a be reviewed to provide more practical 
lateral navigation for nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers. In response to this and other 
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comments, Mitigation Measure 8-1a, “maintain nonmotorized access within the no-wake 
zone,” has been revised. The revised mitigation measure is provided in Chapter 4, “Revisions 
and Corrections to the Draft EIS,” in this Final EIS. 

O12-21 The comment requests that the placement of existing and new storage racks at concessions 
be reviewed for impacts on lateral beach access, scenic resources, and sensitive species. All 
existing and new rental concessions would be required to obtain a TRPA permit, would 
therefore be considered a “project” by TRPA and would be subject to project-level 
environmental review, which would consider the topics noted in the comment. 

O12-22 The comment requests that TRPA consider alternative forms of fish habitat mitigation in 
addition to those described on pages 2-38 and 2-39 of the Draft EIS. The requirements 
described on pages 2-38 and 2-39 of the Draft EIS are consistent with the existing TRPA Code 
requirements, which would remain unchanged under the proposed Shoreline Plan. The 
requirements do not preclude the use of a fish habitat mitigation bank or other similar 
arrangements as they comply with the substantive habitat mitigation requirements in the Code. 

O12-23 The comment refers to the description of the public trust easement in California (Draft EIS 
page 2-30) and contends that the proposed MOU between TRPA and the California State Lands 
Commission would increase public use of the shoreline, which could cause environmental 
effects that should be analyzed in the EIS. As described on pages 8-28 and 8-29 of the Draft 
EIS, the proposed Shoreline Plan would include a coordinated review process by TRPA and the 
California State Lands Commission for new, modified, or expanded shoreline structures that 
cross the public trust easement on the California side of Lake Tahoe. This review process 
would not substantially increase access to, or use of, the public trust easement through the 
removal of existing barriers. Rather, it would protect public access by ensuring the proposed 
shoreline structures do not decrease public access. Because this provision of the Shoreline 
Plan would not result in increased use of or access to the shoreline, it would not result in 
additional trespass or environmental effects as suggested in the comment. 

O12-24 The comment asks how the Shoreline Plan will adapt to the environmental benefits of 
improved boating technology over time and suggests that this information be included in the 
project description to prevent overstating environmental impacts. The Draft EIS considers 
new technologies and the future decreases in emissions due to compliance with current 
standards in Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic Biological Resources,” Chapter 6 “Hydrology and 
Water Quality,” and Chapter 10, “Air Quality.” Please refer to Master Response 4 – 
Watercraft Emissions, which provides additional detail on expected decreases in emissions 
as older engines are replaced with newer engines.  

The comment also proposes an adaptive management component of mitigation. 
Monitoring programs and adaptive management strategies associated with the Shoreline 
Plan are described in Master Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the 
Shoreline Plan.  

O12-25 The comment states that the first sentence of Section 5.2.3 in Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic 
Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIS should include “lakeward of the MLW 6223.0 LTD.” 
The first sentence of Section 5.2.3 describes the jurisdiction of the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife. This jurisdiction includes aquatic habitat and species lakeward of 6,223 
LTD, as well as species and habitats landward of that elevation. No change to the Draft EIS is 
necessary. The comment also states that the Nevada Division of State Lands is not a leasing 
agency. Please refer to Chapter 4, “Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS,” which revises 
the text mentioned in the comment to clarify that the Nevada Division of State Lands issues 
permits, not leases.  
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O12-26 The comment expresses concern about the effects of lake elevation on fish habitat and 
suggests that information regarding property owners relocating rocks during low water levels 
is anecdotal. The Draft EIS discusses the effects of lake level on fish habitat in Section 5.3.3, 
“Aquatic Habitat,” where nearshore habitat is discussed in detail. Fines have been levied by 
TRPA for unauthorized shorezone rock removal (e.g., Martis Camp in August 2015). The EIS 
describes rock removal as one of many factors that can affect the condition of fish habitat, 
but the EIS does not determine it will result in a significant impact on fisheries. 

The comment expresses concern that prime fish habitat replacement is above what should 
be required and should be reevaluated. The prime fish habitat relocation is an existing TRPA 
requirement that is carried forward in proposed Shoreline Plan, not a mitigation measure 
prescribed in the EIS. The ratios of prime fish habitat replacement were established by TRPA 
to result in no net reduction in the extent of prime fish habitat and to support maintenance of 
the prime fish habitat threshold. Changes to the proposed prime fish habitat replacement 
requirements would require a change to the proposed Shoreline Plan. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how proposed 
revisions to the Shoreline Plan are considered. 

The comment also states that the Draft EIS does not acknowledge that rock crib piers 
provide offshore habitat. However, the discussion of Impact 5-2 states that the placement of 
piers and buoys in spawning or feed/cover habitat has limited impact on native fish 
populations and that the impacts can be mitigated (Beauchamp et al. 1994:6). The impact 
discussion also states that spawning has been observed in the immediate vicinity of piers 
and buoys (Allen and Reuter 1996). Additionally, empirical observations suggest that boating 
activity associated with piers and buoys does not appear to adversely affect spawning activity 
or egg viability (Beauchamp et al. 1994:6). With this information in mind, TRPA has 
developed Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 to allow new structures to be placed within prime fish 
habitat. The Draft EIS correctly acknowledges that habitat for some fish species is provided 
by rock crib piers. 

O12-27 The comment requests that the EIS provide more information on methods of AIS control and 
how their effectiveness will be monitored. The Draft EIS addresses current TRPA AIS 
management in the discussion of Impact 5-1: Increased risk of AIS introduction or spread. It 
states (Draft EIS page 5-21):  

Efforts are currently underway to control invasive aquatic plants in Lake Tahoe and 
other lakes in the Region. In 2015, a plan was finalized, and feasible control 
strategies for specific invasive species in specific locations began to be implemented. 
Nonetheless, invasive plants continue to spread throughout the lake and continue to 
adversely affect native fishes.  

For more information on TRPA’s AIS management program, please refer to the Lake Tahoe 
Region Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan (TRPA 2014). TRPA would continue and 
expand, through additional funding provided through the proposed Shoreline Plan, its 
program of AIS management. Details on the additional funding for AIS control included in the 
proposed Shoreline Plan is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program” of 
this Final EIS. 

O12-28 The comment suggests that the construction-related impacts discussed in the Draft EIS are 
overstated because simultaneous pier construction and pile driving would not occur. The 
discussion of Impact 5-3 includes a statement that approximately 12 piers would be 
constructed during each 2-year period and conservatively assumes that these 12 piers could 
be constructed simultaneously. It further states that relative to the 72-mile shoreline, even 
under this conservative approach to the analysis, the impact would be small. Furthermore, 
the document states that it is expected that allocation of other shoreline structures, 
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redevelopment of structures, and expansion of marinas would be naturally phased as the 
plan is implemented through buildout in year 2040. The analysis of Impact 5-3 concludes 
that, even in the case of simultaneous construction, the impact would be less than 
significant. While the comment is correct that that it is unlikely that 12 piers would be 
constructed concurrently, this statement is consistent with the assumptions in the EIS and 
the conservative analysis in the Draft EIS is appropriate. 

O12-29 The comment expresses the opinion that the Draft EIS should acknowledge the positive 
effects of rock crib piers. Section 5.3.3, “Aquatic Habitat,” describes the study by 
Beauchamp et al. (1994), who studied piers and cribs to determine whether these structures 
affected fish densities. The researchers reported that piers had no significant effect on 
littoral fish density, but that piers may positively affect fish abundance when the lake level is 
higher because some species may use the shaded areas under docks as cover. Allen and 
Reuter (1996) conducted another study to determine whether piers and/or cribs affected 
fish spawning success. The researchers reported that substrate was more important than 
pier presence for littoral fish spawning success (Allen and Reuter 1996). The study 
concluded that areas of gravel replaced by pier piles should be mitigated to ensure no loss of 
spawning habitat. 

 The comment recommends adding a program to the Shoreline Plan to study the effects of 
artificial structures adjacent to spawning habitat and including a discussion of the 
importance of vertical offshore structures in the Draft EIS. A future program to study the 
effects of artificial structures is not proposed as a component of the Shoreline Plan. The 
discussion of Impact 5-4 states that vertical offshore structures offer multiple benefits for 
predatory fishes and that juvenile salmonids and small native fishes face increased 
predation pressures when swimming around these structures (Draft EIS page 5-37) (Kahler 
et al. 2000. Nonetheless, studies have shown that piers have limited to no impact on 
spawning by Lake Tahoe’s native fish populations and that impacts can be mitigated by 
placing suitable substrates in other areas (Beauchamp et al. 1994; Allen and Reuter 1996). 

O12-30 The comment refers to the discussion of Impact 5-5: Recreation-related impacts, which 
begins on page 5-41 of the Draft EIS, and suggests that the EIS discuss positive impacts on 
recreation from allowing piers and buoys. The comment is correct that adding new moorings 
and piers under the plan could result in beneficial impacts for some recreation users. The 
impact referred to in the comment address potential adverse effects on fisheries and aquatic 
biology from recreation. The Draft EIS recognizes the benefits of shoreline structures in the 
discussion of Impact 8-2. Additional discussion of the recreational benefits of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan is included in the Threshold Findings included in the September 26, 2018, 
TRPA staff Report to the RPIC. 

O12-31 The comment refers to the discussion of Impact 5-5 on page 5-44 of the Draft EIS, which 
states that, generally, recreationists park their motorized boats on beaches for no more than 
loading and unloading. The comment suggests clarifying the limited degree of boat parking in 
this section.  

In response to this comment, the fifth paragraph on page 5-44 is revised as follows: 

Shoreline Parking 
There are numerous piers, slips, marinas, and docks along the lake that provide boat 
parking. However, some boaters sometimes choose to park their boats along the 
shoreline for short periods for loading and unloading purposes. Shoreline parking 
occurs more frequently and potentially for longer periods on busy boating days (i.e., 
summer holiday weekends) when boat parking structures are full. When parking on 
the shoreline, boaters generally prefer parking on sandy areas instead of gravel or 
rocky substrate. Parking on the shoreline can potentially crush eggs or disrupt 
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juveniles or spawning adults. Tui chub are the only fish that spawn in shallow water 
sandy habitats; however, they are night spawners. Further, tui chub do not build 
nests and their eggs are not necessarily concentrated into one area (Moyle 2002). 
Therefore, the likelihood of any given boat crushing numerous fish eggs when it parks 
in sandy areas is generally low. Nonetheless, tui chub eggs would be subject to 
movement by wave and wake motion created by boats. 

The revisions shown above are included in Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft 
EIS,” of this Final EIS. These clarifications do not alter the conclusions with respect to the 
significance of any environmental impact. 

O12-32 The comment states that pile driving and other construction techniques would not cause soil 
erosion and that BMPs protect water quality and prevent soil erosion. The potential for soil 
erosion is heightened during construction of piers and their access paths, boat ramps, and 
other structures in the shorezone because of ground disturbance and loss of vegetation. The 
analysis of construction effects outside of submerged lands is provided in the discussion of 
Impact 7-2. Construction activities would be required to comply with existing regulations and 
permit conditions that would prevent a significant impact related to soil erosions. This finding 
is consistent with the comment. The effects of construction activities below the high-water 
mark (e.g., pile driving) are addressed in the discussion of Impact 6-1 in Chapter 6, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality.”  

O12-33 The comment identifies occupants of public beaches and beach equipment as an impact on 
scenic views of the shore from Lake Tahoe. People and temporary objects brought to the 
beach for limited periods (on the order of hours) are not evaluated as a part of the scenic 
threshold evaluations because of their temporary and short-term nature, nor would the 
Shoreline Plan alternative result in a substantial increase in beach use or beach equipment.  

O12-34 The comment expresses concern that trespassing on private property is a significant and 
growing problem. The comment also notes that the EIS implies that private owners are 
restricting access by building fences and piers and that there is no TRPA Code requirement 
for public access along the shoreline. 

The comment refers to a discussion in Section 8.3, “Affected Environment” in Chapter 8, 
“Recreation,” of the Draft EIS. This section summarizes existing conditions related to 
recreation, not the effects of the Shoreline Plan. 

With respect to the concern for trespassing on private property, the Shoreline Plan would 
regulate new structures in the shorezone of Lake Tahoe, such as additional piers and boat 
ramps. Trespass on private property would typically occur from people walking along the 
beach, which would not be caused by implementation of the plan.  

As noted on page 8-28 of the Draft EIS, the Nevada side of Lake Tahoe does not have a 
public trust easement along the shoreline on private land; “thus, lateral access along the 
shoreline cannot be guaranteed or enforced and there would be no change to lateral access 
on private land in Nevada with implementation of any of the alternatives.” None of the 
alternatives propose changes to regulate access to the public along the shoreline in Nevada, 
and, as the comment suggests, TRPA Code does not include any regulations that require 
private property owners to provide access to the public on their land in Nevada. However, in 
California, a California public trust easement covers the area between the high- and low-
water marks (elevations 6,229 and 6,223 feet LTD) on the California side of Lake Tahoe. 
Public access is allowed within this public trust easement. To meet this requirement, the 
alternatives would require that TRPA and the California State Lands Commission adopt an 
MOU that would provide a review process that protects public lateral access within the public 
trust easement in California (see pages 2-39 and 8-28 of the Draft EIS). The MOU that would 
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be implemented with the plan would require new shorezone structures to provide access 
either over or around the structure in order to maintain legal access within the public trust 
easement in California. 

O12-35 The comment states that there is an error in the discussion of pier lights on page 9-1 of the 
Draft EIS. The comment states that pier lighting is currently allowed for safety, and that it 
would continue to be allowed under the proposed Shoreline Plan. The fourth paragraph on 
page 9-1 of the Draft EIS is revised to improve clarity as shown below: 

Development under the Shoreline Plan alternatives would not produce new sources 
of light or glare. Piers and boat ramps would be prohibited from having lighting, 
except for limited cases where public safety lighting is required, Where pier lighting is 
necessary for safety, it would be directed downward and only onto the pier deck, 
would not exceed two feet in height above the pier deck, would be the minimum 
illumination necessary to ensure safety, and would comply with all applicable 
standards in TRPA Code Chapter 36.and oOther shorezone structures such as buoys, 
slips, boat lifts, and swim platforms would not include lights. The components of 
marina expansions regulated by the Shoreline Plan under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 (or 
new marinas under Alternative 2) would also not generally be associated with new 
sources of light or glare, because they would be related to additional moorings. 
Reflective materials would not be allowed in construction of any new shorezone 
structures. Therefore, impacts on light and glare are not addressed in detail in this 
chapter. 

O12-36 The comment objects to the requirements of Mitigation Measure 9-1a: Offset the visible 
mass of buoys, and contends that because buoy use is seasonal, a sliding scale of mitigation 
should be implemented. Refer to the response to comment O12-18, which addresses this 
topic. 

O12-37 The comment expresses concern about the information sources in Chapter 14, “Terrestrial 
Biological Resources (Wildlife and Vegetation).” It also suggests that minor projects and the 
repair of existing structures would not affect biological resources because on-going use 
occurs near existing structures. It also objects to TYC surveys at times when Lake Tahoe is at 
the highest lake level.  

As described in Section 14.4.1, “Methods and Assumptions,” on page 14-14 of the Draft EIS, 
the analysis of potential impacts on terrestrial wildlife and vegetation is based on data 
review, resource mapping, environmental review documents, and technical studies as listed 
in Section 14.1, “Introduction.” 

Although use of existing structures already occurs, as the comment notes, the repair of 
existing structures and minor projects could still affect wildlife and vegetation. Such impacts 
could include (for waterfowl) construction noise, visual disturbance, and increased human 
activity (Draft EIS page 14-17) and (for TYC) equipment access, site preparation, trampling, 
soil disturbance, and dust deposition (Draft EIS page 14-23). New activities generated or 
spurred by implementation of the Shoreline Plan, including exempt or qualified exempt 
activities, would require mitigation, as identified in Mitigation Measures within Chapter 14 of 
the Draft EIS. 

TYC surveys would be necessary “for any projects that could affect TYC,” as identified in 
Mitigation Measure 14-2 (see revised Mitigation Measure 14-2 in Chapter 4, “Revisions and 
Corrections to the Draft EIS,” of this Final EIS). This TYC mitigation was developed at a 
program level commensurate with the broad nature of the Shoreline Plan to provide 
adequate protection of TYC and therefore does not unnecessarily narrow the scope of what 
could potentially be required at project-level review. Future projects would be subject to 
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project-level review by TRPA and may require a different standard of investigation, including 
specific survey requirements and survey protocols (as identified in the conservation strategy 
for TYC [Stanton et al. 2015]), based on site-specific considerations. 

O12-38 The comment asserts that waterfowl (especially resident geese) affect Lake Tahoe’s water 
quality and nearshore conditions, and recommends that the EIS consider these effects.  

The existing condition of Lake Tahoe water quality is discussed in the Draft EIS in Section 
6.3, “Affected Environment,” in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” The effects of 
geese and other waterfowl on Lake Tahoe are unrelated to the activities proposed under the 
Shoreline Plan and therefore beyond the scope of this EIS. 

O12-39 The comment requests identification of all designated disturbance zones for osprey and 
other special interest species. Current, known TRPA osprey and bald eagle disturbance zones 
and waterfowl population sites are identified in Exhibit 14-1 of the Draft EIS. Future mapping 
or data collection efforts by TRPA or others, as well as site-specific investigations for project-
level review, could lead to amendments to the data presented in Exhibit 14-1.  

O12-40 The comment requests information on setbacks and protocols for various wildlife and 
requests that preconstruction wildlife surveys be required only for new pier construction. The 
comment also raises concerns that emergency pier repairs may need to be carried out during 
times when preconstruction surveys are not feasible. 

As identified in Chapter 14, Mitigation Measures 14-1b and 14-2 would require 
preconstruction surveys for waterfowl and TYC, respectively, for activities within the 
shorezone, as appropriate. As discussed above, these mitigation measures were written at a 
program level, and survey requirements and protocols would depend on project-specific 
circumstances. Waterfowl surveys would be carried out during the nesting season and not 
more than 14 days before construction, and TYC surveys would be carried out between the 
June 15 and September 30 growing season before construction. Repair of existing structures 
would be an exempt activity, which may require preconstruction surveys depending on the 
scale of the activity and other, site-specific considerations. 

O12-41 The comment states that littoral property owners should not be responsible for impacts 
resulting from public access along the public trust easement in California, and that impacts 
from increased lateral public access should be analyzed in the EIS. The proposed Shoreline 
Plan does not support increased lateral public access along the public trust easement but 
preserves existing access through the design of piers and other shorezone facilities that 
would allow passage. Avoidance of potential recreation impacts from increased recreational 
activity associated with the Shoreline Plan is included in Mitigation Measure 14-2.  

The comment also states that the Draft EIS does not address the use of design options for 
structures for TYC avoidance. As stated in the response to comment O12-37, TYC surveys 
would be necessary “for any projects that could affect TYC,” as identified in Mitigation 
Measure 14-2 (see revised Mitigation Measure 14-2 in Chapter 4, “Revisions and 
Corrections to the Draft EIS,” in this Final EIS). Final design features that would avoid TYC 
occurrences would be determined only after project-level surveys are complete.  

The comment also contends that existing TYC conservation strategies on public beaches are 
not adequate but does not provide evidence to support for this statement. Mitigation 
Measure 14-2 would apply to all applicable projects, including projects on public lands. The 
Shoreline Plan would not otherwise affect the management of TYC on public beaches. 

O12-42 The comment suggests that structures such as piers and buoys provide a public safety 
function because they serve as visual cues and navigational aids, and because lakefront 
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owners often respond to emergencies. Piers and buoys may aid boaters in avoiding certain 
areas, but they can also present navigational obstacles. The Draft EIS analysis takes a 
reasonably conservative approach in assessing the impact of additional buoys and piers, as 
well as longer piers. As mentioned in the discussion of Impact 15-1: Increase in watercraft 
accidents due to increased boating and navigational hazards, buoys installed in open waters, 
with few or no existing structures in the immediate area, create hazards for watercraft 
operators, particularly at night. If buoys are not properly maintained, they may become 
submerged during fluctuating lake levels. The comment does not consider hazards to 
nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers that are forced to navigate around longer piers and 
new buoys. For these reasons, the Draft EIS provides an adequate and reasonably 
conservative analysis of the impacts of new piers and buoys. 

 The comment also disagrees with the Draft EIS discussion of fences as potential navigational 
hazards. The Draft EIS discusses natural and human-made navigational hazards in Section 
15.3, “Affected Environment,” and suggests that fences installed around the lake during 
times of drought may be inundated as the water levels have risen and may not always be 
visible to watercraft. This is a reasonable assumption. In any case, the proposed project 
would not include or affect fences. Thus, the discussion of fences is not germane to the 
analysis of the Shoreline Plan. 

O12-43 The comment provides additional information regarding emergency response on the lake. It 
recommends that the Draft EIS acknowledge the role that marine contractors play in 
providing prompt emergency response during hazardous material spills and accidents on the 
lake. In response to this comment, page 15-15 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows: 

U.S. Navy 
The U.S. Navy, located at Naval Air Station Fallon in Fallon, NV, provides additional air 
search and rescue capabilities. The U.S. Navy has three SH-60-S rescue helicopters, 
whose primary function is military search and rescue. Their secondary function is 
civilian search and rescue. While the U.S. Navy does perform search and rescue in 
the Lake Tahoe region, the majority of incidents are mountain rescue operations. 
They are rarely involved with incidents in Lake Tahoe (Upham, pers. comm., 2018). 

Local Utility Companies and Marine Contractors 
Sewage collection lines can be located below water level. In the event of an accident, 
spill, or other emergency involving sewer collection lines, marine contractors are 
often called on to assist the local utility because they can promptly mobilize and are 
equipped to intervene. 

O12-44 The comment recommends that the EIS consider impacts on cultural resources from public 
access and increased dispersed recreation.  

Please refer to the response to comment O12-23, which explains how the Shoreline Plan 
would maintain public access to and along the shoreline but would not substantially increase 
dispersed public access to or along the shoreline. The Shoreline Plan would authorize new 
shoreline structures that would result in an incremental increase in boat use. This boat use 
and associated recreation would not involve ground disturbance and would not provide new 
public access to areas with sensitive cultural resources. There is no evidence to suggest the 
additional boat use resulting from the Shoreline Plan would affect cultural resources. The 
construction of shoreline facilities authorized under the Shoreline Plan could affect cultural 
resources. The Draft EIS found that the construction of shoreline facilities could result in 
significant impacts to historic, archeological, and cultural resources (Draft EIS page 16-11 
through 16-16). It prescribes Mitigation Measures 16-1, 16-2, and 16-3, which would reduce 
these impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
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O12-45 The comment suggests that because of time and costs, historical evaluations should be 
conducted on a case-by-case basis rather than be based on structure age. Additionally, the 
comment states that resources should not be considered potentially significant unless they 
have been properly evaluated, that the presence of undiscovered resources along the 
shoreline is unlikely, and therefore that Mitigation Measure 16-1 is not warranted.  

This EIS is a program-level document and as such, does not include a site-specific evaluation 
of individual shoreline structures to determine the historic significance of each structure. 
Historic resources would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis, as suggested in this 
comment. The age of the structure is used as a preliminary screening tool and not the 
definitive basis for evaluation. As described in Mitigation Measure 16-1, applicants would 
identify all historic age structures, and TRPA would determine whether a historic resource 
assessment is warranted on a case-by-case basis. 

Because of the program-level of the evaluation and the unknown locations of future 
development within the shoreline, this impact is considered potentially significant. With 
regard to “undiscovered resources,” Mitigation Measure 16-1 deals with previously 
unevaluated structures. Because development within the shorezone dates back well over 
100 years, it is expected that there would be many previously unevaluated structures that 
would qualify as historic resources. 

The comment correctly notes that TRPA considers historic-age structures to be structures 
over 50 years in age, rather than 45 years. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 
16-1 is revised to clarify requirements for historic evaluations, as follows: 

Mitigation 16-1: Avoid potential effects on historic resources 
Consistent with TRPA Policy C-1.1, the following mitigation measure shall be required 
for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

Once the exact location of the new piers, boat ramps, and any other land-based 
development has been determined and before commencement of earth-disturbing 
activities for construction, applicants shall identify and evaluate all historic-age (over 
5045-years in age) buildings and structures that are proposed to be removed and/or 
modified as part of a historic determination application with TRPA or applicable local 
jurisdiction. This may include TRPA may require the preparation of an historic resource 
assessment and evaluation of resources to determine their eligibility for recognition 
under state, federal, or local criteria. If required, the assessment shall be prepared by 
an architectural historian, or historical architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and Historic Preservation, Professional 
Qualification Standards. If resources are eligible for inclusion in the NRHP, CRHR, or a 
local register are identified, an assessment of impacts on these resources shall be 
included in the report, as well as detailed mitigation measures to avoid impacts.  

The revisions to Mitigation Measure 16-1 do not change the analysis or significance 
conclusions related to any analysis in the Draft EIS. 

O12-46 The comment states that only new structures proposed for locations identified on the TRPA 
historic/cultural resources map or within 600 feet of these locations should be required to 
address cultural and archaeological resource studies.  

The Draft EIS is a program-level document, and cultural resource studies and evaluations 
would be completed, as necessary, on a project-by-project basis. The TRPA historic/cultural 
resources map does not include archaeological sites or all historic structures. Although the 
map provides a basis for understanding previously evaluated historic resources, it should not 
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be used as the only basis to determine necessary future surveys and evaluations. Please 
refer to the response to comment O12-45, above, which addresses when historic evaluations 
are required. 

O12-47 The comment states that the Draft EIS does not present evidence of any potentially 
significant impact associated with Impact 16-2: Cause the degradation of, or adversely affect 
an archaeological resource or Impact 16-3: Degrade ethnic and cultural values, and that 
clearer language needs to be included in Mitigation Measures 16-2 and 16-3 to support the 
adequacy of the mitigation.  

Because the Draft EIS is a programmatic environmental document that covers a large area 
and the specific locations of future shoreline structures are not known, archaeological 
surveys were not conducted as part of this EIS. However, because the Washoe Tribe has 
continually occupied the area, there is the potential to encounter archaeological and ethnic 
resources within the shorezone (Draft EIS pages 16-5 through 16-7). Projects that occur 
within the shorezone could adversely affect previously undiscovered resources. Mitigation 
Measures 16-2 and 16-3 appropriately require that effects on archeological resources and 
cultural and ethnic values would be evaluated on a project-level basis. TRPA has investigated 
and mapped various cultural resources. TRPA would review these records and consult with 
the Washoe Tribe to determine if the area had been previously surveyed, or if due to the 
specific location of the project no archeological resources or cultural or ethnic values would 
be affected. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 16-2 has been revised to 
correct Code references and provide additional clarity on the requirements for archeological 
surveys, as follows: 

Mitigation 16-2: Avoid potential effects on archaeological resources 
Consistent with TRPA Policy C-1.1, TRPA Code Sections 33.3.7, “Discovery of Historic 
Resources,”, 33.4.1., “Subsurface Investigations and Reports,” and 61.1.6-J “Historic 
Resource Protection” and Chapter 67, “Historic Resource Protection,” the following 
mitigation measure would be required for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

 Once the exact location of the new piers, boat ramps, dredging, or any other 
ground-disturbing project development (excluding buoys and the repair or 
replacement of existing structures) has been determined and before 
commencement of earth-disturbing activities for construction, applicants shall 
retain a qualified archaeologist to conduct archaeological surveys of the portion of 
the site that is subject to ground disturbance, as part of a historic determination 
application with TRPA or applicable local jurisdiction. To ensure that new or 
expanded facilities and uses do not adversely affect potentially buried 
archaeological deposits, an underwater archaeological survey shall also be 
conducted to identify, evaluate, and protect significant submerged cultural 
resources prior to activities that would disturb the lakebed. TRPA may waive the 
requirement for an archeological survey after consultation with the Washoe Tribe of 
Nevada and California, only if the Washoe Tribe determines that, due to the specific 
location and characteristics of the proposed project, the project would not be likely 
to affect archeological resources and cultural and ethnic values. 

 The applicant shall follow recommendations identified in the survey, which may 
include activities such as subsurface testing, designing, and implementing a 
Worker Environmental Awareness Program, construction monitoring by a qualified 
archaeologist, avoidance of sites, or preservation in place.  

 All projects shall include the following requirements as a condition of approval: If 
evidence of any prehistoric or historic-era subsurface archaeological features or 
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deposits are discovered during construction-related earth-moving activities (e.g., 
ceramic shard, trash scatters, lithic scatters), all ground-disturbing activity in the 
area of the discovery shall be halted and the appropriate jurisdiction and TRPA 
shall be notified immediately. A qualified archaeologist shall be retained to assess 
the significance of the find. If the find is a prehistoric archeological site, the 
appropriate Native American group shall be notified. If the archaeologist 
determines that the find does not meet NRHP, NVSRHP, or CRHR standards of 
significance, as applicable, for cultural resources, construction may proceed. If the 
archaeologist determines that further information is needed to evaluate 
significance, a data recovery plan shall be prepared. If the find is determined to be 
significant by the qualified archaeologist (i.e., because the find is determined to 
constitute either an historical resource or a unique archaeological resource), the 
archaeologist shall work with the project applicant to avoid disturbance to the 
resources, and if complete avoidance is not feasible in light of project design, 
economics, logistics, and other factors, follow accepted professional standards in 
recording any find including submittal of the recordation forms required by the 
applicable SHPO and location information to the appropriate information center. 

The revisions to Mitigation Measure 16-1 do not change the analysis or significance 
conclusions related to any analysis in the Draft EIS. 
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Letter 
O13 

Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 
May 24, 2018 

 

O13-1 The comment expresses concern about buoy fields adjacent to the North Tahoe Public Utility 
District water intake. It states that the water intake has been damaged in the past from 
boating activity and asks if the enhanced enforcement program associated with the 
Shoreline Plan will involve the removal of illegal buoys. 

Illegal buoy enforcement and the removal of existing unpermitted buoys would occur as part of 
the proposed Shoreline Plan. Existing unpermitted buoys that are eligible could obtain a TRPA 
buoy permit during the first years after adoption of the Shoreline Plan (see page 2-25 of the 
Draft EIS). TRPA has committed to implementing an enforcement program to identify and 
remove existing unpermitted buoys that are not eligible for or do not obtain a TRPA permit prior 
to authorizing any new buoys. Additional details on the unpermitted buoy enforcement program 
are provided in in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program” of this Final EIS. 

O13-2 The comment requests inclusion of a communication mechanism on a case-by-case, as 
needed basis, between the users of buoys and TRPA to protect water intakes in the event of 
an emergency that could lead to damage or harm to a water intake. The suggested 
communication mechanism is not included as part of the proposed Shoreline Plan but could 
be developed on a case-by-case, as needed, basis, as the comment suggests. The 
commenter is encouraged to contact TRPA planning staff to discuss if and where such a 
mechanism is needed. Please also refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which describes how proposed revisions to 
the Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
O14 

North Tahoe Public Utility District 
May 24, 2018 

 

O14-1 The comment requests that TRPA require that existing, permitted buoys that are too close to 
a drinking water intake be moved, but it does not specify a specific buffer distance.  

Under the proposed Shoreline Plan, the current provision for consultation with water 
purveyors when evaluating permit applications that are within 600 feet of a drinking water 
intake would be expanded to ¼ mile (Draft EIS page 2-23).  
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Letter 
O15 

Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 
July 2, 2018 

 

O15-1 The comment provides introductory information about the organization’s priorities regarding 
the Shoreline Plan and commends TRPA for expanding the requirement to consult with the 
Tahoe Water Suppliers Association (TWSA) on projects to those within one-quarter mile of a 
drinking water intake. The comment also states that TWSA supports Alternative 1, the 
proposed Shoreline Plan, provided TRPA adopts language to require that permit applications 
for all shoreline structures located within one-quarter mile of a public drinking water consult 
with TWSA. The currently proposed language refers only to piers. However, TRPA would 
inform TWSA of shoreline permit applications as they are considered by the Shorezone 
Review Committee, which would allow TWSA to comment on any proposed Shoreline permit. 

O15-2 The comment requests Code revisions similar to those requested above in comment O15-1—
that TRPA consult TWSA for applications for all shoreline structures proposed within one-
quarter mile of a public drinking water intake. Please refer to the response to comment 
O15-1, above. 

O15-3 The comment supports Mitigation Measure 5-1a, which requires that all marinas prepare and 
implement marina AIS management plans. This mitigation measure, described on page 5-25 
of the Draft EIS, states that marinas would be required to implement such plans within 3 
years after the Shoreline Plan is adopted. The comment also expresses support for elements 
of the proposed Shoreline Plan that would improve concessionaire operations and fueling 
practices. Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, 
which describes how comments in support of, or opposed to, the proposed Shoreline Plan 
are considered. 
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3.4 INDIVIDUALS 

 

Letter 
I1 

Paul Adams 
July 9, 2018 

 

I1-1 The comment does not support shoreline development and expresses support for 
Alternative 4. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which provides details on how comments that express support 
for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed 
Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I2 

Anonymous 
July 5, 2018 

 

I2-1 The comment questions why the beach was not raked/groomed with sand cleaning 
equipment when the lake was low. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I3 

David Antonucci 
June 26, 2018 

 

I3-1 The comment states that the length of Lake Tahoe’s shoreline is incorrectly identified in the 
Draft EIS and should be 75.1 miles. The comment is correct in that the University of 
California, Davis, Tahoe Environmental Research Center identifies the length of shoreline as 
approximately 75 miles in the 2018 State of the Lake Report (Tahoe Environmental 
Research Center 2018). The proposed Shoreline Plan and the Draft EIS state that the 
shoreline is approximately 72 miles long. All analyses that quantify the distance around the 
shoreline or size of the lake incorporate geographic information system analysis based on 
the best available remote-sensing data at the lake level appropriate for each particular 
analysis. The shoreline length varies by lake level, and the difference between 75 and 72 
miles is small. For these reasons, the conclusions would not be affected if the environmental 
analysis assumed that the shoreline was 75 miles long.  
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Letter 
I4 

Karen Bachland 
July 9, 2018 

 

I4-1 The comment notes an observed increase in the number of boats, especially in the shore 
area, over the last 50 years and states that additional docks will only increase boat traffic. 
The Draft EIS analyzes the expected changes in boating activity that would occur under each 
Shoreline Plan alternative. Refer to Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Assumptions, 
in Section 3.1, which provides additional details on expected changes in boating activity. 
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Letter 
I5 

Marguerite Bachand 
July 9, 2018 

 

I5-1 The comment states that there has been an increase in boat traffic and associated noise 
pollution since 1970, which harms the ecosystem. The commenter does not support the 
increase in the number of private piers along the shoreline and supports increased 
enforcement of boating regulations. The Draft EIS analyzes the expected changes in boating 
activity that would occur under each Shoreline Plan alternative. Refer to Master Response 3 
– Motorized Boat Use Assumptions, in Section 3.1, which provides additional details on 
expected changes in boating activity. 

 Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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.

 

Letter 
I6 

Philip Bachand 
July 9, 2018 

 

I6-1 The comment states that boats are hazardous to recreationists using nonmotorized 
watercraft, are a source of invasive species introduction to the lake, and cause noise 
pollution. The comment does not support increased pier construction that would increase 
boat use. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of boating on public health and safety, 
recreation, invasive species, and noise in Chapters 15, 8, 5, and 12, respectively.  

 Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered.  
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Letter 
I7 

Thomas Bachand 
July 9, 2018 

 

I7-1 The comment questions the composition of the Steering Committee and why the only private 
groups are the Lake Tahoe Marina Association and the Tahoe Lakefront Owners’ Association. 
This comment pertains to the process used to develop the proposed Shoreline Plan. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I7-2 The comment expresses the opinion that the Shoreline Plan should maintain the moratorium 
on pier development and that private development should not be allowed in publicly owned 
water. It states that the Shoreline Plan accommodates lakefront property owners to the 
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disadvantage of others. This comment also refers to the merits of the plan itself. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. See 
also the response to comment A1-1, which provides additional detail on the purpose of the 
Shoreline Plan relative to private lands. 

 

Letter 
I8 

Laurelee Barnes 
August 12, 2018 

 

I8-1 The comment supports additional buoys, as well as upgrades and additions to public piers. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I9 

Cody Bass 
July 9, 2018 

 

I9-1 The comment recommends that all structures along the shore meet the highest green 
building standards available. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 

I9-2 The comment states that when commercial piers are permitted, public access to the pier 
should be mandatory. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 

I9-3 The comment states that shared piers should be prioritized in the permitting process. 
Prioritization of private pier applications is discussed on page 2-31 of the Draft EIS. Priority 
would be given to applications that serve the greatest number of users. 

I9-4 The comment states that the gas and sanitary waste equipment at the South Shore marinas 
is outdated and needs to be upgraded to the highest environmental standard. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I10 

Veronika Behlmer 
May 9, 2018 

 

I10-1 The comment contends that increasing the number of private piers on Lake Tahoe would 
degrade the beauty of the lake and supports only eight to 10 new public piers. The Draft EIS 
evaluates the scenic effects of new piers under each alternative in Chapter 9, “Scenic 
Resources.” Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition 
to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I11 

Taylor Bennett 
July 9, 2018 

 

I11-1 The comment does not support any increase in the number of shoreline structures or 
increased access for motorized recreation on Lake Tahoe. It suggests that the Shoreline Plan 
does not consider the concerns of those who enjoy nonmotorized use of the lake or the 
consequences of shoreline development. Nonmotorized recreation is analyzed in Chapter 8, 
“Recreation.” The impacts of shoreline development are analyzed in Chapters 4–17. Refer 
also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I12 

Lea Betty 
May 13, 2018 

 

I12-1 The comment supports the protection of Lake Tahoe. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I13 

Kelsi Boyd 
July 9, 2018 

 

I13-1 The comment does not support additional shoreline development or increased boating and 
supports Alternative 4. It suggests that the public comment period on the Draft EIS should be 
extended because it was poorly advertised. Noticing for the Shoreline Plan, Draft EIS 
document release, and public review period included mailing approximately 33,000 fliers to 
all the property owners in the Lake Tahoe Region, publishing or broadcasting seven separate 
stories in local and regional newspapers and on radio and television stations, posting 
information on the TRPA website and the Shoreline Plan website, sending 24 separate 
eblasts to a list of 521 individuals who had expressed interest in the plan, and conducting 36 
briefings with organizations or groups that requested information. These steps exceed the 
noticing requirements for an EIS. 
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Letter 
I14 

Rob Brent 
May 26, 2018 

 

I14-1 The comment asks about the goals of the Shoreline Plan. A description of the goals of the 
plan is provided in Section 2.1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIS, which states that the 
overarching goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreational experience along Lake 
Tahoe’s shores while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for the future. 
Additional detail on the objectives of the Shoreline Plan is provided on pages 1-2 and 1-3 of 
the Draft EIS.  
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Letter 
I15 

Steve Bridges 
July 9, 2018 

 

I15-1 The comment states that the website’s “Shoreline Plan Map” is very unclear and confusing 
because it has no legend or key identifying what the different marks mean and does not 
show exactly where the “Shoreline Area” is located or what its boundaries are. The shorezone 
is shown clearly in the Draft EIS in Exhibit 2-2.  

 

Letter 
I16 

Steve Bridges 
July 9, 2018 

 

I16-1 The comment supports Alternative 4 and asserts that there are already too many private 
shoreline structures on Lake Tahoe. It also expresses concern about boat noise, fireworks, 
herbicide use in the Tahoe Keys, and water quality. Fireworks and herbicide use would not be 
regulated by the Shoreline Plan alternatives and are not within the scope of this EIS. Boat 
noise is evaluated in Chapter 12, “Noise,” of the Draft EIS, and water quality is addressed in 
Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-300 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

Letter 
I17 

Jen Bronken 
June 4, 2018 

 

I17-1 The comment asks whether the sand bar area of South Shore could be removed and used to 
replenish private and public beaches. Dredging material from Lake Tahoe, which qualifies as 
jurisdictional waters of the United States, would require permits from many agencies, 
including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and TRPA. This activity is not part of the Shoreline Plan. Refer to Master Response 1 – 
The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I18 

Robert Byren 
June 7, 2018 

 

I18-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 1, the proposed Shoreline Plan. It asserts 
that placing buoys around the lake to mark the 600-foot no-wake zone could result in a 
safety hazard for water skiers. The alternatives do not include a proposal to place buoys 
along the 600-foot no-wake zone. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I19 

Lisa Cady 
July 9, 2018 

 

I19-1 The comment supports limiting pier construction and Tahoe Keys access to Lake Tahoe. Refer 
to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I20 

Jim Carlson 
July 9, 2018 

 

I20-1 The comment opposes the proposed Shoreline Plan because it would result in more 
development, scenic eyesores, motorized watercraft, noise, pollution, invasive species, and 
traffic. The environmental effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan, including those topics 
raised in the comment, are evaluated in the Draft EIS in Chapters 4–17. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

The comment also expresses disappointment that the alternatives do not include “Motor-Free 
Mondays.” Nonmotorized Mondays are discussed in the Draft EIS in Section 2.10, “Alternatives 
and Features Considered but Dismissed from Further Evaluation” (Draft EIS page 2-52). After 
analyzing this alternative, TRPA staff, Steering Committee members, and representatives of the 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club determined that nonmotorized Mondays would not be enforceable 
because of the numerous private moorings and access points along the shoreline. 
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Letter 
I21 

Simon Cassidy 
July 5, 2018 

 

I21-1 The comment states that implementing Alternative 2 would increase traffic and that boat 
density within a half mile of the shore on weekends is much greater than indicated by the 
boats per acre estimate included in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS evaluates the traffic effects 
of Alternative 2 in Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and Circulation.” See Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, which addresses the comment related to 
boat density. 

 The comment also states that boats are getting longer and have larger drafts and that 
overcrowded mooring fields lead to increased boat damage during windy periods. The 
comment asserts that increasing the density of mooring fields would exacerbate the 
problem. The Shoreline Plan alternatives do not propose to increase the density of mooring 
fields; current setbacks would be maintained.  
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I21-2 The comment states that the permitting process for alteration of existing piers is too 
complicated and expensive. It supports a streamlined permitting process, especially to allow 
modifications that enable the use of piers during low lake levels. As described in Section 2.1, 
“Introduction,” of the Draft EIS, the Shoreline Plan alternatives also involve refining 
permitting processes for shorezone structures. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that 
express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to 
the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I22 

Heather Castro 
July 9, 2018 

 

I22-1 The comment supports Alternative 4. It expresses the opinion that the Shoreline Plan has not 
been well advertised. Noticing for the Shoreline Plan, Draft EIS document release, and public 
review period included mailing approximately 33,000 fliers to all the property owners in the 
Lake Tahoe Region, publishing or broadcasting seven separate stories in local and regional 
newspapers and on radio and television stations, posting information on the TRPA website 
and the Shoreline Plan website, sending 24 separate eblasts to a list of 521 individuals who 
had expressed interest in the plan, and conducting 36 briefings with organizations or groups 
that requested information. These steps exceed the noticing requirements for an EIS. 
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Letter 
I23 

Sarah Chisholm 
June 7, 2018 

 
I23-1 The comment expresses disappointment that the Draft EIS does not evaluate and consider 

an alternative that includes “Motor-Free Monday.” Nonmotorized Mondays are discussed in 
the Draft EIS in Section 2.10, “Alternatives and Features Considered but Dismissed from 
Further Evaluation” (Draft EIS page 2-52). After analyzing this alternative, TRPA staff, 
Steering Committee members, and representatives of the Tahoe Area Sierra Club determined 
that nonmotorized Mondays would not be enforceable because of the numerous private 
moorings and access points along the shoreline.  
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Letter 
I24 

Crumpton Family 
June 7, 2018 

 

I24-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I25 

Thomas E. Crumpton 
June 8, 2018 

 

I25-1 The comment supports Alternative 2 and questions the amount of noise and development 
that additional boating could generate. Boat-generated noise is evaluated in the Draft EIS on 
pages 12-15 through 12-19, and the effects of shoreline structure development are 
evaluated throughout Chapters 4–17. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I26 

Steven Decea 
July 9, 2018 

 

I26-1 The comment suggests that the total number of private piers should be allocated on the 
basis of total parcels, as opposed to the number of potentially eligible parcels remaining, to 
avoid allocating a disproportionate number of piers to California. Refer to Master Response 1 
– The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I26-2 The comment expresses disbelief that development of more than six piers per year would 
adversely affect fish habitat. It suggests that the pier moratorium that has been in place for 
22 years and the proposed annual cap on pier construction are discriminatory to the senior 
population. The effect of piers on fish habitat is analyzed in detail in the discussions of 
Impacts 5-2 and 5-4, which did not conclude that more than six piers per year would degrade 
fish habitat. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition 
to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

I26-3 The comment questions whether the Draft EIS accounts for parcels located between 
properties that already have multiuse piers. The location of these parcels limits their ability to 
be permitted to construct a pier. The comment states that multiuse piers have the same 
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environmental impact as single-use piers of the same size. Additionally, the comment states 
that in locations where the lake bottom drops off steeply, a pier could be significantly smaller 
than it would be in shallow areas of the lake, which would result in a reduced environmental 
impact compared to the impact of larger multiuse piers. The comment expresses support for 
a new category of single-use short piers to encourage the development of very short piers. 
Refer to Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, which 
describes revised pier design standards relative to this comment. 

I26-4 The comment suggests that parcels that do not have reasonable access from the shore to 
the water because of steep terrain should be prioritized for pier permits. The comment 
recommends that short piers constructed in deep water be counted as a half pier or that 
small, floating docks that provide safe access to the lake be allowed. The comment 
recommends adopting a streamlined preliminary private pier application process to 
determine whether there is a reasonable chance of securing the permit before requiring a 
complete application, which is often very costly. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how suggested changes 
to a Shoreline Plan alternative are considered. 
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Letter 
I27 

Geoff Elmore 
May 8, 2018 

 

I27-1 The comment is in favor of increasing access to and storage of motorized boats on the lake 
because it asserts that such a large lake can support more capacity. It states that natural 
conditions should not limit lake access when ramps can be extended and buoys can be moved. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how suggested changes to a Shoreline Plan alternative are considered. 

I27-2 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2 and contends that there are already too 
many building and development restrictions on and around the lake. It asserts that 
Alternative 2 provides adequate environmental protection. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I28 

Geoff Elmore 
July 2, 2018 

 

I28-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2 because it asserts that the lake’s size can 
accommodate the additional development with all the environmental protection efforts that 
are in place. The comment recommends construction of one more marina on the lake, along 
with additional buoys, slips, ramps, and piers. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that 
express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to 
the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I29 

Fabian 
July 5, 2018 

 

I29-1 The comment expresses the opinion that the shoreline in front of the commenter’s 
homeowners association (HOA) office is too restricted and would like to see more access. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-316 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

Letter 
I30 

Julia Feldman 
July 9, 2018 

 

I30-1 The comment expresses the strongest support for Alternative 4 and the next strongest 
support for Alternative 3. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I31 

Lee Frederiksen 
June 19, 2018 

 

I31-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 4 because it meets the objectives of 
protecting and enhancing the environment and providing a fair and reasonable system of 
access while preserving high-quality recreation and public safety. Refer to Master Response 
1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I31-2 The comment states that private piers do not provide a system of fair and reasonable access 
because private piers cross the public trust easement and have not been constructed to 
allow the public to readily and safely cross over them. The comment states that if 
Alternative 1 remains the selected plan, then provisions need to be included to maintain 
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private piers in a way that will ensure safe and reasonable access along the public trust 
easement. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of each alternative on public access along the 
public trust easement in California in the discussion of Impact 8-3, Change access to or 
along the shoreline, on pages 8-28 through 8-30. Additional information on access along the 
public trust easement is included in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. 

 

Letter 
I32 

Ray Garland 
July 9, 2018 

 

I32-1 The comment states that the Shoreline Plan is well thought out, and the commenter 
recommends it for approval. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I33 

Michelle Genosick 
July 3, 2018 

 

I33-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 4 because, in the commenter’s opinion, 
more boating will lead to more people, more noise, more alcohol consumption, more traffic 
backups, and more problems. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I33-2 The comment asks how many trees would be cut down under the proposed Shoreline Plan. 
The exact number of trees that would be removed during future projects permitted under the 
Shoreline Plan cannot be known at this time. The Draft EIS addresses tree removal on page 
14-1, which summarizes the effect as follows: 

 None of the Shoreline Plan alternatives would generate construction or uses that 
would affect old growth forest ecosystems; and, any future tree removal required for 
the construction of new facilities (e.g., marinas, boat ramps) in the shorezone would 
be relatively minor and likely similar in magnitude to potential effects that could 
occur under current ordinances. Additionally, modification of the shorezone chapters 
of the TRPA Code under any of the alternatives would not change existing policies, 
code provisions, project-level environmental review procedures and permitting 
requirements, sensitive design practices, and standard conditions of approval that 
address tree removal…. 

I33-3 The comment states that there is not enough infrastructure around the lake to support the 
increased number of people. The Shoreline Plan alternatives consider various levels of 
shoreline access infrastructure that could be developed in the future, the effects of which are 
evaluated in Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. The effects of the Shoreline Plan on public 
service facilities is evaluated on pages 15-24 through 15-28 of the Draft EIS.  
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Letter 
I34 

Ron and Sally Grassi 
July 4, 2018 

 

I34-1 The comment expresses the opinion that the proposed Shoreline Plan does not include 
increased public access to the lake and focuses too much on adding boats to the lake when 
the lake’s infrastructure is in jeopardy. 

 Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, describes the proposed 
Shoreline Plan’s effects on public access. The proposed Shoreline Plan caps the number of 
private structures that could be developed along the shoreline; includes a design review 
process to ensure that new structures preserve public access where it legally exists; and 
allows for new public access infrastructure, including up to 10 new public piers, two new 
public boat ramps, and 630 new public or marina moorings.  

The effects of the Shoreline Plan on public service facilities are evaluated on pages 15-24 
through 15-28 of the Draft EIS.  

Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I35 

Fred Grosser 
June 30, 2018 

 

I35-1 The comment supports the restoration of Meeks Bay Marina through a public/private 
partnership and notes that the marina provides affordable access for visitors and residents 
of Meeks Bay. The restoration of Meeks Bay Marina could occur under any of the Shoreline 
Plan alternatives. An expansion of the existing marina under the proposed Shoreline Plan 
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would need to be consistent with the marina requirements described on pages 2-34 and 2-
35 of the Draft EIS. 

 

Letter 
I36 

Alice Grulick-Jones 
May 18, 2018 

 

I36-1 The comment opposes the proposed Shoreline Plan and expresses concern that structures 
allowed under Alternative 1 would cause the shoreline to no longer be pretty, peaceful, or 
clean. The effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on scenic quality and noise are evaluated 
in Chapter 9, “Scenic Resources,” and Chapter 12, “Noise,” of the Draft EIS. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I37 

Amber Hall 
June 3, 2018 

 

I37-1 The comment urges that the erosion of a private dirt road (Ham Lane) be considered in the 
Shoreline Plan to protect the lake from further sediment and downstream erosion. The 
comment suggests establishing a mandatory property tax shared by each homeowner to 
recoup the road upgrade costs. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I38 

Karin Hoida 
July 9, 2018 

 

I38-1 The comment urges TRPA to consider accepting applications for HOA buoy permits. It notes 
that HOA buoy fields would serve more users than individually owned, private littoral buoys. 
On page 2-25, the Draft EIS explains how HOA applications would be accepted under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan:  

HOAs would be allowed to apply for new buoys in buoy fields. In the first five years of 
Shoreline Plan implementation, HOAs that have buoys for 50 percent or more of the 
applicable housing units would not be eligible to apply for new buoys. For HOAs that 
are eligible to apply in the first five years, the request for new buoys could be up to a 
20 percent increase of the total number of existing TRPA-permitted moorings (buoys, 
slips, boat lifts, and boat houses). After the first five years, HOAs with buoys for 50 
percent or more of the applicable housing units could apply for additional moorings, 
provided the total number of moorings does not exceed the number of units. Through 
an adaptive management review process, allocation of all buoys, including the 
reserve pool and allocation to associations, would first be revisited the year after the 
2019 Threshold Evaluation Report is issued. Future evaluation of buoy allocations 
would occur at a minimum interval of every 8 years after the first evaluation. 

Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I39 

Katherine Jordan 
July 9, 2018 

 

I39-1 The comment refers to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area (KBSRA) General Plan and 
Pier Rebuild Project. The comment states that KBSRA is a crowded park during summer and 
that the beach cannot support more visitation generated by a pier extension. The Draft EIS 
considers the effects of the KBSRA General Plan and Pier Rebuild Project in Chapter 17, 
“Cumulative Impacts.” 

Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

 

Letter 
I40 

Kathryn Kowalewsxki 
July 9, 2018 

 

I40-1 The comment does not support the proposed Shoreline Plan and expresses concern that it 
could threaten the health of the lake and enjoyment of visitors. The Draft EIS evaluates the 
effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on the environment and recreation in Chapters 4–17. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides 
details on how comments on the merits of a Shoreline Plan alternative are considered, and 
Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which addresses the comment related to the 
recreational enjoyment of visitors. 
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Letter 
I41 

Robert Lambie 
May 23, 2018 

 

I41-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 4 because it meets the goals of enhancing 
recreation for the public and protecting the environment. It asserts that additional buoys 
mostly serve private property owners and provide little recreational benefit to the public. 

Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, describes the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on public recreation. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of 
additional buoys in Chapter 8, “Recreation,” including the distribution of recreation capacity 
between private and public users (Draft EIS pages 8-31 through 8-34). Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I42 

Paola Lancellotti 
June 13, 2018 

 

I42-1 The comment expresses support for dog-free beaches and would prefer if all beaches at 
Lake Tahoe were open for public access and use. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I43 

Brian Loring 
May 14, 2018 

 

I43-1 The comment opposes the proposed Shoreline Plan because of the increased amount of 
boat use and expresses concern about boating accidents associated with the alternative. 
The estimated change in boat use under the proposed Shoreline Plan is described in Chapter 
2 of the Draft EIS, and the risk of an increase in watercraft accidents attributable to 
increased boating and navigational hazards is discussed on pages 15-16 through 15-20. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I44 

Mike Marini 
June 7, 2018 

 

I44-1 The comment addresses the number of geese that migrate to Lake Tahoe and occupy areas 
around the lake. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition 
to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

 

Letter 
I45 

Carol Mazerall 
July 6, 2018 

 

I45-1 The comment observes that visitation to Lake Tahoe is increasing and expresses support for 
more public access to the lake. The comment opposes an increase in buoys and piers and 
notes that regulations regarding illegal buoys should be enforced. The comment contends 
that the plan focuses on increased access for a small group of users (owners of motorized 
boats) and expresses support for AIS control and measures to reduce noise. 

Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, describes the proposed 
Shoreline Plan’s effects on visitation and public access. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects 
of additional buoys and piers, including the distribution of recreation capacity between 
private and public users, in Chapter 8, “Recreation” (Draft EIS pages 8-31 through 8-34). The 
proposed Shoreline Plan includes an illegal buoy enforcement program (Draft EIS page 2-26), 
and more details on the program are provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation 
Program,” of this Final EIS. See also the response to comment I62-1, below, which addresses 
enforcement related to unpermitted buoys. 

The proposed Shoreline Plan includes measures to reduce AIS and noise as described in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, and evaluated in Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic Biological 
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Resources,” and Chapter 12, “Noise.” Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I46 

Mel Meyers 
July 9, 2018 

 

I46-1 The comment identifies the composition of the Steering Committee and expresses support 
for reduced regulation for building at Lake Tahoe, including within the context of the 
Shoreline Plan. The comment also opposes mitigation and building fees. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I47 

Richard Neubauer 
June 22, 2018 

 

I47-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2 because it would provide the greatest 
number of new structures. It supports the proposed Shoreline Plan as a secondary choice. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-337 

Letter 
I48 

Janet Norcott 
June 7, 2018 

 

I48-1 The comment asks how the Shoreline Plan would be funded. Information on program fees 
and funding sources is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this 
Final EIS.  

 

Letter 
I49 

B. Renzi 
July 9, 2018 

 

I49-1 The comment states that the natural beauty and environmental sensitivity of Lake Tahoe 
have greater value than motorized recreation. It suggests that noise and water quality 
impacts from plan implementation would be significant and notes that scenic impacts would 
vary depending on implementation and by alternative. The comment ranks the alternatives 
from most to least desirable based on the number of structures each would allow, in the 
following order: Alternative 4, 3, 1, and 2. 

 The Draft EIS evaluates the water quality and noise effects of each alternative in Chapter 6, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Chapter 12, “Noise.” The comment is correct that the 
scenic effects of the Shoreline Plan would vary by alternative and based on the details of 
project implementation, which is consistent with the analysis in Chapter 9, “Scenic 
Resources.” Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
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Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which provides details on how comments that express support 
for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed 
Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I50 

S. Rising  
July 9, 2018 

 

I50-1 The subject of this comment is the Incline Village to Sand Harbor Bike Path Project, which is 
not affected by the Shoreline Plan.  
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Letter 
I51 

Jim Roberson 
May 24, 2018 

 

I51-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 3. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I52 

Sara Schmitz 
June 22, 2018 

 

I52-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Shoreline Plan because it would 
increase the number of motorized boat facilities and the amount of boating activity. The 
comment expresses support for efforts to prevent plastic from polluting the lake and 
supports TRPA’s efforts to combat invasive species. The effects of the proposed Shoreline 
Plan related to plastic pollution are summarized on page 5-46 of the Draft EIS. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I53 

David Simon 
June 23, 2018 

 

I53-1 The comment is opposed to the proposed Shoreline Plan. It asserts that implementing the 
plan would increase the amount of development, traffic, and pollution. The comment 
supports environmental preservation through limiting development. The Draft EIS discloses 
and evaluates the amount of shoreline development that could occur under the proposed 
Shoreline Plan in Chapters 2 and 4. The effects of the plan on traffic are evaluated in 
Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and Circulation.” The effects related to pollution are 
evaluated throughout the Draft EIS, including in Chapters 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 17. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I54 

Steve Smith 
June 27, 2018 

 

I54-1 The comment supports adding the safety provisions of Alternative 4 to Alternative 1 to 
protect nonmotorized watercraft from the impacts associated with motorized boats. Refer to 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, which describes how 
additional provisions to protect nonmotorized watercraft from the impacts associated with 
motorized boats have been added to the proposed Shoreline Plan. See also Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides describes how 
comments on the merits of the Shoreline Plan alternatives are considered, and Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which provides additional detail on the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation.  
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Letter 
I55 

Steve Smith 
July 2, 2018 

 

I55-1 The comment suggests that there is a growing movement toward healthier recreation that 
does not contribute to global warming, such as swimming, kayaking, paddle boarding, and 
canoeing. The comment contends that implementing Alternative 1 would increase the 
burning of fossil fuels and boating. The comment urges that the protections of nonmotorized 
watercraft identified for Alternative 4 be adopted.  

The effect of the Shoreline Plan alternatives on climate change is evaluated in the Draft EIS 
in Chapter 11, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” which summarizes the 
effect as follows (Draft EIS page 11-14): 

Implementation of the Shoreline Plan would result in GHG emissions associated with 
the construction and demolition of boating facilities and on-road motor vehicle trips 
to and from new boating facilities. Under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, implementation of 
the Shoreline Plan would also result in an increase in GHG-emitting boating activity. It 
is not feasible to know whether the fleet of motorized boats on Lake Tahoe will 
become more GHG efficient and, if it does, whether the improvement in GHG 
efficiency would be enough to offset the GHGs associated with construction activity, 
the increase in on-road motor vehicle travel, and the projected increase in boating 
activity. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant. 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-345 

 Refer to Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, which 
describes how additional provisions to protect nonmotorized watercraft from the impacts 
associated with motorized boats have been added to the proposed Shoreline Plan. See also 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how 
comments on the merits of the Shoreline Plan alternatives are considered, and Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which provides additional detail on the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation.  
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Letter 
I56 

Steve Smith 
July 9, 2018 

 

I56-1 The comment states that implementing Alternative 1 would increase motorboat traffic and 
do nothing to protect recreationists participating in human-powered activities, which could 
result in conflict occurring between motorized and human-powered groups. The comment 
urges TRPA to add a few protections for the human-powered groups and to consider adding 
buoys to certain areas to remind recreationists in motorboats of the no-wake zone.  

 The Draft EIS presents the expected change in motorized boating activity that would occur 
under the proposed Shoreline Plan in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives.” Conflicts between recreationists participating in motorized and nonmotorized 
activities are evaluated in the Draft EIS on pages 8-11 through 8-24 and 15-16 through 15-
20.  

 See also Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes 
how comments on the merits of the Shoreline Plan alternatives are considered; Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which provides additional detail on the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation; and Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS, which provides more information on enforcement 
and education related to the no-wake zone under the proposed Shoreline Plan. 

 

Letter 
I57 

Anthony Spatucci 
July 9, 2018 

 

I57-1 The comment urges TRPA to extend the comment period on the Draft EIS by 2 weeks. The 
comment expresses opposition to Alternatives 1 and 2 and opposes more piers and more 
buoys, which the comment contends will lead to more boats, more pollution, and the 
potential for more invasive species.  
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 Noticing for the Shoreline Plan, Draft EIS document release, and public review period 
included mailing approximately 33,000 fliers to all the property owners in the Lake Tahoe 
Region, publishing or broadcasting seven separate stories in local and regional newspapers 
and on radio and television stations, posting information on the TRPA website and the 
Shoreline Plan website, sending 24 separate eblasts to a list of 521 individuals who had 
expressed interest in the plan, and conducting 36 briefings with organizations or groups that 
requested information. These steps exceed the noticing requirements for an EIS. 

The Draft EIS identifies the number of new shoreline structures and associated boating that 
would occur under the Shoreline Plan alternatives in Chapter 2. The effects of the 
alternatives related to pollution are evaluated throughout the Draft EIS, including in Chapters 
5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 17. The effects related to invasive species are evaluated in the 
Draft EIS on pages 5-21 through 5-26. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I58 

Tom Spencer 
July 7, 2018 

 

I58-1 The commenter wishes to preserve his right to comment during the EIS planning process. 
Comments on the Shoreline Plan will continue to be accepted by TRPA until a decision is 
rendered. In addition, the public is invited to comment orally about the plan and EIS at 
meetings of the RPIC on September 26, 2018; Advisory Planning Commission on October 10, 
2018; and TRPA Governing Board on October 24, 2018. 
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Letter 
I59 

Alison Stanton 
July 9, 2018 

 

I59-1 The comment states that the Draft EIS does not adequately describe Tahoe yellow cress 
(TYC) (Rorippa subumbellata) ecology or habitat in the Lake Tahoe shorezone and that 
discussion of other Rorippa species that co-occur with TYC, TYC reproductive strategy, 
appropriate survey periods for detecting TYC, and additional details about microhabitat use 
should be included.  

The discussion of TYC in Section 14.3, “Affected Environment,” of Chapter 14, “Terrestrial 
Biological Resources (Wildlife and Vegetation),” was intentionally limited to the points most 
salient to supporting the impact analysis at a program level while balancing document 
length. The comment provides accurate additional detail on TYC ecology and distribution; 
however, the TYC discussion in the Draft EIS is adequate, and the additional detail suggested 
is not necessary to support the TYC impact analysis and conclusions for the Shoreline Plan. 
The additional information is noted for consideration in the review of individual projects, as 
appropriate. 

I59-2 The comment suggests revisions to Mitigation Measure 14-2 (Conduct preconstruction 
surveys, avoid potential construction impacts, and avoid potential recreation impacts to 
Tahoe yellow cress plants), including removing reference to a 2009 survey protocol and 
instead referencing the 2015 Conservation Strategy, and adding mitigation requirements for 
potential unavoidable effects. In response to this and other comments, Mitigation Measure 
14-2 has been revised. Refer to Chapter 4, “Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS,” in 
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this Final EIS and the response to comment O6-4, in Section 3.3, which include the revised 
text of the mitigation measure. 

I59-3 The comment provides suggested revisions to the proposed TRPA Code amendments to 
more accurately describe TYC survey requirements. The proposed amendments have been 
revised as suggested in the comment (see TRPA 2018a). 

I59-4 The comment suggests additions to the proposed TRPA Code amendment to include 
mitigation strategies identified in the 2015 TYC Conservation Strategy. TRPA defers to the 
2015 Conservation Strategy in the development of site-specific mitigation strategies. 
Because the mitigation strategies are already described in the Conservation Strategy, it is not 
necessary to incorporate them into the code. 

 

Letter 
I60 

Paul Turney 
July 6, 2018 

 

I60-1 The comment states that invasive weeds are still present and thriving, especially in Tahoe 
Keys and Marina. It recommends making an accelerated effort to eradicate the weeds before 
they infest the entire shoreline. Effects related to invasive species are evaluated in the Draft 
EIS on pages 5-21 through 5-26. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I61 

Garrett Villanueva 
June 14, 2018 

 

I61-1 The comment states that the recreation chapter does not discuss the effect of buoys on 
nonmotorized recreation and notes that buoy fields create large areas that are not available 
for nonmotorized recreation. The comment expresses the opinion that additional buoys and 
private piers create an unequitable distribution of public resources and that further private 
development would not protect Lake Tahoe’s pristine and iconic landscape.  

 The proposed Shoreline Plan would not authorize new or expanded private buoy fields (see 
proposed Code Section 84.3.E.1.a [TRPA 2018a]). Existing buoy fields could add additional 
buoys, and individual parcels could add buoys outside of buoy fields subject to the numeric 
caps, location standards, and permitting process described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS. The 
Draft EIS evaluates the recreational effect of new buoys on nonmotorized recreation in the 
discussion of Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational experiences or create user 
conflicts, on pages 8-11 through 8-24. It presents standards that would apply to new buoys 
and describes how new buoys would tend to be placed in areas with existing development so 
that they would not affect undeveloped areas that are popular for nonmotorized recreation or 
change the character of recreational experiences.  

The Draft EIS found that “there would be sufficient distance between buoys (50 feet from 
nearby buoys) and between the buoy and the shoreline such that nonmotorized watercraft 
users and swimmers could navigate through the buoys fields or landward of individual 
buoys” (Draft EIS page 8-13). The Draft EIS determined that “new buoys under Alternative 1 
would not create conflicts between motorized watercraft and nonmotorized watercraft or 
swimmers or affect navigation for nonmotorized recreation activities” (Draft EIS page 8-14).  
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 The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the alternatives on public access and the fair-share 
distribution of recreation capacity on pages 8-28 through 8-34. Additional information is 
provided in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS.  

The comment expresses the opinion that new private piers and buoys would permanently 
take public waters for private use with no compensation to the public and would not protect 
Lake Tahoe’s pristine and iconic landscape. The California State Lands Commission and 
Nevada Division of State Lands lease or permit the use of sovereign state lands for the 
construction of piers and placement of buoys. These agencies manage state lands for the 
benefit of the public and preserve numerous public uses of state lands. The proposed 
Shoreline Plan includes a fee program that requires that private pier and buoy owners pay 
fees that directly fund projects and programs that benefit the public. More information on the 
fee program is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 
Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-354 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-355 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-356 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-357 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-358 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-359 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-360 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-361 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-362 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

Letter 
I62 

Ellie Waller 
June 13, 2018 

 

I62-1 The comment refers to Section ES.3, “Areas of Controversy,” in the Draft EIS and notes that 
illegal buoy enforcement is an area of controversy.  

 The Draft EIS acknowledges that there are many topics of concern. The comment is correct 
that illegal buoy enforcement, or the lack of enforcement, is an area of controversy. Section 
ES.3, “Areas of Controversy,” on pages ES-2 and ES-3 of the Draft EIS, is hereby revised as 
follows: 

3.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

The consensus-based planning process incorporated broad public input and led to a 
plan and alternatives that were agreed upon by the Steering Committee. However, no 
plan that governs development along the shore of Lake Tahoe will be without 
controversy. While there are currently no known issues to be resolved, many public 
comments received during the EIS scoping period (see Appendix B) identified topics 
of concern. Based on public comments and areas of controversy during previous 
shoreline planning initiatives, it is anticipated that the following topics may be areas 
of controversy: 

 the number and location of new shoreline structures, 

 processes for allocating new shorezone structures, 

 effects of structures and boating on non-motorized water recreation, 

 visual effects of shoreline structures, 

 water and air pollution from boating, and 
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 effects on public access along the shoreline., and 

 enforcement of regulations regarding unpermitted buoys and the removal of 
these buoys. 

The comment also provides support for a buoy enforcement program and contends that the 
program must be in place before new buoys are permitted. It requests more details on the 
proposed Shoreline Plan’s buoy enforcement program. 

The proposed Shoreline Plan includes an illegal buoy enforcement program consistent with 
the recommendations in the comment. The Draft EIS summarizes the enforcement program 
as follows (Draft EIS page 2-26): 

After the first call for buoy permits that would allow applications for existing buoys, 
TRPA, in coordination with state and federal agencies that have jurisdiction over the 
lake, would implement a buoy enforcement program. This program would prioritize 
the identification and removal of buoys that were placed on the lake after 1972 and 
do not have permits from TRPA, state agencies, or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

More detail on the proposed illegal buoy enforcement program is provided in Appendix A, 
“Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS, which clarifies that the program would 
be in place before permits for new buoys are issued. 

The comment also states that it is unclear how the conversion between slips and buoys has 
been analyzed and asks if the conversions could allow for marina expansions to 
accommodate new slips. 

The Draft EIS summarizes how the proposed Shoreline Plan would regulate the number of 
moorings on pages 2-23 through 2-26. It notes that the total number of moorings (i.e., buoys, 
slips, and boat lifts) would be capped and that moorings at public facilities and marinas 
could be converted between slips and buoys. The conversion of buoys to slips could allow for 
the physical expansion of marina facilities. Any expansion of the number of moorings at a 
marina would be within the total mooring cap. All marina expansions would be consistent 
with the marina expansion requirements summarized on pages 2-34 and 2-35 of the Draft 
EIS. The Draft EIS considers the existing proportion of mooring types and information from 
marina operators to make reasonable assumptions about the proportion of moorings that 
would be buoys, slips, and boat lifts at buildout of the proposed Shoreline Plan (Draft EIS 
pages 2-15 through 2-17 and Appendix A). The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of these 
moorings, including boating activity patterns associated with each mooring type and the 
effects of slip construction, in Chapters 4–17.  

162-2 The comment asks if pier design standards were evaluated for effects on scenic resources 
and conflicts with swimmers and users of nonmotorized watercraft. The Draft EIS presents 
the proposed Shoreline Plan’s pier design standards on pages 2-26 through 2-30. The effect 
of pier design standards on scenic resources is evaluated on pages 9-19 through 9-69, and 
the effects of pier design standards on nonmotorized recreation and navigation are 
evaluated on pages 8-11 through 8-24 and 15-16 through 15-20. 

 The comment also provides recommended changes to the Shoreline Plan regarding the 
allocation of piers to tourist accommodation uses and the conversion of piers. It also notes that 
the location-specific effects of relocated or converted piers should be analyzed. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
information on how comments on the merits of the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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The Draft EIS explains the scope of the environmental analysis and how location-specific 
effects, such as the ones the comment refers to, would be analyzed (Draft EIS page 1-3): 

The widespread geography to which the Shoreline Plan applies, the long horizon over 
which it will be implemented, and the policy-oriented nature of its guidance are such 
that the EIS analysis is prepared at a program level—that is, this document 
constitutes a general analysis commensurate with the level of detail in the plan. As 
such, the EIS focuses on the potential effects of policies and ordinances, which—
because they are to be implemented through yet unknown projects—do not provide a 
high level of detail or degree of specificity. It is important to understand that 
assumptions about projects at a general level, such as their broad location, timing, 
and magnitude, are projected in this EIS, but that individual projects are not 
identified or assumed. Consequently, this EIS is not intended to replace the project-
specific environmental review required to implement site-specific projects that may 
be proposed in the future consistent with the adopted alternative. All of TRPA’s 
existing procedures requiring environmental review of projects to determine their 
potential for significant impacts, feasible and effective mitigation to address those 
impacts, findings pertaining to project effects on threshold attainment, and other 
environmental safeguards are still in place and will continue to ensure that individual 
projects are fully evaluated prior to approval and implementation.   

I62-3 The comment states that swim platforms must be analyzed for effects on scenic resources 
and conflicts with navigation and users of nonmotorized watercraft. The Draft EIS describes 
the proposed Shoreline Plan’s regulations regarding swim platforms on pages 2-26 through 
2-30. The effect of pier design standards on scenic resources is evaluated on pages 9-19 
through 9-69 (see, for example, Exhibit 9-15, which depicts a new swim platform). The Draft 
EIS evaluates the effects of shoreline structures, including swim platforms, on nonmotorized 
recreation and navigation on pages 8-11 through 8-24 and 15-16 through 15-20. 

I62-4 The comment requests more specific requirements for and analysis of jet ski concessions. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which describes how suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. The 
Draft EIS describes how the proposed Shoreline Plan would regulate boat rental concessions, 
including jet ski rentals, on page 2-38. Jet ski rental operations do not currently require a 
TRPA permit. The proposed Shoreline Plan would establish new requirements for jet ski 
rental concessions, including requiring that they are placed only in areas allowed by local 
plans, restricting new jet ski concessions to within marinas, and mandating the use of best 
management practices. These requirements would generally have the effect of reducing 
environmental impacts associated with jet ski rentals compared to existing conditions. The 
effects of motorized boating, including the use of rented jet skis, are analyzed in Chapters 4–
17. The comment does not provide evidence or rationale to suggest that the analysis in the 
Draft EIS in incomplete or inadequate. 

I62-5 The comment refers to the description of the expanded nearshore water quality adaptive 
management included in the proposed Shoreline Plan and asserts that establishing a 
mitigation fee would not correct nearshore degradation. Section 2.6, “Related Regional Plan 
Provisions and Policy Issues Not Subject to Change,” of the Draft EIS summarizes TRPA’s 
approach to addressing nearshore water quality. It explains that nearshore water quality 
monitoring and research are underway and that TRPA and other agencies are working 
collaboratively to understand and manage nearshore conditions. Nearshore research and 
policy development consider issues beyond the scope of the Shoreline Plan, such as land 
coverage, stormwater runoff, and fertilizer use. 
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 As described in the Draft EIS on page 2-39, the proposed Shoreline Plan includes a proposed 
expanded nearshore water quality monitoring program, and TRPA has the ability to implement 
adaptive management actions based on the results of monitoring. Such adaptive management 
actions could include future policy and code amendments or program changes that address 
no-wake zone regulations; watercraft mitigation fees; or actions unrelated to the Shoreline 
Plan, such as programs and policies that address stormwater management, land coverage, 
relic septic tanks, or fertilizer use. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan on nearshore water quality in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.”  

I62-6 The comment requests criteria regarding the environmental analysis of minor variations in 
the implementation of the proposed Shoreline Plan. As described on page 2-51 of the Draft 
EIS, “[t]he TRPA Governing Board could adopt minor refinements to the implementation of 
the alternatives described in this EIS without resulting in environmental impacts that are 
different from those analyzed in this EIS.” Changes to the implementation of the Shoreline 
Plan would be reviewed and considered when a specific change is proposed. Future changes 
to an adopted Shoreline Plan would be considered consistent with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure 
and Code of Ordinances, including the required environmental review and findings described 
in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Code of Ordinances. Depending on the nature of a proposed 
change, TRPA would determine the appropriate level of environmental analysis, which could 
incorporate information and analysis from this EIS, where appropriate. See also Chapter 2, 
“Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, which describes proposed 
changes to the Shoreline Plan and describes the effects associated with those changes. 

 The comment also refers to the concentration of land uses in town centers and asserts that the 
effects of concentrated use of the shoreline was not analyzed. It asserts, too, that the presence 
of large groups of people on beaches could degrade nearshore conditions. As described in the 
Draft EIS in Chapter 4, “Land Use,” the proposed Shoreline Plan would not change the allowed 
land uses, density, or other requirements that apply to upland areas outside of the shorezone. 
Nor would the plan alter the capacity of, or access to, public beaches or induce growth that 
would contribute to increased use of beaches. The effects of upland land use patterns on the 
shoreline are evaluated during the environmental review of plans or projects that would affect 
land use patterns. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on 
nearshore water quality in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.”  

 The comment also refers to the description of the area plan in Section 4.2, “Regulatory 
Setting,” in Chapter 4, “Land Use.” It asserts that TRPA must not delegate permitting 
authority for projects in the shorezone to local jurisdictions. As required by TRPA Code 
Section 13.7.3.A.3, all development in the shorezone of Lake Tahoe must be approved by 
TRPA. No changes to this code provision are proposed under the Shoreline Plan alternatives. 
Thus, the comment is correct that TRPA must not, under the Shoreline Plan, delegate 
permitting authority for projects in the shorezone to local jurisdictions.I62-7 The comment 
asserts that enforcement of regulations regarding illegal concessions must be prioritized. 
Additional detail on enforcement programs is included in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan 
and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 The comment also notes that piers and expanded marinas could affect fair access. The Draft 
EIS evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives on public access and the fair-
share distribution of recreation capacity on pages 8-28 through 8-34, and additional 
information is provided in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1.  
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 The comment questions how TRPA administers allocations of Persons At One Time (PAOTs). 
The Shoreline Plan alternatives do not propose changes to the administration of PAOTs. 
Additional information on PAOTs is available in the 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report in 
Chapter 11, “Recreation” (TRPA 2016). Refer to Master Response 1 –The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I62-8 The comment addresses the enforcement of regulations regarding concessionaires on 
beaches and the concentration of land uses outside of the shorezone. Refer to the response 
to comment I62-7, above, which addresses these topics. 

The comment also contends that the discussion of Impact 8-4: Affect fair-share distribution 
of recreation capacity, in the Draft EIS, does not adequately evaluate conflicts between 
motorized and nonmotorized recreation. The Draft EIS evaluates conflicts between motorized 
and nonmotorized recreation in the discussion of Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational 
experiences or create user conflicts (Draft EIS pages 8-11 through 8-24) and in the 
discussion of Impact 15-1: Increases in watercraft accidents due to increased boating and 
navigational hazards (Draft EIS pages 15-16 through 15-20).  
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Letter 
I63 

Ellie Waller 
June 13, 2018 

 

I63-1 The comment requests that the EIS include a beach capacity study to address potential 
cumulative effects of the Shoreline Plan.  

The Draft EIS evaluates the potential increase in recreational capacity created by each 
alternative and analyzes the potential resource impacts of the potential increase. Expanding 
water-based recreational opportunities while ensuring implementation of natural resource 
protection measures is consistent with TRPA Policy R-4.3. Additionally, as described in 
Section 8.2.2 of the Draft EIS, new marinas and boat-launching facilities would be subject to 
TRPA’s PAOT allocations, which manage recreational capacity. As of 2015, more than 74 
percent of allocated summer day use PAOTs remained available (see Draft EIS Table 8-1).  

I63-2 The comment erroneously states that the Shoreline Plan identifies a future ferry terminal in 
Kings Beach and that the EIS should assess a potential ferry and associated water taxi. The 
Shoreline Plan does not identify a ferry terminal in Kings Beach, and no such terminal is 
currently proposed. An analysis of the cumulative effects of the Waterborne Passenger Ferry 
project is provided in Chapter 17, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft EIS. Project-specific 
effects related to any future waterborne transit project or terminal would be evaluated during 
a separate, project-level environmental review process. 

I63-3 and -4 These comments refer to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan Revision and 
Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIR/EIS, not the Shoreline Plan EIS. A 
response to these comments will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS for that project. 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-374 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

I63-5 The comment requests that the Draft EIS include analysis of natural hazards, such as 
earthquakes, tsunamis, and seiches. These potential hazards are addressed in the 
discussion of Impact 7-4: Potential for damage from liquefaction, settlement, tsunami, 
seiche, beginning on page 7-22 of the Draft EIS.  

I63-6 through  
I63-10 These comments refer to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan Revision and 

Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIR/EIS, not the Shoreline Plan EIS. A 
response to these comments will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS for that project. 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-375 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-376 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-377 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-378 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-379 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-380 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-381 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-382 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-383 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-384 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-385 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-386 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-387 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-388 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

  



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-389 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-390 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

Letter 
I64 

Ellie Waller 
June 13, 2018 

 

I64-1 through 
I64-15 These comments refer to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan Revision and 

Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIR/EIS, not the Shoreline Plan EIS. A 
response to these comments will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS for that project. 
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Letter 
I65 

Kelsey Weist 
July 9, 2018 

 

I65-1 The comment questions the public noticing for the Shoreline Plan EIS and requests an 
extension of the public comment period. The Shoreline Plan EIS was sufficiently noticed 
through the mailing of approximately 33,000 post cards to homeowners in the Tahoe Basin, 
eblasts throughout the planning process, multiple public meetings, a website dedicated to 
the project, and articles in the newspaper. 
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I65-2 The comment offers support for Alternative 4. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that 
express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to 
the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I65-3 The comment opposes additional boats on Lake Tahoe. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I65-4 The comment expresses concern regarding compliance with the no-wake zone and suggests 
the addition of demarcation buoys. The comment also expresses concern about the 
introduction of invasive plants. Invasive plants are addressed in the Draft EIS in the 
discussion of Impact 5-1: Increased risk of AIS introduction or spread. The Shoreline Plan 
would continue and expand AIS control programs. Mitigation measures identified in the EIS 
would require the implementation of AIS management plans at marinas. Additional 
information on the enforcement of the no-wake zone is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

I65-5 The comment expresses the opinion that implementing the Shoreline Plan would exacerbate 
traffic and make access to the lake difficult. The Draft EIS considers these issues and 
determines that the proposed Shoreline Plan would have a less-than-significant effect on 
traffic (Draft EIS pages 13-9 through 13-15) and on access to or along the shoreline (Draft 
EIS pages 8-28 through 8-30).  

The comment also inquires whether a future Shoreline Plan could be proposed that would 
increase the number of allowable structures in Lake Tahoe. TRPA is responsible for 
developing and implementing a Regional Plan that achieves and maintains environmental 
threshold standards while allowing for orderly growth and development that is consistent 
with those thresholds. The Shoreline Plan is a component of the Regional Plan intended to 
achieve and maintain environmental thresholds. TRPA is not proposing and does not 
anticipate a future Shoreline Plan. Any future changes to the Shoreline Plan would be 
informed by the status and trends related to environmental thresholds. Refer also to Master 
Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan, in Section 3.1 of 
this Final EIS, which provides information on how TRPA considers monitoring data to 
determine whether future changes to the Shoreline Plan are necessary. 

I65-6 The comment expresses support for local, small boat rental and boat charter businesses. 
The comment is noted for consideration. 

I65-7 The comment offers suggestions related to transportation options. It expresses support for 
Alternative 4 and the concept of transferring shoreline development, which is included in the 
proposed Shoreline Plan. As stated on page 2-33 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed 
Project and Alternatives,” “piers could be relocated or transferred within the same scenic 
unit or to another scenic unit that is in attainment of scenic threshold standards.… When a 
pier is transferred or relocated, the old pier would be removed, and the area restored to a 
natural condition. In the case of pier transfers, the sending parcel would become deed-
restricted to prevent future pier development.” Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, which provides details on how comments that express support 
for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed 
Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I66 

Lorenzo “Spike” Wimmer 
July 8, 2018 

 

I66-1 The comment expresses concern related to traffic, solid waste, human waste, graffiti, and 
enforcement of boating regulations. The Draft EIS considers these issues and determines 
that the proposed Shoreline Plan would have a less-than-significant effect on traffic (Draft 
EIS pages 13-9 through 13-15) and on hazardous substances (pages 6-27 through 6-31). 
There is no evidence to suggest that the increase in boating activity that would result from 
implementing the Shoreline Plan would result in a substantial increase in graffiti. Additional 
information on enforcement of boating regulations is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 
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Letter 

I67 
Gregory Woolley 
July 9, 2018 

 

I67-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Shoreline Plan. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

 
 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-396 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

Letter 
I68 

Bill Wynne 
July 9, 2018 

 

I68-1 The comment expresses concern about the quantity of plastic in the lake and about boating 
near drinking water intakes. It also expresses support for an expanded no-wake zone. The 
Draft EIS considers plastic pollution (Draft EIS page 5-46) and drinking water contamination 
(Draft EIS pages 6-27 through 6-31) and determines that the effects of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan would be less than significant. In response to this and other comments, TRPA 
has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to include additional no-wake zones, including a 
200-foot no-wake zone surrounding all shoreline structures and a 100-foot no-wake buffer 
around all nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers. Additional information is provided in 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” and in Master Response 2 – Effects 
on Recreation, in this Final EIS.  
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3.5 PUBLIC MEETINGS 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM1 

Darcie Goodman-Collins, League to Save Lake Tahoe 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM1-1 The comment offers a general statement of support for the proposed Shoreline Plan and the 
process by which it was developed and states that the League to Save Lake Tahoe is 
reviewing mitigation measures in the EIS and will provide comments before the close of the 
comment period.  

The League to Save Lake Tahoe provided written comments on the Shoreline Plan Draft EIS 
in a letter dated July 9, 2018 (see Letter O6 in Section 3.3 of this Final EIS). The responses 
to comments in Letter O6 are provided in Section 3.3, “Organizations,” of this Final EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM2 

M. Elie Alyeshmerni, Lake Tahoe Marina Association 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM2-1 The comment provides a general statement of support for the proposed Shoreline Plan and 
appreciation to TRPA for adopting a collective approach to plan development and review. 
Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 
3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM3 

Jennifer Quashnick, Friends of the West Shore 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM3-1 The comment states that the focus of the shoreline planning process should be benefits to 
the environment and nonmotorized recreation. The comment also states that the Friends of 
the West Shore organization would be reviewing the Draft EIS carefully. 

Friends of the West Shore provided comments on the proposed Shoreline Plan and 
alternatives and the Draft EIS in a letter dated July 4, 2018 (see Letter O2 in Section 3.2 of 
this Final EIS). The comments address the above-mentioned items, as well as the analysis of 
various resources areas, including recreation and nonmotorized boating. Responses are 
provided in Section 3.3, “Organizations,” of this Final EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM4 

Jessica Tucker-Mohl, California Attorney General 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM4-1 The comment notes that implementation of the Regional Plan (of which the Shoreline Plan 
would become a part) is a means to attain environmental thresholds for the Tahoe Region. 
The comment raises three specific areas where the Attorney General’s office has initial 
concerns: the assumptions regarding boat use during low-water years, the anticipated air 
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and water quality improvements over the life of the plan, and the assumption that mitigation 
measures imposed on the No Project Alternative would result in no functional difference 
between Alternatives 1 and 2. 

The California Attorney General submitted comments on the Shoreline Plan and Draft EIS in a 
letter dated July 9, 2018 (see letter A1 in Section 3.3 of this Final EIS). The comments cover 
a wide range of topics and address the above-mentioned items in detail. Comment A1-5 
raises concerns regarding the use of boat use survey data collected during low-water years, 
and comment A1-11 discusses issues regarding how low lake level is addressed as a part of 
the baseline and the affected environment sections of the Draft EIS. Reductions in air 
emissions associated with boating activity and potential atmospheric deposition of such 
pollutants into the water column, are raised in comments A1-8, A1-9, and A1-10. The 
portrayal of Alternative 2 in the Draft EIS is raised in comment A1-4. See the responses to 
these comments in Section 3.3, “Organizations,” of this Final EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM5 

Robert Larsen, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM5-1 The comment offers a general statement of support for the collaborative approach to 
planning for the Shoreline Plan and notes that the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board intends to focus review of the Draft EIS on water quality impacts. Water quality 
impacts have been addressed in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” The agency did 
not submit written comments on the Draft EIS. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM6 

Liz Kingsland, Nevada Division of State Lands 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM6-1 The commenter offered a general statement of support for the Shoreline Plan process. 
Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 
3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM7 

Jan Brisco, Lakefront Property Owners’ Association 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM7-1 The commenter offered a general statement of support for the proposed Shoreline Plan and 
process. Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition 
to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM8 

Laurel Ames, Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM8-1 The comment asks why beaches were not addressed more in the context of the Shoreline 
Plan and suggests that preparation of the plan is an opportunity to support more public 
beaches at Lake Tahoe. The comment asserts that the Shoreline Plan does very little to 
address nonmotorized boating or other types of recreation.  

The Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group submitted comments on the Shoreline Plan and Draft EIS 
in a letter dated July 9, 2018 (see letter O10 in Section 3.3 of this Final EIS). The above 
comment is addressed in response to comment O10-2. See also Master Response 2 – 
Effects on Recreation, which addresses this topic. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM9 

Jim Lawrence, TRPA Governing Board Chairman 
May 23, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM9-1 The commenter suggests that there may be problems with proposing an in-lieu scenic 
mitigation fee program under Mitigation Measure 9-1a. Such programs have, in the past, 
struggled to be successful because of a lack of details on projects to be funded by the fee. 
The comment advises the planning team to be cognizant of the level of detail provided for 
programs developed under an in-lieu fee program because it will be the driver of success.  

Mitigation Measure 9-1a has been revised, as identified in Chapter 4, “Revisions and 
Corrections to the Draft EIS,” of this Final EIS and the response to comment A1-22. The 
revised mitigation language would require TRPA to update the Scenic Quality Improvement 
Plan within 1 year of adoption of the Shoreline Plan to identify specific projects that could be 
funded with the in-lieu fee, consistent with the recommendation in this comment. 

The comment also notes that the Shoreline Plan has been proposed as a means to create 
development standards for the shorezone and that other TRPA programs are focused on 
open space access. More information on this concept is included in Master Response 2 – 
Effects on Recreation.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM10 

Kristina Hill, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member 
June 13, 2018 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

 

PM10-1 The commenter requests information and/or clarification on several points regarding the 
proposed Shoreline Plan, as follows: (1) information on what would replace the Marina 
Master Plan process, (2) clarification on the existing requirement for marinas to have a 
sewage pump-out, (3) information on what procedures would be implemented for 
concessions that do not have fueling facilities and that fill rentals at upland locations in 
accordance with BMPs, (4) information on the proposed mooring fees and confirmation that 
they would be adequate to support the program, and (5) confirmation that illegal buoys 
would be removed from Lake Tahoe before new mooring permits are issued.  
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Replacement of the Marina Master Plan program is explained in the response to comment 
O10-6. All marinas are required to have a sewage pump-out, and this requirement would not 
be changed under any of the alternatives. Concession facilities that rent motorized watercraft 
but do not have fueling facilities would continue to be required to fuel rentals at upland 
locations in compliance with BMPs. All concessionaires in the Shorezone would be required 
to file an application for a permit under the proposed Shoreline Plan, as described on page 2-
38 of the Draft EIS. The proposed mooring fee program for the Shoreline Plan is described in 
Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. TRPA would identify illegal 
buoys on the lake and remove them before issuing permits for new buoys, as described in 
the response to comment O2-6. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM11 

Zach Hymanson, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member 
June 13, 2018 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

 

PM11-1 The comment requests clarification that marina environmental programs should be aimed 
chiefly at environmentally degrading activities, such as dredging. Implementation of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan would require environmental improvements at marinas applying for 
expansions or reconfigurations commensurate with the amount of development requested in 
the permit application (as described on pages 2-34 and 2-35 of the Draft EIS). Dredging 
activities under the proposed Shoreline Plan would be required to comply with the federal 
nondegradation standard for dredging established under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  

The comment inquires about the funding mechanism for the expanded enforcement 
program. The expanded enforcement program would be funded through annual mooring fees 
and boat rental concession fees. Additional detail is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS.  

The comment also that the littoral drift analysis appears to deal chiefly with wave height 
motion and may not adequately be considering the alongshore component of littoral drift. 
Littoral drift is addressed in the discussion of Impact 6-5: Interference with littoral processes 
from new or redeveloped shoreline structures, in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” 
of the Draft EIS. The EIS analysis is based on a review of applicable research on littoral drift 
in Lake Tahoe, including a study that concluded that floating piers can affect littoral transport 
if the floating section of the pier is at least 50 percent the length of a wavelength sufficient in 
size to cause littoral drift (Draft EIS:6-32). No evidence of other effects of piers on littoral drift 
was identified. Mitigation Measure 6-5b requires a site-specific littoral drift analysis for 
floating piers longer than 25 feet. It prevents the construction of floating piers longer than 25 
feet unless they are designed so that wave heights are not reduced by more than 50 percent 
and the floating pier section is no greater than 50 percent of the length of the site-specific 
design wavelength. In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 6-5b has been revised 
as shown below. The revised mitigation measure would to require that site-specific littoral 
drift analysis also makes a finding that the pier would not otherwise substantially disrupt 
littoral drift. This revision would require that the site-specific littoral drift analysis also 
consider other factors that could affect littoral drift, such as nearshore currents. 

In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 6-5b is revised as shown below. This 
revision does not alter the analysis or findings in the Draft EIS. 
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Mitigation Measure 6-5b: Require littoral drift analyses and incorporate design 
recommendations for floating piers longer than 25 feet 
This mitigation measure would be required for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

TRPA will require all new pier and pier extension applications that include floating pier 
sections longer than 25 feet submit a site-specific littoral drift and wave analysis. The 
analysis will assess the dimensions of the proposed floating pier section and the ability 
of waves to initiate and sustain the movement of sediment along the lake bottom under 
conditions of low lake level (6,223 feet), mid-lake level (6,226 feet), and high lake level 
(6,229 feet) Lake Tahoe Datum. The lake level condition with the greatest effect on 
littoral transport and backshore stability shall be used to design the floating pier section. 
Floating piers may only be approved if they are designed so that wave heights are not 
reduced by more than 50 percent and the floating pier section is no greater than 50 
percent of the length of the site-specific design wavelength, and if the littoral drift 
analysis finds that the pier will not otherwise substantially disrupt littoral transport.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM12 

Jennifer Carr, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member  
June 13, 2018 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

 

PM12-1 The comment notes that the air quality section of the Draft EIS shows an overall reduction in air 
emissions associated with buildout of the Shoreline Plan related to cleaner engines and asks if 
this outcome assumes adoption of new technology. The reduction in air emissions would be a 
result compliance with existing regulatory standards that set emission standards for new engines, 
not of new boating technology. As fleet turnover occurs, newer engines that are compliant with 
more recent emissions regulations would become more dominant. Further explanation is provided 
in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” and Master Response 4 – Watercraft Emissions.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM13 

Mike Marini, Public Commenter 
June 13, 2018 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

 

PM13-1 The comment raises concern regarding the 20-year planning horizon analyzed in the Draft 
EIS and asks if the planning committee has considered what Lake Tahoe may look like over a 
100- to 200-year planning horizon. The Shoreline Plan is code amendment and associated 
implementation and monitoring programs that could be fully implemented (or “built out”) by 
2040. The EIS evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan at full buildout, that is after all 
structures that could potentially be authorized under the Shoreline Plan are constructed.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM14 

Laurel Ames, Sierra Club Tahoe Area Group 
June 13, 2018 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

 

PM14-1 The comment contends that the greenhouse gas (GHG) mitigation measures, as laid out in 
the Draft EIS, are not well defined enough to support effective mitigation. The Sierra Club 
Tahoe Area Group submitted comments on the Shoreline Plan and Draft EIS in a letter dated 
July 9, 2018 (see letter O10 in Section 3.3 of this Final EIS). The above comment is 
addressed in response to comment O10-5. 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM15 

Nick Exline 
June 13, 2018 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

 

PM15-1 The comment requests clarification regarding whether mitigation measures applied to 
Alternative 2 that involve the imposition of a cap on development effectively limit the number 
of structures at buildout to less than what is shown in the project description. Master Response 
5 – Growth and Mitigation under the Existing Shorezone Regulations, addresses this topic.  

The comment also states that pier design standards that would limit piers to within either the 
pierhead line or 6,219 feet Lake Tahoe datum would make construction of piers difficult or 
impossible in areas of the lake with a steep drop-off in lake depth (e.g., east end of Incline 
Village and Dollar Point). TRPA has taken these limiting geographies into consideration and has 
revised the proposed Code to accommodate construction of piers in such areas. Please refer to 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS for more information on 
this change. 

Lastly, the comment notes that there are no marina facilities on the east shore of Lake 
Tahoe, that boat ramps in that area of the lake are limited, and that the boat ramps at Incline 
Village and Tahoe Vista are narrow and difficult to launch from during periods of high wind. 
For these reasons, the comment requests that TRPA consider additional marina and launch 
facilities for the east and north shores. 

New boat ramps would be allowed under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Under Alternatives 1 and 
3, TRPA would review boat ramp applications based on the merits of the proposed site, 
including the existing geographic distribution of boat ramp access, the relationship of the 
proposed site to upland development centers and transportation hubs, and the suitability of 
the site to accommodate low lake access (Draft EIS pages 2-34 and 2-47). Under 
Alternative 2, private boat ramps would also be allowed, although existing land coverage 
regulations would make it unlikely they would be authorized (Draft EIS page 2-42).  

Oral 
Comment 

PM16 

Steve Teshara, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Member 
June 13, 2018 
TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 

 

PM16-1 The comment addresses the approach for older, classic boats under the proposed Shoreline 
Plan. The commenter asks if these boats have been evaluated in the Draft EIS in the context 
of air emissions given that they would not be replaced by fleet turnover. Such boats 
represent an extremely small percentage of the total fleet on Lake Tahoe and therefore are 
not a significant source of emissions overall. Please refer to Master Response 4 – Watercraft 
Emissions, which describes how the emissions estimates are based on the California Air 
Resources Board’s emission inventory for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. This emission inventory 
presents that best available estimate of emissions from recreational boating for all boats 
operating on Lake Tahoe, including classic boats. 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM17 

Steve Smith, Lake Tahoe Resident 
June 27, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM17-1 The comment states that the proposed Shoreline Plan would allow new shorezone 
development that would increase boating activity by 16 percent and disputes the finding in 
the Draft EIS that impacts on nonmotorized recreation would be less than significant. The 
comment suggests that the proposed Shoreline Plan should incorporate the expanded no-
wake-zone feature proposed under Alternative 4 and generally supports better protection for 
users of nonmotorized watercraft.  

The less-than-significant finding in the Draft EIS for Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of 
recreational experiences or create user conflicts, is based several factors, which are 
described in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. In addition, in response to this and 
other comments, TRPA has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to include an additional 
200-foot no-wake zone around all structures, and a 100-foot moving no-wake zone 
surrounding nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers (see Chapter 2, “Revisions to the 
Proposed Shoreline Plan” in the Final EIS). TRPA would also provide additional recreational 
monitoring under the Environmental Threshold Monitoring Program, as described in Master 
Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM18 

Gregg Lien, Attorney, Tahoe City 
June 27, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM18-1 The comment requests a better definition of “littoral parcel” in the revised shorezone code. The 
comment cites the example of Tahoma Meadows, where littoral parcel rights are ambiguous. 
Parcel owners with access to a littoral parcel with structures may not have fee title, but the 
structures associated with such parcels should be acknowledged and permitted by TRPA. 
Please refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM19 

Shelley Aldean, TRPA Governing Board Member 
June 27, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM19-1 The comment requests clarification regarding whether Impact 11-1: Greenhouse gas 
emissions is significant and unavoidable or if it is less than significant after mitigation. This 
impact, as stated on pages ES-18 through ES-20 and 11-13 of the Draft EIS, would be 
significant and unavoidable even with implementation of mitigation measures.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM20 

Jim Lawrence, TRPA Governing Board Chairman 
June 27, 2018 
TRPA Governing Board Meeting 

 

PM20-1 The comment references oral comment PM18 and states that TRPA staff should ensure that 
the revised code addresses the definitions of “littoral parcel” and “non-littoral parcel.” The 
proposed Code amendments include a definition for Littoral Parcel (TRPA 2018a). Any parcel 
that does not meet the definition of a littoral parcel would be considered a nonlittoral parcel. 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM21 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM21-1 The comment asks how seasonal and/or private kayak rentals would be addressed under 
the proposed Shoreline Plan. The proposed Shoreline Plan would regulate both motorized 
and nonmotorized boat rentals in the shorezone through the review and issuance of 
concessionaire permits, as described on page 2-38 of the Draft EIS. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM22 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM22-1 The comment asks who would be responsible for final adoption of an alternative. The TRPA 
Governing Board will review the alternatives, Draft EIS, and staff recommendations and will 
be responsible for selecting and adopting a Shoreline Plan. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM23 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM23-1 The comment requests clarification regarding whether the percentage increases associated 
with the alternatives depicted in the Draft EIS represent annual increases or the total 
increase at buildout. The percentage increase in shorezone structures and in boating activity 
under each alternative, as shown on pages 2-18 and 2-19 of the Draft EIS, is representative 
of the total increase at buildout (2040). 

Oral 
Comment 

PM24 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM24-1 The comment asks who would be responsible for enforcing the Shoreline Plan after it is 
implemented. Enforcement of the Shoreline Plan programs, including no-wake zone and 
illegal buoy enforcement, would be the responsibility primarily of TRPA, which would be 
assisted by other enforcement agencies operating on Lake Tahoe. Additional detail on 
enforcement programs is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of 
this Final EIS. 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM25 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM25-1 The comment asks if TRPA would be placing additional buoys to demarcate the 600-foot no-
wake zone and states that in the absence of demarcation buoys, the no-wake zone may be 
difficult to enforce because the location of the boundary is difficult to determine. Initially, 
TRPA would implement an enhanced 600-foot no-wake zone enforcement program, which 
would include a smart phone application, expanded education program, and additional 
enforcement patrols. TRPA would also implement a program of monitoring visitor experience 
and user conflicts related to shorezone and lakezone activities. Based on the results of the 
monitoring, adaptive management options would include placement of demarcation buoys or 
expansion of the no-wake zone in priority areas (for more information, refer to Master 
Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan). 

Oral 
Comment 

PM26 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM26-1 The comment asks what would happen if TRPA rules relating to the no-wake zone are 
violated. TRPA has the authority to enforce civil penalties for violation of the TRPA Code in 
accordance with the TRPA Rules of Procedure.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM27 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM27-1 The comment asks what effect Alternative 1 would have on public marinas. The framework 
for marinas under the proposed Shoreline Plan (Alternative 1) is described on page 2-34 of 
the Draft EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM28 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM28-1 The comment asks how the Tahoe Keys are being addressed under the Shoreline Plan. As 
described on page 2-14 of the Draft EIS, “the development standards in the Shoreline Plan 
would not apply to the docks and slips located in the lagoons of the Tahoe Keys Property 
Owners Association (TKPOA) but would apply to the Tahoe Keys Marina.” TKPOA moorings 
would be subject to applicable fees associated with the proposed Shoreline Plan. 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM29 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM29-1 The comment suggests using the Shoreline Plan as a vehicle to incentivize recreational 
improvements. The role of the Shoreline Plan within the context of recreation planning in 
Lake Tahoe is described in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM30 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM30-1 The comment asks what constitutes a public pier. Public piers are described on page 2-3 of 
the Draft EIS. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM31 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM31-1 The comment asks what the location criteria are for a public pier. Public piers would be 
evaluated under the proposed Shoreline Plan on a case-by-case basis, as described on page 
2-28 of the Draft EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM32 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM32-1 The comment asks if piers could be replaced under the proposed Shoreline Plan. Piers could 
be replaced under the plan, as described on page 2-33 of the Draft EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM33 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM33-1 The comment suggests that there should be more public piers evenly distributed around the 
lake. Public piers would be evaluated under the proposed Shoreline Plan on a case-by-case 
basis, as described on page 2-28 of the Draft EIS. TRPA would consider the existing 
distribution of public piers in evaluating new project proposals.  
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Oral 
Comment 

PM34 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM34-1 The comment asks what the criteria are for ensuring adequate upland facilities for public 
piers. Public piers would be evaluated under the proposed Shoreline Plan on a case-by-case 
basis, as described on page 2-28 of the Draft EIS. Public piers would be evaluated, in part, 
based on consistency with adopted plans and conformance with existing upland uses. Public 
piers would also be evaluated under a project-level environmental review process, which 
would consider the adequacy of parking, utilities, and other upland facilities. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM35 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM35-1 The comment asks if carbon impacts fees are associated with the Shoreline Plan. Although 
carbon impact fees are not specifically identified under the proposed Shoreline Plan and 
alternatives, Mitigation Measure 11-1: Develop and implement a GHG reduction policy, would 
require TRPA to develop, adopt, and implement a GHG emission reduction policy within 12 
months of adoption of the Shoreline Plan. Development of this policy may involve the 
implementation of fee programs to support GHG reduction measures.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM36 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM36-1 The comment asks what TRPA would do with fees collected through the Shoreline Plan. Fee 
programs that would be implemented and funding allocations that would be made under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are described in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” 
of this Final EIS. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM37 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Open House #1 
TRPA Offices, 128 Market Street, Stateline, Nevada 

 

PM37-1 The comment asks what the implementation strategy is for increased public access and 
water quality improvement projects. The four Shoreline Plan alternatives all provide a 
different approach to balancing support for public and private recreation with protecting the 
environment, as described in Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives,” 
of the Draft EIS. Resource protection measures under each of the four Shoreline Plan 
alternatives, including water quality improvement measures, are described in Table 2-3 on 
pages 2-20 and 2-21 of the Draft EIS.  
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Oral 
Comment 

PM38 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM38-1 The comment requests that the Draft EIS evaluate Canada geese as a source of aquatic 
invasive species. The Shoreline Plan is not anticipated to affect populations or habitat of 
Canada geese at Lake Tahoe; therefore, Canada geese are not evaluated within the context 
of impacts associated with implementation of the plan or alternatives. The spread and 
introduction of aquatic invasive species associated with implementation of the Shoreline 
Plan are addressed on pages 5-21 through 5-26 of Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic Biological 
Resources,” in the Draft EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM39 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM39-1 The comment asks if piers have an adverse effect on fish habitat. As stated on page 5-26 of 
the Draft EIS, “the placement of piers and buoys in spawning or feed/cover habitat has 
limited impact on native fish populations and the impacts can be mitigated.” The impacts of 
piers on fish habitat are addressed on pages 5-26 to 5-28 of Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic 
Biological Resources,” in the Draft EIS. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM40 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM40-1 The comment asks how single-use piers would be prioritized if available allocations would be 
awarded to multiple-use piers. Prioritization of private pier allocations is described on pages 
2-31 through 2-33 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives,” of the 
Draft EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM41 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM41-1 The comment states that concentrating boating and recreation at marinas would have 
adverse effects on small communities. This comment is speculative because it provides no 
evidence to support the assertion that boating and recreation would be concentrated at 
marinas, or that concentrated boating activity at marinas would harm other communities. 
The effects of the Shoreline Plan on recreation is described in Chapter 8, “Recreation,” of the 
Draft EIS and in Master Response 2 – Effects of Recreation in this Final EIS.  
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Oral 
Comment 

PM42 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM42-1 The comment asks how private access to the shoreline was considered in pier distribution 
and allocation. As stated on page 2-28 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and 
Alternatives,” of the Draft EIS, “the 128 new private piers would be distributed around Lake 
Tahoe based on jurisdictional boundaries as shown in Table 2-6. The number of piers that 
would be allocated to each jurisdiction is based on the proportion of parcels eligible for piers 
within that jurisdiction.” The distribution of public piers would be evaluated under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on a case-by-case basis, as described on page 2-28 of the Draft EIS. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM43 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM43-1 The comment asks if buoys can be traded for piers. Buoys cannot be traded for piers. As 
stated on page 2-26 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives,” of the 
Draft EIS, “marinas and public agencies could exchange new or existing buoys for slips on a 
1:1 basis.” Existing piers would be eligible for relocations, transfers, or conversions, as 
described on page 2-33 of the Draft EIS.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM44 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM44-1 The comment suggests that limiting the rate at which pier permits are issued to 12 over each 
2-year period is unfair to people who are older and may not gain access to a permit for many 
years under the plan. 

The approach to regulating shorezone development and associated resource management 
under the proposed Shoreline Plan is identified on page 2-26 of Chapter 2, “Description of 
Proposed Project and Alternatives,” of the Draft EIS: 

The goal of this alternative is to enhance the recreational experience at Lake Tahoe 
while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for the future. This 
alternative, developed through a consensus-based approach, incorporates the 
policies developed by the Steering Committee and was endorsed by the RPIC of the 
TRPA Governing Board. The Shoreline Plan would meter out new private and public 
development over time. At buildout, it would allow for up to 2,116 new moorings 
(buoys, lifts or public slips), 128 new private piers, 10 new public piers, and two new 
public boat ramps. Some new and existing buoys could be converted to slips and vice 
versa at facilities open to the public (e.g., marinas). 
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Additional context and background related to the development of the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are provided on pages 1-1 and 1-2 of Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIS. Please 
refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM45 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM45-1 The comment suggests prioritizing short piers because they may be less environmentally 
harmful than multiple-use piers. The comment also appears to suggest that more users could 
be served with a lower degree of environmental impact by authorizing short, individual 
private piers. 

Prioritization of private pier applications under the proposed Shoreline Plan is described on 
pages 2-31 through 2-33 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and Alternatives,” of 
the Draft EIS. Pier design standards under the proposed Shoreline Plan are presented in 
Table 2-5 on page 2-27 of the Draft EIS. Impacts associated with these proposals are 
evaluated in the resource chapters of the Draft EIS (Chapters 4–16). Exceptions to the pier 
design standards in Table 2-5 of the Draft EIS have been made for deep water areas 
adjacent to shore where placement of a pier meeting those design standards is not feasible. 
These exceptions have been incorporated into the proposed amended shorezone code under 
subsection 83.4.3.B (TRPA 2018b). See also Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed 
Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, which describes this change. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM46 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM46-1 The comment suggests incentivizing the purchase and use of solar-powered electric boats to 
reduce emissions and noise. As described on page 2-34 of the Draft EIS, the Shoreline Plan 
incentivizes environmental improvements associated with marina expansions. One such 
improvement could include incorporating electric boats as part of a rental fleet. In addition, 
Mitigation Measure 11-1: Develop and implement a GHG reduction policy, would require 
TRPA to develop, adopt, and implement a GHG emission reduction policy within 12 months of 
adoption of the Shoreline Plan. Development of this policy may involve incentives for electric 
boats. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM47 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM47-1 The comment suggests incorporating features to deed-restrict moorings and piers. Moorings 
and piers are not features that themselves can be deed-restricted; however, parcels can be 
deed restricted to prevent certain types of development within the shorezone. The proposed 
Shoreline Plan would require the deed restriction of littoral parcels in certain situations, 
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which would prevent future development of piers on some parcels (as described on page 2-
31 of the Draft EIS).  

Oral 
Comment 

PM48 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM48-1 The comment asks whether charter boats would be required to operate out of a marina. 
Charter boats (those operated by a licensed operator) would not need to operate from a 
marina provided that they have access to a valid, TRPA-permitted mooring, with adequate 
upland facilities properly permitted for such a commercial use. 

Oral 
Comment 

PM49 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM49-1 The comment states that public access is subject to U.S. Coast Guard regulations. The role of 
the U.S. Coast Guard on Lake Tahoe is described on page 15-15 of the Draft EIS. 

 [Oral 
Comment 

PM50 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM50-1 The comment asks if private buoys can be rented. TRPA does not regulate the rental of 
private buoys.  

Oral 
Comment 

PM51 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM51-1 The comment asks why the expanded 1,200-foot no-wake zone was not considered under 
Alternative 1. Alternatives 1 through 4 were developed to provide a reasonable range of 
alternatives for consideration. Features associated with each of the alternatives have been 
evaluated in the Draft EIS, and features proposed for any of the alternatives could be 
adopted in combination with features from other alternatives, provided that the appropriate 
mitigation measures are applied as necessary for significant impacts associated with a given 
feature. As described on page 1-2 of the Draft EIS, Alternative 1 (the Proposed Shoreline 
Plan) was developed through a consensus-based planning process. Please refer to Chapter 
2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, which describes changes to 
the proposed no-wake zone; and Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, 
a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Oral 
Comment 

PM52 

Public Commenter 
June 6, 2018 
Open House #2 
North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, California 

 

PM52-1 The comment asks why Baldwin Beach was not included as a potential no-wake zone 
expansion area under Alternative 4. Alternative 4 involves identifying areas around Lake 
Tahoe where recreation is greatest during peak periods relative to other areas. Please refer 
to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Comment 
Card 

PM53 

Public Commenter 
June 4, 2018 
Comment Card 

 

PM53-1 The comment requests low fees associated with the Shoreline Plan, and tiered fees for 
motorized and nonmotorized users. The fee structure associated with the proposed Shoreline 
Plan is presented in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 
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Comment 
Card 

PM54 

Jan Aville 
June 14, 2018 
Comment Card 

 

PM54-1 The comment provides support for Alternative 3. Please refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Comment 
Card 

PM55 

Ken Viel 
No Date 
Comment Card 

 

PM55-1 The comment questions the difference between launching from a buoy versus launching at a 
boat ramp. Boat use assumptions used in the Draft EIS are described on pages 2-6 through 
2-8 and in Appendix A of the Draft EIS and are further explained in Master Response 3 – 
Motorized Boat Use Estimates. 
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Comment 
Card 

PM56 

Roy Pike  
June 4, 2018 
Comment Card 

 

PM56-1 The comment asks why TRPA collects taxes and what is done with them. TRPA does not 
collect taxes. The proposed Shoreline Plan would be funded through a variety of fee 
programs as described in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

The comment also contends that two TRPA patrol boats would not provide sufficient 
enforcement, but does not provide evidence to support this claim. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Comment 
Card 

PM57 

Public Commenter 
No Date 
Comment Card 

 

PM57-1 The comment requests that TRPA study goose feces as a mechanism for the spread of 
aquatic invasive species. The Shoreline Plan would not affect Canada goose populations and 
would therefore have no impact on the spread of invasive species via this vector.  
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Comment 
Card 

PM58 

Public Commenter 
No Date 
Comment Card 

 

PM58-1 The comment asks if all littoral parcels could have two buoys under the cap. Each littoral 
parcel would be eligible for up to two new buoys, but the total number of buoys would be 
limited by the mooring cap. Thus, not every eligible parcel would be able to have two buoys. 
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Comment 
Card 

PM59 

Abby Edwards 
No Date 
Comment Card 

 

PM59-1 The comment asks what the prioritization process would be for single parcel pier applications 
if more than 16 are received in a 2-year period. Single parcel pier applications would be 
processed by lottery in that case, as stated on page 2-33 of the Draft EIS. The pier 
application prioritization process is described on pages 2-31 through 2-33 of the Draft EIS. 
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Comment 
Card 

PM60 

Elise Fett 
No Date 
Comment Card 

 

PM60-1 The comment suggests different schemes for pier prioritization. Pier applications would be 
prioritized as described on pages 2-31 through 2-33 of the Draft EIS. Please refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Comment 
Card 

PM61 

Madonna Dunbar, Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 
No Date 
Comment Card 

 

PM61-1 The comment requests that permit applications for any shorezone structure within a “zone of 
protection” trigger consultation with public water providers. As stated on page 2-23 of the 
Draft EIS, “TRPA Code Section 60.3.3 requires that TRPA consult with water purveyors when 
evaluating applications and development of permit conditions for any proposed shoreline 
structure within 600 feet of a drinking water intake. The proposed Shoreline Plan would 
expand this requirement to apply to any proposed shoreline structure within one quarter mile 
of a drinking water intake.” Please also refer to the response to comment O15-1, which 
addresses this topic.  
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4 CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS 

This chapter presents revisions to the Shoreline Plan Draft EIS text made in response to comments or to 
amplify, clarify, or make minor modifications or corrections to information in the Draft EIS. Changes in the 
text are indicated by strikeout where text is removed and by underline where text is added. The information 
contained in this chapter clarifies and expands on information in the Draft EIS and does not constitute 
“significant new information” requiring recirculation. These corrections and revisions do not alter the 
analysis or significance determination for any impacts analyzed in the Draft EIS. 

Corrections and Revisions to the “Executive Summary” 

Changes have been made to the summary of impacts and mitigation measures on pages ES-4 through ES-
31 in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS. Table ES-1 is replicated below in its entirety to provide the 
reader with a complete summary of impacts and mitigation measures, as revised. Revisions to the can be 
found in Impact 12-2, and Mitigation Measures 6-5b, 8-1a, 9-1a, 14-2, and 15-1a. 

Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

4 Land Use    

Impact 4-1: Induce substantial new growth 
Regional growth is capped by the Regional Plan. The 
Shoreline Plan alternatives would permit 
development of structures within the shorezone but 
would not increase the capacity of the region to 
accommodate an increase in residents or tourists. 
The addition of new public access facilities (e.g., boat 
ramps, public slips) under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 
would accommodate an increase in the number of 
day visitors to the region; however, these additional 
day visitors would not lead to residential, tourist, or 
commercial growth because growth is capped by the 
Regional Plan development rights system. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – 
LTS 

Alt 4 – NI 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 4-2: Consistency with applicable plans, 
policies, regulations, and the existing pattern of land 
use 
Shoreline Plan Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would result in 
changes to provisions in the TRPA Code that govern 
development within the shorezone. The provisions of 
these alternatives have been developed to implement 
the Regional Plan Goals and Policies and achieve 
thresholds, each striking a different balance of 
environmental protection and recreational access. 
The shorezone code provisions under all alternatives 
are intended to augment local TRPA plans by 
providing a framework for development within the 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

shorezone that is consistent with the land use 
designations within each of those plans. The pattern 
of development allowed under each of the Shoreline 
Plan alternatives would be restricted not only by land 
use designations identified in local plans, but also by 
other existing provisions of the code that would 
remain unchanged, as well as by the requirement for 
compliance with environmental thresholds. All four 
Shoreline Plan alternatives would provide for the 
same types and pattern of land uses that already 
exist within the shorezone. 

5 Fisheries and Aquatic Biological Resources    

Impact 5-1: Increased risk of AIS introduction or 
spread 
The increase in boat launches under Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 3 could increase the risk of AIS introductions, but 
this risk would not be substantial because the 
rigorous and effective prevention programs (including 
boat inspection, decontamination, outreach, and 
education) would continue. However, the increases in 
recreational boating under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 
would increase the risk that invasive macrophytes 
and Asian clams already in Lake Tahoe would be 
spread within the lake, creating new populations and 
increasing the abundance and distribution of AIS. 
Alternative 4 would result in no increase in boating 
activity and would not increase the risk of AIS 
introduction and spread. Alternative 4 would also 
require that all marinas develop and implement an 
AIS management plan. This would reduce the risk of 
AIS introductions at, or spread from, marinas. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 - S 
Alt 4 – B 

Mitigation Measure 5-1a: Require marina aquatic 
invasive species management plans (applies to 
Alts 1, 2, and 3) 
TRPA will require that all marinas prepare and 
implement an AIS management plan within 3 years 
of adoption of the Shoreline Plan. The AIS 
management plans shall, at a minimum, (1) 
identify strategies to prevent the establishment of 
invasive macrophytes and Asian clams within the 
marina (e.g., improved water circulation), (2) 
include an AIS monitoring, early detection, and 
response program within the marina, which could 
be in partnership with resource management 
agencies and/or organizations, and (3) include a 
public education component. For marinas that 
already contain AIS, the AIS management plan 
shall identify measures to control or eradicate 
existing AIS and reduce the potential for spread. 

Mitigation Measure 5-1b: Promote the 
development of AIS-resistant boats (applies to Alts 
1, 2, and 3) 
TRPA will continue to regularly communicate with 
representatives of the watercraft industry, 
including trade associations and manufactures of 
watercraft or watercraft components, to promote 
the development and widespread commercial 
utilization of technologies that lower the potential 
for the spread of AIS. Innovations such as ballast 
tank filters, heated ballast water intakes in 
engines, and better draining ballast tanks are 
currently being developed by various 
manufacturers, but they are not yet commercially 
available on a widespread basis. Although many of 
these innovations are not yet commercially viable, 
they may be by the full buildout of the Shoreline 

Alt 1, 2, 3 -
LTS 

Alt 4 – B 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

Plan Alternatives. TRPA will regularly coordinate 
with representatives of the watercraft industry to 
advocate for and demonstrate a commercial 
interest in the continued development and 
adoption of such technologies. TRPA will enact 
policies to encourage or require the use of such 
technologies when they become feasible. 

Mitigation 5-1c: Establish a mitigation fee program 
to increase AIS control. (applies to Alt 2 only) 
TRPA will establish an AIS mitigation fee program 
that will fund increased levels of AIS control. The 
fee will be used to implement projects that reduce 
the abundance and distribution of Asian clam, 
Eurasian watermilfoil, curly-leaf pondweed, coontail 
and/or other AIS that may be introduced in the 
future and can be spread by recreational boating. 
The fee will be assessed on recreational boaters 
either during AIS inspections or at launch points. 
The fee per launch or boat will be the same as that 
proposed under Alternative 1, which will be 
sufficient to increase existing control efforts 
commensurate with the projected increase in 
annual boat trips under Alternative 2. 

Impact 5-2: Loss of prime fish habitat 
The implementation of the Shoreline Plan has the 
potential to result in a net reduction in the amount of 
prime fish habitat, as defined by TRPA, due to 
placement of shorezone structures within this habitat. 
Alternatives 1 and 3 would require habitat 
replacement at a 1.5:1 ratio, resulting in no net loss 
in prime fish habitat. Alternative 2 would prohibit 
construction of structures within prime fish habitat. 
Alternative 4 would require habitat replacement at a 
ratio of 2:1, which would not cause a decrease in the 
amount of prime fish habitat 

Alt 1, 3, 4 – 
LTS 

Alt 2 – NI 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 5-3: Construction-related impacts 
Construction of new shorezone structures and 
dredging under all four Shoreline Plan alternatives 
could affect all species considered, except lake trout 
because they do not utilize nearshore habitats. 
Effects on species that could use nearshore habitats 
would be greatest on native minnow species that 
spawn in nearshore areas, including Lahontan Lake 
tui chub. Effects on special-status salmonids, 
including LCT and mountain whitefish, as well as 
other coldwater game fish species, would generally 
be limited to adults migrating to spawning tributaries 
and juveniles using nearshore areas for rearing. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

All of the alternatives would produce a small amount 
of temporary disturbance relative to both prime fish 
habitat and marginal fish habitat. Additionally, based 
on the life history characteristics and habitat use for 
the species evaluated, construction-related effects 
would not be adverse for any fish species under any 
of the alternatives. 

Impact 5-4: Permanent habitat modification 
Permanent habitat modification could affect all species 
evaluated except lake trout because they do not utilize 
nearshore habitats. Impacts on species that could use 
nearshore habitats would be greatest on native 
nongame fish, including Lahontan Lake tui chub. 
Impacts on special-status salmonids, including LCT and 
mountain whitefish, as well as other coldwater game 
fish species, would generally be limited to YOY juveniles 
using nearshore areas for rearing. Under all Shoreline 
Plan alternatives, impacts resulting from permanent 
habitat modification would be small relative to TRPA-
designated fish habitat, including prime fish habitat. 
Additionally, based on the life history characteristics 
and habitat use for the species evaluated, impacts 
would be minimal for any fish species. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 5-5: Recreation-related impacts 
Recreational activities could affect all species 
evaluated. Effects on species that could use 
nearshore habitats would be greatest on native 
minnow species that spawn in nearshore areas, 
including Lahontan Lake tui chub. Effects on special-
status salmonids, including LCT and mountain 
whitefish, as well as other coldwater game fish 
species, could occur to adults that utilize open waters 
of the lake and to YOY juveniles using nearshore 
areas for rearing. Spawning and egg incubation of 
special-status salmonids and other coldwater game 
fish species would not be affected since these 
species spawn in tributary streams or deep in the 
lake where they would not be affected by increased 
boating or recreational angling. Effects under 
Alternative 2 would be greatest because it would 
allow the largest number of structures and two new 
marinas. Thus, under Alternative 2 the capacity for 
recreational activities such as boating and angling 
would be highest. Effects under Alternative 4 would 
be the least because it contains the least number of 
structures and no increases in boating, relative to 
baseline. Recreation-related effects under Alternative 
1 and Alternative 3 would be intermediate between 
Alternatives 2 and 4. However, under all the 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

alternatives, recreation-related effects resulting from 
increased recreational angling and/or boating would 
be small. 

6 Hydrology and Water Quality    

Impact 6-1: Soil erosion and/or release of pollutants 
to Lake Tahoe from shorezone facility construction or 
maintenance activities, including dredging 
All four Shoreline Plan alternatives would allow new 
construction and dredging within the shorezone. 
Construction activities could affect water quality by 
accelerating soil erosion and sedimentation while also 
releasing pollutants. Dredging for new construction or 
maintenance dredging for existing facilities could 
affect water quality by increasing turbidity and 
releasing nutrients into the surrounding water. 
Existing state, federal, and TRPA regulations mitigate 
potential short-term impacts from construction 
activities in the shorezone. TRPA policies require the 
implementation and maintenance of temporary BMPs 
to protect water quality during maintenance dredging 
within the shorezone. Under Alternatives 1 and 3, 
TRPA would revise code standards (Section 84.15.3) 
to be consistent with federal standards for new 
dredging (nondegradation) under Section 404 of the 
CWA as regulated by USACE. However, the federal 
standards under Section 404 are mandatory for 
dredging in Lake Tahoe regardless of the TRPA Code 
provisions and are therefore applicable to all four 
alternatives. Dredging activities would also need to 
comply with each state’s Section 401 water quality 
certification requirements. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4- 
LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 6-2: Sediment resuspension and turbidity 
associated with the hydrodynamic effects of 
motorized boating 
The hydrodynamic effects from motorized boating can 
disturb and resuspend lakebed sediment through 
propeller wash and boat wake, potentially leading to 
increased turbidity and reductions in nearshore 
clarity. Hydrodynamic effects from propeller wash and 
boat wake are generally limited to shallower areas, 
with little or no effects for water depths less than 7 
feet and no effects for water depths greater than 10 
feet (Beachler and Hill 2003; USACE 1993). TRPA 
Code Section 84.17.1 requires a no-wake zone within 
600 feet of the shore with a 5-mile-per-hour (mph) 
speed limit. Most of Lake Tahoe’s shallower depths 
are within the existing no-wake zone, with notable 

Alt 1, 3 – LTS 
Alt 2 – PS 
Alt 4 - NI 

Mitigation Measure 6-2: Study and adaptively 
manage the effects of boats on nearshore 
conditions (applies to Alt 2) TRPA will coordinate 
with partner agencies and research organizations 
to complete monitoring and studies that evaluate 
the effects of boat activity on nearshore clarity and 
water quality. TRPA will then implement 
management actions, if needed, based on the 
results of the studies. 
To ensure the completion of nearshore studies, 
TRPA will enact a nearshore water quality 
mitigation fee on recreational watercraft. The fee 
will be assessed on all recreation watercraft, either 
during aquatic invasive species boat inspections or 
at launch points. The fee will remain in place for a 
period of up to ten years to fund scientific research 

Alt 1, 3, 4 – 
No mitigation 

required 
Alt 2 – LTS 
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Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

exceptions being the nearshore areas adjacent to the 
City of South Lake Tahoe and Tahoe City. 
Lake Tahoe’s nearshore presents complex 
environment conditions and factors that may 
influence nearshore clarity in an interrelated manner 
that varies by location and with time (Taylor 2002). In 
addition to natural wind effects generating water 
movement, wave motion, and natural littoral 
processes, factors influencing the observed variability 
in nearshore clarity may include: adjacent land-uses 
and urban stormwater inputs, other nonpoint 
pollutant inputs, boating activity, proximity to stream 
inputs, water depth, substrate type, and localized 
features of the lake bottom. Among these interrelated 
factors the potential contribution of boating activities 
to degrade nearshore clarity is difficult to isolate or 
quantify. 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are projected to generate a 
peak-day increase in boating activity. On peak days, 
increased boat use could increase wave action and 
turbulence generated by boat wake. The shallower 
portions of the nearshore outside existing no-wake 
zone regulations are likely more susceptible to short-
term and temporary declines in clarity because of 
increased wave action. During summertime periods 
with low winds and low inputs of streamflow and 
stormwater runoff, Lake Tahoe waters would typically 
be quiescent with low wave action in the nearshore. 
Because Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would increase 
boating activity on peak days, the increased potential 
for boat wake to induce additional wave action in 
shallow nearshore areas most susceptible to elevated 
turbidity would also increase; therefore, the potential 
frequency of exceeding the nearshore threshold 
turbidity standard may also increase for limited 
portions of the nearshore. 

and nearshore monitoring through a program such 
as the Nearshore Water Quality Network. Revenue 
generated from the fee will be directed towards 
research components of nearshore studies tasked 
with evaluating potential impacts of boat activity on 
nearshore clarity and water quality. TRPA will set 
the fee at an amount that is adequate to fund an 
assessment of recreational boating effects on 
nearshore water quality and clarity. 
If research concludes that the increase in boating 
activities anticipated under Alternative 2 would 
contribute to an exceedance of TRPA’s nearshore 
numerical standard of 1 NTU, TRPA will implement 
management actions to avoid or offset this 
impairment. Such management actions could 
include, but are not limited to: 
 expand the no-wake zone based on the 

scientific findings and recommendations for 
nearshore areas identified to be susceptible 
to reduced clarity from boating activities; or 

 enact a permanent nearshore water quality 
mitigation fee on recreational watercraft and 
use the revenue to fund compensatory 
mitigation projects that reduce other sources 
of nearshore water quality impairment. 

Impact 6-3: Direct entrainment or atmospheric 
deposition of pollutants from boat exhaust 
Increased boating activity is projected under 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, which could lead to 
increased boat emissions. Alternative 4 would not 
increase boating activity, and therefore would not 
increase boat emissions. Boat engines emit oxides of 
nitrogen (NOX) and particulate matter (PM) during 
operation, which may be delivered to the lake through 
direct entrainment in the water column or 
atmospheric deposition. Total nitrogen and fine 
sediment particles are pollutants of concern for lake 

Alt 1, 3 – LTS 
Alt 2 – PS 
Alt 4 – NI 

Mitigation Measure 6-3: Limit the number of 
moorings and boat ramps to limit emissions from 
increased motorized watercraft activity (applies to Alt 
2 only) 
TRPA shall implement Mitigation Measure 10-1 as 
described in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” which limits 
the number of new moorings and boat ramps (and 
thus boat emissions) to the maximum number 
allowed under Alternative 1. 

Alts 1, 3, 4 – 
No mitigation 

required 
Alt 2 – LTS 
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transparency and clarity, and the Lake Tahoe TMDL 
sets load reduction targets for these pollutants. 
Therefore, emissions that lead to an increase in 
loading for these pollutants of concern might extend 
the timeline needed to achieve the Lake Tahoe TMDL 
load reduction targets. 
The approval of additional boating facilities under 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 leading to the increase in 
boating activity would be phased through a projected 
buildout date of 2040. Impact 10-1 in Chapter 10, 
“Air Quality,” assesses potential changes in emissions 
from increased boating activity under Alternatives 1, 
2, and 3. Impact 10-1 concludes that a net reduction 
in boating emissions, including emissions of NOX and 
PM, would result under Alternatives 1 and 3 as the 
increased boating hours are offset by fleet turnover, 
with older boat engines replaced with cleaner and 
more fuel-efficient boat engines. 
Impact 10-1 in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” concludes 
that under Alternative 2 changes in emissions from 
increased boat activity will have mixed results, with a 
net increase in NOX and a net decrease in PM. 
Because Alternative 2 would create a net increase in 
NOX loading, and potential impacts on lake 
transparency and clarity from boat exhaust would be 
proportional to changes in atmospheric emissions of 
NOX, this could extend the timelines needed to 
achieve the Lake Tahoe TMDL load reduction targets. 

Impact 6-4: Discharge of hydrocarbons or other 
contaminants into Lake Tahoe from boating activities 
and boating facilities 
Elevated levels of hydrocarbons or other 
contaminants in the lake could result from increased 
boating activity under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. 
Gasoline and diesel fuels contain hydrocarbon 
contaminants, including the group of volatile organic 
compounds collectively known as BTEX (benzene, 
toluene, ethylbenzene, and xylene). While also 
occurring in raw fuel, polyaromatic hydrocarbons 
(PAHs) are primarily produced during the combustion 
process in an engine. Hydrocarbons can enter the 
water from boating activities via exhaust emissions, 
fueling spills, and other accidental spills. Most 
outboard engines exhaust beneath the surface of the 
water, and consequently, all exhaust must pass 
through the water column, where some hydrocarbons 
will remain in solution or sorb to particulates and 
sediments. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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Impact 6-5: Interference with littoral processes from 
new or redeveloped shoreline structures 
All Shoreline Plan alternatives would allow for the 
addition or expansion of piers that could disrupt 
existing wave and current circulation patterns near 
the shoreline. Waves and current motion are the 
primary agents of littoral drift, the process by which 
sediment is transported and deposited in the 
nearshore area. Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 propose 
revisions to existing pier design standards in the TRPA 
Code (Section 84), but do not define design 
standards for public piers. Alternatives 2 and 3 would 
both allow multiple-use piers to deviate from design 
standards. Other structures, such as jetties, groins, 
breakwaters, and fences that could affect littoral 
processes, are generally not allowed under any of the 
Shoreline Plan alternatives. Alternative 1 may allow 
for other structures as part of a habitat restoration 
project or as part of a marina environmental 
improvement project. Alternative 2 would allow for 
these structures along the shoreline outside of prime 
fish habitat if the applicant demonstrated that the 
structure would not interfere with littoral processes. 
Previous analysis (TRPA 2004) demonstrated that 
significant impacts on littoral drift processes can 
occur from floating piers. Because Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 3 do not specify design standards for floating 
piers such that impacts on littoral drift would be 
completely avoided, and because none of the 
Shoreline Plan alternatives define the environmental 
analysis procedures for assessing littoral drift 
processes associated with public pier applications or 
allowable deviations for multiple-use pier applications 
that include floating pier sections, design standards in 
their current form could allow for piers that interfere 
with existing littoral drift processes. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– S  

Mitigation Measure 6-5a: Specify floating pier 
design standards (applies to Alts 1 and 3) 
TRPA will augment the design standards 
summarized in Table 2-5 in Chapter 2, “Project 
Description,” to include the following standard for 
floating piers: 
 Floating pier sections rigidly moored to the 

lake bottom shall be prohibited. 
Mitigation Measure 6-5b: Require littoral drift 
analyses and incorporate design 
recommendations for floating piers longer than 25 
feet (applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
TRPA will require all new pier and pier extension 
applications that include floating pier sections 
longer than 25 feet submit a site-specific littoral 
drift and wave analysis. The analysis will assess 
the dimensions of the proposed floating pier 
section and the ability of waves to initiate and 
sustain the movement of sediment along the lake 
bottom under conditions of low lake level (6,223 
feet), mid-lake level (6,226 feet), and high lake 
level (6,229 feet) Lake Tahoe Datum. The lake 
level condition with the greatest effect on littoral 
transport and backshore stability shall be used to 
design the floating pier section. Floating piers 
may only be approved if they are designed so that 
wave heights are not reduced by more than 50 
percent and the floating pier section is no greater 
than 50 percent of the length of the site-specific 
design wavelength, and if the littoral drift analysis 
finds that the pier will not otherwise substantially 
disrupt littoral transport.  
 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

7 Soil Conservation    

Impact 7-1: Increase land coverage beyond the limits 
allows by the Bailey land capability system 
All Shoreline Plan alternatives would permit the 
construction or expansion of structures that would 
create coverage in the backshore. However, all 
projects would be required to demonstrate their 
compliance with existing TRPA land coverage 
regulations including restoration of 1.5 times the 
amount of LCD 1b (i.e., backshore) coverage created 
by the project.  

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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Impact 7-2: Increase erosion or degrade soil 
conditions during construction activities 
Implementation of all Shoreline Plan alternatives 
would permit construction activities in the shorezone 
that would create ground disturbance and loss of 
vegetation and would increase the potential for 
erosion. However, the potential for increased erosion 
resulting from future projects implemented under the 
Shoreline Plan alternatives would be reduced through 
compliance with county, TRPA, and LRWQCB or NDEP 
code requirements, permit conditions, and 
regulations. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 7-3: Long-term increases in shoreline erosion 
All Shoreline Plan alternatives would allow 
development of new facilities in the shorezone; 
however, the potential for the operation of these 
facilities to increase shoreline erosion would be 
controlled through existing TRPA regulations and 
permit conditions. Implementation of Alternatives 1, 
2, and 3 would result in increased watercraft use on 
Lake Tahoe and would expand access to portions of 
the shoreline that are undeveloped or difficult to 
access without watercraft. Alternative 4 would not 
result in an increase in boating activity. Depending on 
the location of the 15 public piers allowed by 
Alternative 4, there could be an increase in public 
access to areas that are currently difficult to access 
(e.g., if a public pier and associated upland facilities 
were constructed in undeveloped parkland). 
Notwithstanding this potential, there is no evidence to 
suggest that such increased use of remote areas 
would occur as a result of future shorezone projects, 
nor that use of such areas, if more accessible, would 
result in long-term increases in erosion of the 
shoreline. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 7-4: Potential for damage from liquefaction, 
settlement, tsunami, and seiche 
The Shoreline Plan alternatives would permit 
structures in the shorezone that could be damaged 
during an earthquake from liquefaction in saturated 
sand deposits, settlement, tsunami, and seiche. The 
risk from seismic shaking would be controlled through 
compliance with the current seismic design 
requirements of the California Building Standards 
Code and the International Building Code. 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would increase the number of 
boats that could be exposed to inundation by tsunami 
or seiche; however, while such an event could be 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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catastrophic, the probability of occurrence in any 
given year, or over the coming decades is very low. 

8 Recreation    

Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational 
experiences or create user conflicts 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would result in construction of 
new shorezone structures, with Alternative 4 structures 
limited to public piers. These alternatives include 
density and location standards for moorings and piers 
that would help preserve scenic areas around the lake 
and maintain the quality of recreation experience. 
Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 would not result in a substantial 
change to quality of recreation experience. 
Implementation of Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 could result 
in public piers extending beyond the 600-foot no-wake 
zone, which could create potential conflicts between 
nonmotorized recreation (i.e., nonmotorized watercraft 
and swimmers) and motorized watercraft.  
Because of the substantial increase in boat launch 
capacity and overnight mooring provided by the 
number of new shorezone structures associated with 
Alternative 2, the increase in the number of motorized 
watercraft on the lake would be great enough that 
there would be a substantial adverse change in 
quality of recreation experience for people using 
motorized and nonmotorized, swimmers, and other 
beachgoers and increased potential for conflicts 
between motorized and nonmotorized recreationists 
outside the no-wake zone. Alternative 2 could also 
result in new multiple-use and public piers that 
extend beyond the no-wake zone, creating the 
potential for conflicts between nonmotorized 
recreationists and motorized watercraft. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– PS 

Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Maintain nonmotorized 
navigation within the no-wake zone (applies to Alts 
1, 2, 3, and 4) 
TRPA will revise the pier design standards for 
piers that extend 600 feet or more from the high-
water elevation to provide lateral nonmotorized 
recreation access within the 600-foot no-wake 
zone. Lateral nonmotorized recreation access 
within the 600-foot no-wake zone could will be 
provided by either of the following: 
The pier design standards would require public 
piers (for Alternatives 1, 3, and 4) and multiple-use 
piers (for Alternative 2) to accommodate lateral 
nonmotorized access by limiting the pier length to 
within the 600-foot no-wake zone and providing at 
least 10 feet between the end of the pier and the 
no-wake zone boundary to allow nonmotorized 
recreationists to stay within the no-wake zone. The 
applicant for a new multiple-use pier that extends 
to within 30 feet of the no-wake zone would also 
be required to install one or more navigational 
buoys to identify the location of the no-wake zone 
relative to the pier.; or Additional pier length could 
only be granted if necessary for public health and 
safety facilities or waterborne transit provided 
TRPA makes the following findings: 
The additional pier length is necessary to provide 
for public health and safety or public transit, and 
All feasible measures have been taken to minimize 
interference with nonmotorized navigation. 
The pier design standards could allow exceptions 
for public piers (for Alternatives 1, 3, and 4) and 
multiple-use and public piers (for Alternative 2) that 
extend beyond the no-wake zone if the pier is 
designed to allow nonmotorized recreationists to 
have lateral access underneath the pier during 
high lake level conditions. 
Mitigation Measure 8-1b: Implement Mitigation 
Measure 10-1 to limit the number of moorings and 
boat ramps (applies to Alt 2 only) 
TRPA will implement Mitigation Measure 10-1, as 
described in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” which would 
revise the Code of Ordinances to limit the total 
number of new moorings (i.e., buoys, slips, and 
lifts) and boat ramps to the number authorized 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 



Ascent Environmental  Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIS 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency  
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 4-11 

Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

under Alternative 1. This would allow a total of 
2,116 new moorings and two new boat ramps. 
Mitigation Measure 8-1c: Establish buffer area 
around nonmotorized recreationists outside of the 
no-wake zone (applies to Alt 2 only) 
TRPA will amend the no-wake zone section of the 
Code of Ordinances to include a 200-foot buffer 
between motorized watercraft in motion and 
nonmotorized recreationists in areas outside of no-
wake zones, which is already in practice by Nevada 
State Parks. 

Impact 8-2: Affect access or opportunities for 
motorized watercraft 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would increase capacity for 
boat launching and mooring by allowing for additional 
boat ramps and overnight mooring structures. The 
design and location standards for all three of these 
alternatives and expansion of the no-wake zone to 
include all of Emerald Bay with Alternatives 1 and 3 
would not substantially change opportunities for 
recreation activities on the lake that rely on motorized 
watercraft, including activities such as fishing and 
water skiing. Alternatives 1 and 3 also provide 
standards for shorezone structures to allow for 
boating access under a range of lake levels. 
Alternative 4 would allow for additional piers but 
would not provide additional launch capacity or 
moorings to increase access or opportunities for 
recreational users of the lake. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – B 
Alt 4 – LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 8-3: Change access to or along the shoreline 
Each of the proposed alternatives would result in the 
construction of piers that would extend into the public 
trust areas in the shorezone and impede, to some 
degree, lateral access along the shoreline in California. 
New public piers would be constructed for the benefit 
of public use; thus, pedestrians would have 
unrestricted access over or around the pier as they 
walk laterally along the shoreline. Alternative 4 would 
only allow new public piers to be constructed. 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would also allow private piers. 
None of the alternatives include any design standards 
for private or public piers that prohibit access for the 
public along the shore. TRPA and California State Lands 
Commission would develop a memorandum of 
understanding (MOU) that would provide a review 
process that protects public lateral access within the 
public trust easement in California. In Nevada, no 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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existing public trust easement on private land is 
recognized; thus, this impact only assesses impacts to 
lateral access along the shoreline in the California 
portion of Lake Tahoe. Under the MOU and for all 
alternatives, TRPA would not be able to approve any 
shorezone structure that unreasonably interferes with 
lateral public access where it is otherwise lawfully 
allowed. 

Impact 8-4: Affect the fair-share distribution of 
recreation capacity 
The 2015 Threshold Evaluation found the recreation 
threshold for fair-share distribution of recreation 
capacity to be in attainment (TRPA 2016a). The existing 
distribution of land ownership in the shorezone is 
approximately half public and half private ownership, 
with slightly less land in private. Each alternative would 
change the percent of shorezone structures that are 
accessible to the public to various degrees, but the 
distribution between public and private owners around 
the lake would not change substantially over baseline 
conditions. All of the new shorezone structures under 
each alternative in combination with existing shorezone 
structures would either maintain the same proportion 
of public and private structures as under baseline 
conditions or would result in a small increase in the 
proportion of public structures compared to baseline 
conditions. At buildout of the alternatives, publicly-
accessible shorezone structures would generate 
between 50 and 52.5 percent, depending on 
alternative, of all boat trips on the lake, which is similar 
to baseline conditions. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

9 Scenic Resources 

Impact 9-1: Alter views of the shore from Lake Tahoe 
The effects Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 on views from 
Lake Tahoe would vary based on the location, 
intensity, and other characteristics of future projects. 
In some scenarios under Alternatives 1 and 3, the 
scenic threshold ratings would increase due to 
required scenic improvements in the shoreland, 
visible mass reductions, and redevelopment of 
existing shorezone structures consistent with 
proposed design standards. In other scenarios under 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, scenic quality could be 
unchanged or degraded due to additional visible 
mass associated with new buoys, redeveloped piers 
that are a contrasting color, or in the case of 
Alternative 2, from additional visible structures in the 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – S 
Alt 4 – LTS 

Mitigation 9-1a: Offset the visible mass of buoys 
(applies to Alts 1, 2, and 3) 
TRPA will require that all new buoys offset the 
visible mass associated with the buoy and boat. 
The average visible mass of a buoy and boat is 
estimated at 83 square feet. Each new buoy will 
require removal or screening of a minimum of 83 
square feet of existing mass visible from Lake 
Tahoe. The visible mass of a buoy can will be offset 
through the direct reduction of visible mass or 
through the payment of an in-lieu fee a buoy scenic 
mitigation fee that will be used to reduce visible 
mass, as described below. 
If a buoy applicant chooses to directly remove or 
screen visible mass as part of the buoy project, 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 
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shorezone that are not compensated for with 
reductions in the visual magnitude of development in 
the shoreland.  
Alternative 4 would have a limited number of new 
shorezone structures that could be developed under 
Alternative 4, the project-level scenic assessment and 
mitigation requirements for public piers, and the 
prohibition of other new or expanded shoreline 
structures. 

then the applicant would comply with the same 
visible mass offset requirements that apply to piers 
and other structures. The 83 square feet of visible 
mass associated with the buoy would be offset at 
the same ratios required for other shoreline 
structures. The offset would be required as close to 
the proposed buoy as possible, in the following 
order of priority: 1) on the same parcel in the 
shorezone, 2) on the same parcel in the upland 
area, 3) elsewhere in the shorezone within the 
same shoreline scenic travel unit, 4) within the 
same travel unit in the upland, and 5) in another 
nonattainment scenic travel unit. 
TRPA will also provide the option to pay an in-lieu 
assess an annual scenic mitigation fee on all buoys 
fee to offset the additional visible mass of the 
buoy. TRPA will set a fee amount that is adequate 
to remove or visually screen 83 square feet of 
existing visible mass for each buoy. TRPA will use 
the fee to acquire and remove or screen existing 
visible mass visible from shoreline scenic travel 
units that are not in attainment of threshold 
standards. The funds will be dedicated to projects 
that TRPA determines will have the greatest benefit 
to scenic threshold standards and will be 
prioritized for use in the following order: 1) in the 
shorezone, 2) in the shoreland, and 3) to improve 
background views visible from Lake Tahoe.  
To identify specific scenic improvement projects 
that could be funded by the in-lieu fee, TRPA will 
update the Scenic Quality Improvement Program 
(SQIP) within 1 year of adoption of the Shoreline 
Plan. The update would, at a minimum, update 
those elements of the SQIP that identify scenic 
improvement opportunities within the 11 shoreline 
travel units that are not in attainment of scenic 
thresholds as of the 2015 Threshold Evaluation 
Report. Within each of these travel units, the SQIP 
will identify specific opportunities for scenic 
improvements that would increase the scenic 
threshold ratings. Scenic improvement 
opportunities could include improvements on 
private land, such as the acquisition, removal, or 
screening of private development, as well as 
opportunities on public land, such as the 
undergrounding of utilities, revegetation of road 
scars, screening or recoloring of infrastructure, or 
removal of structures on public land. The SQIP will 
consider opportunities for permanent or long-term 
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scenic improvement. TRPA will consider the scenic 
improvement opportunities identified in the SQIP 
when authorizing the expenditure of scenic 
mitigation funds. 
Funds could be used to implement projects directly 
or through grants, contracts, or other agreements 
with partner organizations. TRPA could also 
authorize mitigation funds for projects that 
permanently reduce the visual magnitude of 
shoreland development when the project 
contributes to the attainment of scenic thresholds 
and is not otherwise required. Visible mass 
mitigation projects that could be funded by the in-
lieu fee include, but are not limited to: 
 scenic improvement projects identified in the 

2018 update to most recent version of the 
SQIP;  

 lakefront recreation projects with scenic 
improvements such as replacing dilapidated 
structures or relocating structures (public 
gathering areas and waterfront public access 
scenic improvements); 

 scenic improvement of existing rip rap and 
retaining walls along visible roadway cuts 
(e.g., recoloring of light-colored rip rap); 

 permanent removal of existing shorezone 
and shoreland structures; 

 permanent screening of roadside parking 
areas, roadways, and infrastructure through 
the planting of native vegetation and creation 
of vegetated berms; 

 undergrounding of utility lines that are visible 
from the lake; and 

 improving existing shoreland structures and 
deed restricting those parcels such that 
visual magnitude of existing development is 
permanently reduced 

Mitigation 9-1b: Establish color standards for piers 
(applies to Alts 1, 2, and 3) 
TRPA will modify the proposed design standards to 
regulate the color of piers. These standards will be 
enforced for all new or expanded piers. The 
standards will require that piers be a matte 
medium to dark gray. The standards will also allow 
TRPA to require alternate colors that TRPA 
determines would better blend into the 
background view of the project site. 
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Mitigation 9-1c: Require visual magnitude 
reductions in the shoreland (applies to Alt 2) 
TRPA will revise the TRPA Code under Alternative 2 
to incorporate the same visual magnitude 
requirements for new or expanded shoreline 
structures as included in Alternative 1. These Code 
revisions will require that shoreland properties 
achieve minimum contrast ratings as part of the 
approval process for new piers. For new private 
piers, TRPA would require an initial contrast rating 
of 21 as part of the pier application. Following 
permit application submittal, applicants would 
have 6 months to increase their contrast rating to 
25 to offset the visual impact of new or 
redeveloped piers. TRPA would exempt property 
owners from the contrast rating of 25, if it is not 
feasible. 

Impact 9-2: Alter views of Lake Tahoe from the shore 
The scenic effects on views from the shore would vary 
based on the location, intensity, and other 
characteristics of future projects. In some scenarios 
under Alternatives 1 and 3, the scenic threshold 
ratings would increase due to required scenic 
improvements in the shoreland, visible mass 
reductions, and redevelopment of existing shorezone 
structures consistent with design standards. In other 
scenarios under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, scenic 
quality would not substantially change, or the scenic 
threshold ratings could be reduced. This potential 
reduction in scenic threshold ratings would be due to 
additional visible mass associated with new buoys, 
and in the case of Alternative 2, because no 
reductions in the visual magnitude of the shoreland 
would be required to compensate for additional 
development in the shorezone. 
Alternative 4 would allow for a maximum of only 15 
new public piers, which require project-level scenic 
assessment and mitigation. Alternative 4 would 
prohibit other new or expanded shoreline structures. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – S 
Alt 4 – LTS 

Mitigation 9-2a: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-
1a to offset the visible mass of buoys (applies to 
Alt 1, 2, and 3). 
TRPA will implement Mitigation Measure 9-1a, 
“Offset the visible mass of buoys,” as described 
above. 
Mitigation 9-2b: Implement Mitigation Measure 9-
1a to require visual magnitude reductions in the 
shoreland (applies to Alt 2 only). 
TRPA will implement Mitigation 9-1c: “Require 
visual magnitude reductions in the shoreland,” as 
described above. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – 
LTS 

Alt 4 – No 
mitigation 
required 

10 Air Quality    

Impact 10-1: Long-term operational emissions of 
regional criteria air pollutants and precursors 
Based on estimates of increased boating activity and 
emissions modeling and analysis, implementation of 
the Shoreline Plan under Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 
would not result in the long-term increase in 
emissions of ozone precursors, CO, PM10, and PM2.5 

Alt 1, 3, 4 – 
LTS 

Alt 2 – S  

Mitigation Measure 10-1: Limit the number of 
moorings and boat ramps (Alt 2 only) 
TRPA will revise the Code of Ordinances to limit the 
total number of new moorings (i.e., buoys, slips, 
and lifts) and boat ramps to the number authorized 
under Alternative 1. This would allow a total of 
2,116 new moorings and two new boat ramps. 

Alt 1, 3, 4 – 
No mitigation 

required 
Alt 2 – LTS 
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in the LTAB and therefore would not result in the 
deterioration of ambient air quality or the exceedance 
of an applicable air quality standards. 
Based on estimates of increased boating activity and 
emissions modeling and analysis, Shoreline Plan 
Alternative 2 would result in a long-term increase in 
emissions of NOX and CO. The long-term increase in 
NOX, which is an ozone precursor, would contribute to 
the nonattainment status of the LTAB with respect to 
the CAAQS for ozone and/or an exceedance of TRPA’s 
1-hour ozone threshold standard of 0.08 ppm. The 
long-term increase in CO would conflict with 
implementation of the CO maintenance plan and/or 
contribute to exceedances of TRPA’s 8-hour threshold 
standard of 6 ppm. 

Impact 10-2: Short-term construction emissions of 
ROG, NOX, PM10, and PM2.5 
Implementation of the Shoreline Plan under 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 would result in the 
construction of new piers, boat ramps, marinas, 
and/or boat houses. Given the number of new 
facilities that could be developed and the limited 
construction season in the Tahoe Region (i.e., May 1 
to October 15), it is possible that a substantial 
amount of construction activity could occur at one 
time. Thus, equipment exhaust and fugitive dust 
emissions could violate or contribute substantially to 
an existing or projected air quality violation, especially 
considering the nonattainment status of the LTAB 
with respect to the CAAQS and TRPA numeric 
threshold standards for ozone and PM10. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– PS 

Mitigation Measure 10-2: Add best construction 
practices for emissions to the standard conditions 
of approval for shoreline projects (applies to Alts 1, 
2, 3, and 4) 
TRPA will revise the Standard Conditions of 
Approval for Shorezone Projects (TRPA Permit 
Attachment S) to require that minimum 
construction emission reduction best practices be 
implemented for all projects within the shorezone. 
The Standard Conditions of Approval for Shorezone 
Projects will be amended to add the following best 
construction practices: 
 Fugitive dust shall not exceed 40 percent 

opacity and not go beyond the property 
boundary at any time during project 
construction. 

 No open burning of removed vegetation shall 
occur during infrastructure improvements. 

 Idling time for all diesel-powered equipment 
shall not exceed 5 minutes.  

 Water shall be applied as needed to prevent 
dust impacts from extending off-site. 
Operational water truck(s) shall be on-site, as 
required, to control fugitive dust. 
Construction vehicles leaving the site shall be 
cleaned to prevent dust, silt, mud, and dirt 
from being released or tracked off-site.  

 Existing power sources or clean-fuel 
generators rather than temporary diesel 
power generators shall be used wherever 
feasible. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 
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Impact 10-3: Exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic 
air contaminants (TACs) 
Implementation of the Shoreline Plan under 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 would not result in the 
siting of new stationary sources of TACs, new 
sensitive receptors, or an increase in TAC emissions 
generated by recreational watercraft. Construction of 
new facilities would involve the use of off-road heavy-
duty diesel-powered equipment that emits diesel PM. 
However, because of the short duration of 
construction activity at any single location and the 
highly dispersive properties of diesel PM, 
construction-related TAC emissions would not expose 
sensitive receptors to substantial concentrations of 
TACs. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 10-4: Exposure to excessive odorous 
emissions 
Implementation of the Shoreline Plan under 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 would not result in the 
siting of new major sources of odors or new sensitive 
receptors. Neither construction nor operation of 
facilities that may be developed because of the 
Shoreline Plan would create objectionable odors 
affecting a substantial number of people. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

11 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change    

Impact 11-1: Greenhouse gas emissions 
Implementation of the Shoreline Plan would result in 
GHG emissions associated with the construction and 
demolition of boating facilities and on-road motor 
vehicle trips to and from new boating facilities. Under 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, implementation of the 
Shoreline Plan would also result in an increase in 
GHG-emitting boating activity. It is not feasible to 
know whether the fleet of motorized boats on Lake 
Tahoe will become more GHG efficient and, if it does, 
whether the improvement in GHG efficiency would be 
enough to offset the GHGs associated with 
construction activity, the increase in on-road motor 
vehicle travel, and the projected increase in boating 
activity. 
The development and implementation of a GHG 
Reduction Policy, as required by Mitigation Measure 
11-1, would reduce GHG emissions, but the extent of 
this reduction depends on participation rates, 
available funding, and available technology. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– PS 

Mitigation Measure 11-1: Develop and implement 
a GHG reduction policy (applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 
4) 
Within 12 months of adoption of the Shoreline 
Plan, TRPA will coordinate the implementation of a 
GHG Emission Reduction Policy through TRPA-
approved plans, project permitting, or 
projects/programs developed in coordination with 
local or other governments addressing Best 
Construction Practices and ongoing operational 
efficiencies. Until that time, TRPA will continue its 
existing practice to require measures developed on 
a project-by-project basis. The policy will require 
implementation of measures for the reduction of 
GHG emissions generated by demolition and 
construction activity in the shorezone and in 
associated upland areas, by on-road motor 
vehicles trips directly associated with the operation 
of boating facilities, and by ongoing operation of 
recreational watercraft. Where local ordinances 
already require GHG emission reductions 
consistent with the policy, no further action is 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– SU 
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necessary. Where local government ordinances do 
not adequately address GHG reduction practices, 
those practices will be implemented through local 
government and/or TRPA permitting activities or 
implementation program. Such measures may 
include, but are not limited to, the following: 
Minimize Construction-Related GHG Emissions 
 All diesel-powered construction equipment 

shall have engines that comply with Tier 4 
emission standards or better.  

 Require all construction contractors to use 
renewable diesel (RD) fuel for all diesel-
powered construction equipment (off-road 
land- and water-based). Any RD product that 
is considered for use by the construction 
contractors shall comply with California's Low 
Carbon Fuel Standards and be certified by 
the California Air Resources Board Executive 
Officer. RD fuel must also meet the following 
criteria: 
 Be hydrogenation-derived (reaction with 

hydrogen at high temperatures) from 100 
percent biomass material (i.e., 
nonpetroleum sources), such as animal 
fats and vegetables; 

 Contain no fatty acids or functionalized 
fatty acid esters; and 

 Have a chemical structure that is identical 
to petroleum-based diesel which ensures 
RD will be compatible with all existing 
diesel engines; it must comply with 
American Society for Testing and Materials 
(ASTM) D975 requirements for diesel 
fuels. 

 Use electric powered equipment instead of 
fossil fuel-based generators.  

 Purchase mitigation credits from the Climate 
Action Reserve's GHG Mitigation Credit 
Program to offset construction-generated 
GHG emissions. 

Minimize GHG Emissions Associated with On-Road 
Vehicle to Watercraft Facilities 
 Provide charging stations for electric vehicles 

and bike lockers at parking lots that serve 
public piers and marinas. 

Minimize GHG Emissions Generated by 
Recreational Watercraft 
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 Require or incentivize businesses that rent 
motorized watercraft to convert their rental 
fleet to watercraft with electric engines.  

 Require or incentivize charging stations at 
marinas and public piers for electric-motor 
watercraft. 

 Require or incentivize the installation of 
charging stations for electric-motor 
watercraft at private piers, boat houses, and 
boat lifts.  

 Require solar panels on all marina buildings. 
This measure will apply to new construction 
occurring under the Shoreline Plan. TRPA will also 
initiate a funding program to apply these measures 
to existing facilities within the Tahoe Basin. 

12 Noise   

Impact 12-1: Construction noise impacts 
Construction activities would occur under all 
alternatives, including the No Project Alternative. 
Activities associated with construction of shorezone 
structures, including new piers, pier modifications, 
marinas, or new boat ramps would generate varying 
levels of noise. However, all activities would be 
carried out in a manner consistent with TRPA’s 
standard permit conditions such that exposure of 
nearby receptors to construction-related noise is 
minimized and construction is limited to daytime 
hours. In addition, the types of activities associated 
with constructing new boating structures would be 
relatively minor, localized, temporary, and 
intermittent, and would not result in a substantial 
increase in temporary noise levels. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 12-2: Construction vibration impacts 
Construction activates activities would occur under all 
alternatives. Construction activities associated with 
new shorezone structures, including new piers, pier 
modifications, marinas, and new boat ramps would 
generate varying levels of vibration. Pile driving would 
be required for pier construction/modification and 
marina construction, resulting in vibration levels that 
could potentially damage existing structures if located 
within 55 feet. In accordance with TRPA standard 
construction practices, all construction activity would 
take place during the day, minimizing the potential for 
disturbance during noise-sensitive evening and 
nighttime hours. However, because specific locations 
of pile driving activity is unknown, there is a potential 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– S  

Mitigation Measure 12-2: Vibration reduction 
measures (applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
To address potential vibration impacts associated 
with shorezone projects that involve pile driving 
activity, TRPA shall revise TRPA Permit Attachment 
S, “Standard Conditions of Approval for Shorezone 
Projects,” to incorporate the following vibration 
reduction measures: 
 All construction equipment, including 

vibration-inducing impact equipment, on 
construction sites shall be operated as far 
away from vibration-sensitive uses as 
reasonably possible. 

 Earthmoving and ground-disturbing 
operations shall be phased so as not to occur 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 
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that existing structures could be exposed to excessive 
vibration levels that could result in structural damage. 

simultaneously in areas close to sensitive 
uses, to the extent feasible. The total 
vibration level produced could be significantly 
less if each vibration source is operated at 
separate times. 

 To prevent structural damage, minimum 
setback requirements for different types of 
ground vibration-producing activities (e.g., 
pile driving) for the purpose of preventing 
damage to nearby structures shall be 
established based on the proposed pile 
driving activities and locations, once 
determined. Factors to be considered include 
the specific nature of the vibration producing 
activity (e.g., type and duration of pile 
driving), local soil conditions, and the 
fragility/resiliency of the nearby structures. 
Established setback requirements (i.e., 55 
feet) can be breached if a project-specific, 
site specific analysis is conducted by a 
qualified geotechnical engineer or ground 
vibration specialist that indicates that no 
structural damage would occur at nearby 
buildings or structures or provides further 
recommendations (e.g., alternative pile 
driving methods, site monitoring 
requirements) to avoid damaging nearby 
structures. 

Impact 12-3: Increases in operation-related 
watercraft noise 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in additional 
boating structures (e.g., slips, buoys, lifts, boat ramps) 
that would contribute to an overall increase in boating 
activity over time. Because boating is generally a 
daytime activity and increases in boating activity 
would be distributed across the lake, it would have a 
negligible effect on CNEL, which considers noise 
levels in a given location over a 24-hour period. 
Single-event noise levels are affected by individual 
boater behaviors (e.g., exceeding speed limits in the 
no-wake zone) and boat/engine type. Under 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, TRPA would increase 
enforcement of the no-wake zone through additional 
boat crews, signage, and increased boater education, 
which would reduce such boater behaviors that 
contribute to exceedances of single-event noise 
standards. Further, none of the alternatives would 
result in a substantial increase (i.e., 3 dBA) in CNEL 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – 
LTS 

Alt 4 - NI 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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from increases in boating activity. With Alternative 4, 
no increases in boating activity would occur. 

Impact 12-4: Increases in operational-related traffic 
noise 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would result in additional 
boating structures (e.g., slips, buoys, lifts, boat ramps) 
that would lead to an overall increase in boating 
activity, and commensurate increases in roadway 
traffic as compared to existing conditions. With 
Alternative 4, no increases in boating activity or 
additional vehicle trips would occur. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – 
LTS 

Alt 4 - NI 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

13 Roadway Transportation and Circulation    

Impact 13-1: Roadway and intersection operations 
Under Shoreline Plan Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 future 
development of shorezone structures would result in 
additional vehicular trips being added to the 
transportation network in the Region. It is not known 
at this time where any of these structures would be 
developed; and therefore, the addition of vehicle trips 
associated with the development of these 
alternatives (Alternatives 1, 2, and 3) could result in 
an increase in delay and degradation of LOS at 
intersections and along roadway segments in the 
project area if concentrated in such a way that a large 
portion of the trips affect a single roadway segment or 
intersection. However, Chapter 3 of the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances requires that TRPA review any proposed 
project, including projects that could result in new 
trips such as a marina expansion or public boat ramp, 
to determine if it would result in a significant 
environmental effect. This project-level environmental 
review would include an evaluation of the project-
generated trips and effects on LOS. Alternative 4 
would not generate any new vehicle trips. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – 
LTS 

Alt 4 - NI 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 

Impact 13-2: Vehicle miles traveled 
Each Shoreline Plan alternative would include 
ordinances that would affect the location and 
intensity of future shorezone structure development, 
which would affect travel patterns, the number of new 
vehicle trips generated, and VMT. Alternatives 1, 2, 
and 3 would result in an increase in VMT but would 
maintain VMT levels below the adopted TRPA 
threshold standard.  
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. Alternative 4 would not 
increase VMT and would maintain summer daily VMT 
levels below the adopted TRPA VMT threshold. 

Alt 1, 2, 3 – 
LTS 

Alt 4 - NI 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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14 Terrestrial Biological Resources (Wildlife and 
Vegetation) 

   

Impact 14-1: Disturbances to osprey, bald eagle, and 
waterfowl from construction and recreational uses 
Osprey, bald eagle, and waterfowl are designated by 
TRPA as special interest species and use the 
shorezone and adjacent locations for breeding and 
foraging. Potential effects of the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives on osprey and bald eagle could include 
construction-related disturbances to nesting activities 
from new piers and boat ramps, long-term increased 
disturbance to osprey and bald eagle and suitable 
habitat from boating and other recreational uses, and 
habitat degradation within TRPA-designated osprey 
and bald eagle disturbance zones. Although suitable 
nesting habitat for waterfowl is limited in the 
shorezone where new projects would be permitted 
(e.g., outside of TRPA-designated waterfowl 
population sites), construction-related activities that 
may occur within suitable habitat could disturb 
nesting attempts of waterfowl. The types of potential 
impacts to osprey, bald eagle, and waterfowl would 
be similar for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4, with some 
differences in magnitude based on the locations, 
amounts, and quality of habitats potentially affected. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– S  

Mitigation Measure 14-1a: Avoid construction 
disturbances to nesting osprey and bald eagle, 
install interpretive signage, and prepare and 
implement habitat enhancement plans or other 
compensatory measures for unavoidable activities 
within TRPA-designated disturbance zones (applies 
to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
 Surveys for nesting osprey and bald eagle will 

be conducted prior to construction of new 
shorezone facilities, to identify active nests 
that could be disturbed during construction. 
No construction activities will occur within 
0.25 mile of active osprey nests and 0.5 mile 
of bald eagle nests during the breeding 
season (approximately April to August), 
unless surveys confirm that the birds are not 
nesting. A qualified biologist can amend the 
start and end dates of this limited operating 
period (LOP) with concurrence from 
appropriate agencies if it can be determined 
that breeding has not started or that 
fledglings have left the nest. Additionally, 
with concurrence from appropriate agencies, 
the LOP could be waived in locations where 
construction disturbance is not expected to 
increase ambient levels or disturbance to an 
active nest through presence of visual 
screening or other factors.  

 During project-specific planning, design, and 
environmental review of new shorezone 
facilities, avoid siting projects within TRPA-
designated disturbance zones for osprey and 
bald eagle, to the extent feasible.  

 For projects and uses that may result in 
unavoidable increased human intrusion into 
the terrestrial/upland portions of TRPA 
osprey or bald eagle disturbance zones, 
signage that describes the sensitivity of the 
area and discourages users to leave 
established trails or access routes or 
otherwise disturb nesting osprey or bald 
eagle will be designed and installed.  

 For projects that could cause unavoidable 
long-term degradation of habitat within TRPA 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 
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osprey or bald eagle disturbance zones, 
coordination with TRPA will occur to identify 
and implement appropriate compensatory 
measures that are effective and feasible for 
achieving TRPA's nondegradation standard 
for disturbance zones. 

Potential approaches to mitigating adverse effects 
and enhancing habitat within disturbance zones 
include preparation and implementation of a 
habitat enhancement and management plan that 
includes objectives, measures, techniques, 
performance standards, and adaptive 
management to enhance osprey habitat. Habitat 
enhancement would be implemented within the 
affected TRPA osprey or bald eagle disturbance 
zones and/or other osprey or bald eagle 
disturbance zones in the Tahoe Basin where 
enhancement opportunities and benefits to the 
regional osprey or eagle population could be 
maximized. Coordination with TRPA would occur to 
determine whether more focused measures to 
achieve habitat enhancement as part of the project 
could be implemented, or whether the current 
project design may benefit osprey or bald eagle 
habitat, in lieu of a formal habitat enhancement 
and management plan. 
Mitigation Measure 14-1b: Conduct 
preconstruction surveys for waterfowl and 
implement a limited operating period, if necessary 
(applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
For construction activities that would occur in 
suitable habitat during the nesting season 
(generally April 1–August 31, depending on 
snowpack and other seasonal conditions), a 
qualified wildlife biologist shall conduct focused 
surveys for waterfowl nests no more than 14 days 
before construction activities are initiated each 
construction season. If an active nest is located 
during the preconstruction surveys, the biologist 
shall notify TRPA. If necessary, modifications to the 
project design to avoid removal of occupied habitat 
while still achieving project objectives shall be 
evaluated and implemented to the extent feasible. 
If avoidance is not feasible or conflicts with project 
objectives, a limited operating period shall apply to 
avoid disturbances during the sensitive nesting 
season. Construction shall be prohibited within a 
minimum of 500 feet (or at a distance directed by 



Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIS  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
4-24 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

the appropriate regulatory agency) of the nest to 
avoid disturbance until the nest is no longer active. 
These recommended buffer areas may be reduced 
through consultation with TRPA. 

Impact 14-2: Disturbance or loss of Tahoe yellow 
cress 
Tahoe yellow cress (TYC) is a sensitive plant species 
found only on the sandy beaches of Lake Tahoe. This 
species is designated as a sensitive plant and 
threshold indicator species by TRPA, and is state-
listed as critically endangered and endangered by the 
states of Nevada and California, respectively. 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 would result in construction 
and operation of new shorezone structures within 
beach habitats. Depending on the specific locations 
and size of individual projects in relation to TYC 
occurrences and suitable habitat, construction-
related activities that may occur within or adjacent to 
beach habitat occupied by TYC could result in the 
direct removal of TYC plants, or other disturbances 
through inadvertent trampling, soil disturbance, and 
dust deposition. Over the long term, the additional 
recreation capacity for motorized watercraft, 
nonmotorized watercraft, anglers, swimmers, and 
beachgoers could increase the frequency of 
recreationists within occupied TYC habitat, which 
could result in additional trampling, degradation, or 
loss of existing TYC, and adversely affect current or 
future TYC habitat suitability. The types of potential 
impacts to TYC would be similar among Alternatives 
1, 2, 3, and 4, with some differences in magnitude 
based on the amounts and locations of beach 
habitats potentially affected.  
Subsection 61.3.6 of the TRPA Code states that “all 
projects or activities that are likely to harm, destroy, or 
otherwise jeopardize sensitive plants or their habitat, 
shall fully mitigate their significant adverse effects. 
Those projects or activities that cannot fully mitigate 
their significant adverse effects are prohibited.” 
Additionally, in California, because TYC is listed as 
endangered under CESA, any take of TYC would 
require authorization by CDFW through a California 
Fish and Game Code Section 2081 incidental take 
permit. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– S  

Mitigation Measure 14-2: Conduct 
preconstruction surveys, avoid potential 
construction impacts, and avoid potential 
recreation impacts to Tahoe yellow cress plants, 
and compensate for unavoidable loss of Tahoe 
yellow cress (applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
To avoid potential adverse effects on TYC plants 
resulting from construction activities and potential 
increased use of beaches that support TYC, the 
following actions shall be implemented:  
(A) During project-specific planning, design, 
and environmental review of new shorezone 
facilities, avoid siting projects within areas known 
to support TYC occurrences, to the extent feasible. 
Project proponents shall follow the project review 
guidelines in Appendix H of the 2015 TYC 
Conservation Strategy (Stanton et al. 2015).  
(B)  For any projects that could affect TYC, a 
qualified biologist familiar with the vegetation of 
the Tahoe Basin and identification of TYC shall 
conduct a focused preconstruction survey for TYC 
in all beach habitat where construction-related 
disturbance could occur in the vicinity of TYC 
populations during that year. Surveys shall be 
conducted between June 15 and September 30, 
when TYC is clearly identifiable, and shall follow the 
survey protocol provided in Appendix D and project 
review guidelines in Appendix H of the 2015 TYC 
Conservation Strategy. Survey Protocols for Tahoe 
Yellow Cress Annual Surveys (Stanton and Pavlik 
2009). Surveys shall be completed for each year 
that construction activities could occur in beach 
habitat. If no TYC stems are found during the 
survey, the results of the survey shall be 
documented in a letter report to TRPA and the TYC 
AMWG that shall become part of the project 
environmental record, and no further actions shall 
be required. 
(C)  If TYC stems are documented during 
the survey in areas potentially disturbed by 
construction activities, the stems shall be clearly 
identified in the field and protected from impacts 
associated with construction activities. Protective 
measures shall include installing high-visibility 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 
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fencing around known stem locations during 
construction. No construction-related activities 
shall be allowed in areas fenced for avoidance, and 
construction personnel shall be briefed about the 
presence of the stems and the need to avoid 
effects on the stems.  
(D) To protect TYC plants from potential 
long-term increased beach use and disturbance 
as an indirect result of increased recreation 
activity in the shorezone, protective fencing and 
educational signage about the need to avoid these 
areas shall be installed around all TYC clusters. In 
addition to beaches occupied by TYC where new 
shorezone facilities would be constructed and 
operated, other beach areas that support TYC that 
are likely to receive increased recreation uses as a 
result of the projects shall be identified and subject 
to these measures.  
(E) Long-term fencing and signage will be 
periodically monitored and maintained, as 
necessary, to ensure that they remain effective and 
in good working condition. Also, because locations 
and concentrations of TYC could shift over time, 
the locations and configurations of fencing relative 
to TYC distribution shall be evaluated periodically. If 
necessary, fencing shall be moved or added in 
response to changes in TYC distribution to ensure 
that TYC plants are protected over time. The 
locations of TYC plants and shifts in their locations 
relative to fencing can be determined by surveys as 
part of the ongoing AMWG TYC monitoring 
program. The installation and maintenance of long-
term protective fencing and signage will be 
designed to not interfere with necessary operations 
and maintenance activities at facilities. 
(F) If complete avoidance of TYC is not 
feasible, then adaptive management or 
compensatory actions for any significant project-
related loss of TYC shall be identified, designed, 
and implemented in coordination with the TYC 
AMWG and TRPA. Potential compensatory actions 
could include or require seed collection, 
nursery/greenhouse propagation and outplanting 
of container-grown TYC, or translocation of 
naturally occurring TYC either on-site or at a 
suitable off-site location, as discussed in the 2015 
TYC Conservation Strategy.  
(G) If a project on the California side of the 
Lake Tahoe shorezone may result in the loss of 
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TYC, consultation with California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife would be required to ensure 
compliance with the California Endangered 
Species Act, and obtaining an incidental take 
permit pursuant to California Fish and Game Code 
Section 2081 may be required prior to project 
implementation. If a project on the Nevada side of 
Lake Tahoe shorezone may result in the loss of 
TYC, a special permit from the Nevada State 
Forester Firewarden would be required to ensure 
compliance with the federal Endangered Species 
Act.  

Impact 14-3: Disturbance or loss of common 
terrestrial vegetation communities and wildlife 
habitats 
Common natural terrestrial habitats within the 
shorezone and adjacent areas consist primarily of 
beach and a mix of conifer forest, scattered conifer 
trees, and snags. Additionally, urban/developed and 
ruderal (disturbed) areas are distributed throughout 
the shorezone where existing facilities (e.g., boat 
ramps, marinas, buildings, trails) and lake access are 
present. These habitats support several common 
native wildlife species that use them for nesting, 
foraging, resting, or wintering. Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 
4 would result in construction and operation of new 
shorezone structures, and associated increases in 
recreation use, that could disturb common vegetation 
and wildlife. The types of potential impacts to 
common vegetation and wildlife communities would 
be similar among Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4, with 
some differences in magnitude based on the 
locations, amounts, and quality of habitats potentially 
affected.  
The potential disturbance or removal of terrestrial 
vegetation from future projects permitted under any 
of the Shoreline Plan alternatives would be relatively 
minor and not substantially reduce the quantity or 
quality of terrestrial vegetation communities and 
habitats in the region or cause a change in species 
distributions or diversity. Additionally, none of the 
alternatives are expected to increase construction-
related or recreational disturbance levels in the 
shorezone above levels that would substantially affect 
most common species. Accordingly, the alternatives 
are not expected to substantially affect the 
distribution, breeding productivity, viability, or the 
regional population of any common wildlife species, 
or result in a change in species diversity. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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15 Public Health and Safety    

Impact 15-1: Increase in watercraft accidents due to 
increased boating and navigational hazards 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would increase the number of 
annual and peak day boat trips on the lake, whereas 
Alternative 4 would retain boating levels consistent 
with existing conditions. Increased levels of boating 
activity would add to the factors that contribute to 
boating accidents, such as more watercraft, higher 
boating density at popular shoreline areas and lake 
access points, and greater potential for conflicts 
between motorized and nonmotorized recreation. 
While the additional boating activity resulting from 
Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would aggravate the factors 
that contribute to boating accidents, the 600-foot no-
wake zone, improved public boating safety education 
programs, and compliance with California and 
Nevada boating safety laws would reduce the risks 
and associated impacts. Alternative 4 would not 
contribute to such factors. 
Implementation of any of the four alternatives could 
lead to public piers extending beyond the 600-foot 
no-wake zone, which could create navigational 
hazards and conflicts between motorized and 
nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers. Additionally, 
Alternative 2 does not include location standards 
limiting the length of private multiple-use piers to 
within the no-wake zone. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– PS 

Mitigation Measure 15-1a: Maintain nonmotorized 
navigation within the no-wake zone (applies to Alts 
1, 2, 3, and 4) 
TRPA will implement Mitigation Measures 8-1a and 
8-1c as described in Chapter 8, “Recreation.” 
These mitigation measures require that TRPA 
revise the pier design standards, such that the 
length of new public piers shall be limited to within 
the 600-foot no-wake zone and provide at least 10 
feet between the end of the pier and the no-wake 
zone boundary, for piers that extend 600 feet or 
more from the highwater elevation to provide 
lateral nonmotorized recreation access within the 
600-foot no-wake zone and provide for a 200-foot 
buffer between motorized watercraft in motion and 
nonmotorized recreationists in areas outside of no-
wake zones.  
 
Mitigation Measure 15-1b: Implement Mitigation 
Measure 10-1 to limit the number of moorings and 
boat ramps (applies to Alt 2 only) 
TRPA will implement Mitigation Measure 10-1, as 
described in Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” which would 
revise the Code of Ordinances to limit the total 
number of new moorings (i.e., buoys, slips, and 
lifts) and boat ramps to the number authorized 
under Alternative 1. This would allow a total of 
2,116 new moorings and two new boat ramps. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

Impact 15-2: Accidental release of hazardous 
substances 
Each of the Shoreline Plan alternatives would 
temporarily increase the regional transportation, use, 
storage and disposal of hazardous materials and 
petroleum products commonly used at construction 
sites (such as diesel fuel, lubricants, paints and 
solvents, and cement products containing strong 
basic or acidic chemicals), which could result in 
accidents or upset conditions that could create 
hazards to people and the environment. The 
replacement of older piers may require the disposal 
of wood treated with preservatives, which could 
contaminate surface water and groundwater if not 
properly handled and disposed. Temporary impacts 
could occur if construction were to affect sites of 
known contamination or inadvertently disturb 
hazardous materials or wastes in a manner that could 
release these materials into the environment, 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 



Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIS  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
4-28 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

exposing construction workers or nearby sensitive 
receptors to hazardous conditions. Compliance with 
all local, state, and federal regulations is sufficient to 
ensure that any hazardous materials used during 
construction of future projects would not result in 
adverse effects. Specific projects implemented in 
accordance to the adopted Shoreline Plan would be 
subject to permit processes and conditions pursuant 
to TRPA regulations and, depending upon location 
and whether or not there is federal discretion, CEQA 
and NEPA statutes and implementing regulations. 
Such review could include site-specific impact 
analysis and adoption of feasible mitigation 
measures that must be implemented to assure that 
standards of the region are met.  
With the addition of access points to the lake and the 
increase in navigational hazards in the form of longer 
piers and additional structures in the water, the 
Shoreline Plan alternatives could result in a long-term 
increase in the risk of accidental discharge of fuel and 
other hazardous materials into the lake. Alternative 1 
would require that TRPA consult with water purveyors 
when evaluating applications and development of 
permit conditions for any proposed shoreline 
structure within one quarter mile of a drinking water 
intake, while Alternatives 2, 3 and 4 would require 
consultation within 600 feet. Furthermore, as 
described in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water 
Quality,” Impact 6-4, given the rapid rate of 
biodegradation of hydrocarbon compounds, the non-
toxic levels monitored on the lake, and current TRPA 
regulations pertaining to control of discharges of 
contaminants from boating facilities using best 
management practices (BMPs). 

Impact 15-3: Shoreline emergency access 
Implementation of the Shoreline Plan Alternatives 1, 
2, or 3 would increase boating activity. Increased boat 
use would aggravate many of the factors that 
contribute to boating accidents, leading to an 
increased need for emergency response services. 
Emergency responders’ ability to access boaters and 
swimmers in the water could be hindered by the 
increase in activity in the nearshore, foreshore, and 
backshore. Furthermore, low water conditions during 
drought years and under future projected climate 
scenarios would present a challenge for emergency 
responders, as some existing lake access points are 
unavailable during low water conditions. Because 

Alt 1& 2 – 
LTS 

Alt 3 & 4 –PS 

Mitigation 15-3: Implement low lake level 
adaptation strategies (applies to Alts 3 and 4) 
TRPA will incorporate the following low lake level 
adaptation strategies to provide shoreline 
emergency access during low water conditions: 
 Marina buoy fields would be able to include 

additional rows of lakeward anchors to 
accommodate low lake levels. Buoy floats 
could be relocated to the lakeward anchors 
during low lake levels without increasing the 
total number of buoys. 

 Marinas would be allowed to use temporary 
floating pier extensions to provide access for 

Alt 1& 2 – No 
mitigation 
required 

Alt 3 & 4 – 
LTS 
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most of the emergency responders’ watercraft are 
located on the water, lake access is not an issue for a 
majority of first responders.  
Alternative 1 would incorporate low lake level 
adaptation strategies along with the provisions of 
TRPA Code Section 84.10.2, which establishes a 
framework to provide essential emergency access 
and egress to Lake Tahoe. Alternative 2 would allow 
for substantially greater levels of boating activity than 
Alternative 1. Alternative 2 would maintain existing 
development standards, focusing development 
around the natural lake rim elevation of 6,223 feet 
Lake Tahoe Datum (LTD). Buoy floats and anchors 
within buoy fields would be allowed to move farther 
lakeward during periods of low lake levels. 
Furthermore, TRPA Code Section 84.15.4 allows for 
temporary structures that extend beyond lake bottom 
elevation 6,219 feet or the pier headline during low 
water conditions. 
Alternatives 3 and 4 would result in different levels of 
boating activity—a small increase with Alternative 3, 
and no projected increase from existing levels with 
Alternative 4. Alternatives 3 and 4 would maintain 
existing development standards, focusing 
development around the natural lake rim elevation of 
6,223 feet LTD. Buoy floats and anchors within buoy 
fields would be allowed to move farther lakeward 
during periods of low lake levels, but the alternatives 
contain no other provisions to allow modifications to 
facilities or structures to be useable during such 
conditions. 

boats when lake levels fall below 6,225 feet 
LTD. 

 Public boat ramps could be expanded to 
extend farther into the lake, subject to permit 
conditions. 

 New dredging could be allowed at marinas 
and public boat ramps, subject to permit 
conditions. 

Impact 15-4: Increase demand for on-lake 
emergency response facilities 
Implementation of each alternative would result in 
new shorezone structures, creating potential for an 
increase in boating accidents and the accidental 
release of hazardous materials. This would increase 
the demand for emergency response services. As 
discussed in Impact 15-1, the 600-foot no-wake zone, 
improved public boating safety education programs, 
expanded safety/enforcement patrols, and 
compliance with California and Nevada boating safety 
laws would reduce the risk of boating accidents due 
to increased boating. Impacts associated with 
increased navigational hazards would be reduced 
with implementation of Mitigation Measure 15-1a. As 
described in Impact 15-2, compliance with all local, 
state, and federal regulations is sufficient to ensure 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 



Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIS  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
4-30 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

Table ES-1 Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Impacts 
Significance 

without 
Mitigation 

Mitigation Measures 
Significance 

with 
Mitigation 

B = Beneficial NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = 
Significant and unavoidable 

that any hazardous materials used throughout the 
project area during construction would not result in 
adverse effects. Thus, the increased demand for 
emergency services would likely be minor. 
Emergency response providers that act on lake-
related emergencies indicate that they have 
adequate capacity to handle additional project-
generated demand for emergency services. 
Furthermore, TRPA Code Section 84.10.2, which 
allows for the designation of up to one Essential 
Public Safety Facility within each county-jurisdiction 
plus the U.S. Coast Guard Lake Tahoe Station, would 
remain unchanged. In drought years, TRPA allows first 
responder organizations to designate locations for 
temporary moorings for regional public safety 
purposes. This would ensure that emergency 
providers have adequate access points to the lake 
and reduce the need for construction of new lake-
access facilities, the construction of which could 
result in adverse effects to the environment. 

16 Cultural Resources    

Impact 16-1: Cause the alteration of, or adversely 
affect a historical site, structure, object, or building 
Implementation of the four Shoreline Plan 
alternatives would result in development on 
properties that could contain known or unknown 
historic resources, are associated with historically-
significant events or individuals, or result in adverse 
physical or aesthetic effects to a significant historical 
site, structure, object, or building. Because each 
alternative would result in some new construction, 
each has the potential to disturb, disrupt, or destroy 
historic resources through implementation. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– PS 

Mitigation 16-1: Avoid potential effects on historic 
resources (applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
Once the exact location of the new piers, boat 
ramps, and any other land-based development 
has been determined and before 
commencement of earth-disturbing activities for 
construction, applicants shall identify and 
evaluate all historic-age (over 5045-years in age) 
buildings and structures that are proposed to be 
removed and/or modified as part of a historic 
determination application with TRPA or applicable 
local jurisdiction. This may include TRPA may 
require the preparation of an historic resource 
assessment and evaluation of resources to 
determine their eligibility for recognition under 
state, federal, or local criteria. If required, the 
assessment shall be prepared by an architectural 
historian, or historical architect meeting the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and 
Guidelines for Archeology and Historic 
Preservation, Professional Qualification 
Standards. If resources are eligible for inclusion 
in the NRHP, CRHR, or a local register are 
identified, an assessment of impacts on these 
resources shall be included in the report, as well 
as detailed mitigation measures to avoid impacts.  
 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 
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Impact 16-2: Cause the alteration of, or adversely 
affect an archaeological resource 
Implementation of the Shoreline Plan alternatives 
would result in development that could take place on 
properties that contain, be associated with, or result 
in adverse effects to known or unknown 
archaeological resources. Because each alternative 
would result in some new construction over the 
planning period, each has the potential to disturb, 
disrupt, or destroy archaeological resources through 
implementation of specific projects. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– PS 

Mitigation 16-2: Avoid potential effects on 
archaeological resources (applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, 
and 4) 
Once the exact location of the new piers, boat 
ramps, dredging, or any other ground-disturbing 
project development (excluding buoys and the 
repair or replacement of existing structures) has 
been determined and before commencement of 
earth-disturbing activities for construction, 
applicants shall retain a qualified archaeologist to 
conduct archaeological surveys of the portion of 
the site that is subject to ground disturbance, as 
part of a historic determination application with 
TRPA or applicable local jurisdiction. To ensure that 
new or expanded facilities and uses do not 
adversely affect potentially buried archaeological 
deposits, an underwater archaeological survey 
shall also be conducted to identify, evaluate, and 
protect significant submerged cultural resources 
prior to activities that would disturb the lakebed. 
TRPA may waive the requirement for an 
archeological survey after consultation with the 
Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, only if the 
Washoe Tribe determines that, due to the specific 
location and characteristics of the proposed 
project, the project would not be likely to affect 
archeological resources and cultural and ethnic 
values. 
The applicant shall follow recommendations 
identified in the survey, which may include 
activities such as subsurface testing, designing, 
and implementing a Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program, construction monitoring by a 
qualified archaeologist, avoidance of sites, or 
preservation in place.  
All projects shall include the following requirements 
as a condition of approval: If evidence of any 
prehistoric or historic-era subsurface 
archaeological features or deposits are discovered 
during construction-related earth-moving activities 
(e.g., ceramic shard, trash scatters, lithic scatters), 
all ground-disturbing activity in the area of the 
discovery shall be halted and the appropriate 
jurisdiction and TRPA shall be notified immediately. 
A qualified archaeologist shall be retained to 
assess the significance of the find. If the find is a 
prehistoric archeological site, the appropriate 
Native American group shall be notified. If the 
archaeologist determines that the find does not 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 
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meet NRHP, NVSRHP, or CRHR standards of 
significance, as applicable, for cultural resources, 
construction may proceed. If the archaeologist 
determines that further information is needed to 
evaluate significance, a data recovery plan shall be 
prepared. If the find is determined to be significant 
by the qualified archaeologist (i.e., because the 
find is determined to constitute either an historical 
resource or a unique archaeological resource), the 
archaeologist shall work with the project applicant 
to avoid disturbance to the resources, and if 
complete avoidance is not feasible in light of 
project design, economics, logistics, and other 
factors, follow accepted professional standards in 
recording any find including submittal of the 
recordation forms required by the applicable SHPO 
and location information to the appropriate 
information center. 

Impact 16-3: Degrade ethnic and cultural values 
Because the project could result in physical changes 
to historic and prehistoric sites, unique ethnic cultural 
values could be affected, and historic or prehistoric 
religious or sacred uses within the Plan area could be 
restricted. Consultation with the Washoe Tribe is 
required by TRPA regulations; however, project 
activities could still uncover or destroy historic or 
archaeological resources as identified in Impact 16-1 
(historic) and Impact 16-2 (archaeological). 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– PS 

Mitigation 16-3: Implement Mitigation Measures 
16-1 and 16-2 (applies to Alts 1, 2, 3, and 4) 
TRPA will implement Mitigation Measure 16-1, 
“Avoid potential effects on historic resources,” and 
16-2, “Avoid potential effects on archaeological 
resources,” as described above. 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

17 Cumulative Impacts    

The Shoreline Plan is a long-range plan developed to 
manage the amount and intensity of recreational use 
and development along Lake Tahoe’s shore in a 
manner that attains and maintains the environmental 
thresholds. Together, the Shoreline Plan works with 
the other elements of the Regional Plan and the 
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP) to regulate the 
total amount and type of development within the 
Lake Tahoe Region. Consequently, this planning 
framework inherently represents the cumulative 
condition within the Region. Because the Shoreline 
Plan considers the cumulative buildout of the 
shoreline, the analyses contained in Chapters 4 
through 16 of this EIS are cumulative in nature. 
Similarly, the Regional Plan regulates the buildout of 
portions of the Region that are outside of the 
shoreline, and the EIS prepared for adoption of the 

Alt 1, 2, 3, 4 
– LTS 

No mitigation required No mitigation 
required 
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Regional Plan evaluated the cumulative conditions of 
those portions of the Region.  
The cumulative analysis identifies: whether an 
existing significant adverse cumulative condition 
exists with respect to each resource, whether 
implementation of the Shoreline Plan alternatives in 
the context of past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable plans, programs and projects, would 
result in a significant cumulative impact, and whether 
the Shoreline Plan would represent a considerable 
contribution to the cumulative impact. In cases in 
which no existing significant cumulative condition is 
identified, the analysis addresses whether the 
incremental contribution of the Shoreline Plan 
alternatives, combined with those of related region-
wide plans, programs, and projects, would create a 
significant cumulative impact. For each resource topic 
analyzed, the cumulative analysis presented in 
Chapter 17 determined that there would be no 
adverse cumulative condition, or that the Shoreline 
Plan alternatives would not make a considerable 
contribution to a significant cumulative impact. 

Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed Project and 
Alternatives” 

Table 2-3 on page 2-20 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows: 

Piers 

Limit the rate orf new pier development. X  X  

Enforce pier design standards for new, modified, and expanded rebuilt piers. X X X X 

Provide incentives for the transfer of piers out of stream mouth protection areas 
and scenic travel units that are not in attainment of thresholds. X  X X 

Require minimum of 40-foot setbacks from adjacent pierheads. X    

Include transfer ratios to allow some shoreline structures to be removed and 
rebuilt elsewhere with a 2:1 reduction in the number of structures    X 

 

Page 2-26 of the Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

All buoys serving HOAs or commercial or tourist uses would continue to be required to 
be in a buoy field. Buoy fields would be designed in a grid using the following setback 
and spacing standards: same setback and spacing standards as for littoral parcels (a 
minimum 20 feet from adjacent property boundaries, and a minimum 50 feet from 
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other legally existing buoys) and 300 feet in width 1) 50 feet from all legally existing 
buoys, 2) no greater than 600 feet lakeward from elevation 6,220 feet LTD, as 
measured horizontally, and 3) at least 20 feet from adjacent littoral parcel projection 
lines boundaries. TRPA could approve deviations from these standards based on site-
specific considerations, including neighboring uses and structures, state permit 
requirements, U.S. Coast Guard recommendations, navigational considerations, and 
bathymetric constraints.  

Table 2-5 on page 2-27 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows: 

Table 2-5 Alternative 1 Pier Design Standards 

Specification Single Use 

Multiple Use1 

Serves One to Two 
Units 

Serves Three to Four 
Units or Two Littoral 

Parcels 

Serves Five to 20 Units 
or Three Littoral 

Parcels 

Serves More Than 20 
Units or More Than 

Four Littoral Parcels 

Length2 
To 6,219 feet LTD or 
pierhead line, whichever is 
more limiting 

Same as single use 

To 6,219 feet LTD or 
30 feet lakeward of 
pierhead line, 
whichever is more 
limiting 

To 6,219 feet LTD or 
30 feet lakeward of 
pierhead line, 
whichever is more 
limiting 

To 6,219 feet LTD or 
30 feet lakeward of 
pierhead line, 
whichever is more 
limiting 

Width Maximum 10 feet  Same as single use Maximum 15 feet3 Maximum 15 feet3 Maximum 15 feet3 

Side setback 

Minimum 20 feet from 
each property edge for new 
piers, and 5 feet from 
projected property edge line 
for existing piers 

Same as single use 

Visible mass4 Maximum 220 square feet Same as single use Maximum 400 square 
feet 

Maximum 460 square 
feet 

Maximum 520 square 
feet 

Location 
Minimum 40 feet from any 
other pier, measured at the 
pierhead 

Same as single use 

Catwalk Maximum 3 feet wide and 
30 feet long Same as single use Maximum 3 feet wide 

and 45 feet long 
Maximum 3 feet wide 
and 45 feet long 

Maximum 3 feet wide 
and 45 feet long 

Boat lift 1 allowed Same as single use Up to 4 allowed Up to 4 allowed Up to 4 allowed 
1 Residential units may have access to a pier structure, even if they are located in the upland. Upland units are eligible for a multiple-use pier at the 

development standards identified above. Littoral parcels also have access to multiple-use pier structures at the development standards identified above. 
Note that more than one residential property can be located on a single littoral parcel. These development standards have been identified to limit the size of 
a pier serving multiple upland units that have only one littoral parcel. 

2 If an applicant (including marinas) needs additional pier length for proper function, TRPA standards would allow up to an additional 15 feet lakeward of the 
pierhead line, provided that the increase in water depth over the additional 15 feet is a minimum of 0.5 foot, or 6 inches (equal to 3-percent grade). 

3 The visible mass calculations must include catwalks, but a boat lift, boat, and safety railings do not have be included. Visible mass above the limits specified 
above must be mitigated. 

4 Flexibility in the design of the pierhead is allowed for multiple-use piers to accommodate multiple simultaneous users. The pierhead design must be included 
in the visible mass calculation. 
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Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic Resources” 

The fifth paragraph on page 5-44 is revised as follows: 

Shoreline Parking 
There are numerous piers, slips, marinas, and docks along the lake that provide boat parking. 
However, some boaters sometimes choose to park their boats along the shoreline for short periods 
for loading and unloading purposes. Shoreline parking occurs more frequently and potentially for 
longer periods on busy boating days (i.e., summer holiday weekends) when boat parking structures 
are full. When parking on the shoreline, boaters generally prefer parking on sandy areas instead of 
gravel or rocky substrate. Parking on the shoreline can potentially crush eggs or disrupt juveniles or 
spawning adults. Tui chub are the only fish that spawn in shallow water sandy habitats; however, 
they are night spawners. Further, tui chub do not build nests and their eggs are not necessarily 
concentrated into one area (Moyle 2002). Therefore, the likelihood of any given boat crushing 
numerous fish eggs when it parks in sandy areas is generally low. Nonetheless, tui chub eggs would 
be subject to movement by wave and wake motion created by boats. 

Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality” 

Page 6-8 of the Draft EIS is revised to add the following text: 

Lake Tahoe also serves as a drinking water supply for the majority of the population in the Tahoe 
Region. Eleven municipal drinking water purveyors use Lake Tahoe as a drinking water source, and 
Six water purveyors hold filtration exemption status from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 
Filtration-exempt water purveyors rely on treatment processes including ultra-violet and ozone 
disinfection, which are designed for deactivation of potential biological contaminants rather than 
chemical contaminants. The Tahoe Water Suppliers Association represents the 11 principal Tahoe 
Basin municipal drinking water providers with lake water intakes. 

Mitigation Measure 6-5b on page 6-34 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 6-5b: Require littoral drift analyses and incorporate design 
recommendations for floating piers longer than 25 feet 
This mitigation measure would be required for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

TRPA will require all new pier and pier extension applications that include floating pier sections longer 
than 25 feet submit a site-specific littoral drift and wave analysis. The analysis will assess the 
dimensions of the proposed floating pier section and the ability of waves to initiate and sustain the 
movement of sediment along the lake bottom under conditions of low lake level (6,223 feet), mid-lake 
level (6,226 feet), and high lake level (6,229 feet) Lake Tahoe Datum. The lake level condition with the 
greatest effect on littoral transport and backshore stability shall be used to design the floating pier 
section. Floating piers may only be approved if they are designed so that wave heights are not reduced 
by more than 50 percent and the floating pier section is no greater than 50 percent of the length of the 
site-specific design wavelength, and if the littoral drift analysis finds that the pier will not otherwise 
substantially disrupt littoral transport.  
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Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 8, “Recreation” 

The last paragraph on page 8-4 in the Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
The California State Lands Commission (State Lands) is responsible for leasing sovereign lands on 
the California side of Lake Tahoe. On the California side of Lake Tahoe, a public trust easement 
allows for public access between the low- and high-water elevation of Lake Tahoe. The area in the 
public trust easement allows for commerce, navigation, fishing, recreation, and preservation. The 
high- and low-water marks for the California side of the Lake have been established as elevations 
6,228.75 feet and 6,223 feet Lake Tahoe datum, respectively. Any activities involving the state’s 
sovereign lands in Lake Tahoe below 6,223 feet require a lease from State Lands. State Lands is 
involved with the protection of California’s rare and endangered wildlife and plant species as 
described in Chapters 5 and 14 of this document, as applicable, and for ensuring compliance with 
the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The California State Lands Commission (State Lands) is responsible for administering the Public 
Trust on the California side of Lake Tahoe, which entails oversight of the public’s rights pertaining to, 
but not limited to, commerce, navigation, fishing, recreation, and ecological preservation, with public 
access serving as the foundation of the public’s ability to enjoy these rights. State Lands is 
responsible for the leasing of State sovereign lands lakeward of the low-water elevation of Lake 
Tahoe (elevation 6,223 feet Lake Tahoe datum) [LTD]) for Public Trust consistent uses. State Lands 
also administers a Public Trust easement between the low and high-water elevation (elevation 
6,228.75 LTD) for public access to and along Lake Tahoe on the California side. Collectively, land 
lakeward of the natural high-water elevation on the California side of Lake Tahoe is subject to the 
Public Trust. Management of Public Trust interests for Lake Tahoe includes promoting and protecting 
lateral public access within the easement. All discretionary actions of State Lands require 
compliance with the CEQA. State Lands is also involved with the protection of California’s rare and 
endangered wildlife and plant species as described in Chapter 5 and 14 of the Draft EIS. 

The second to last paragraph on page 8-4 in the Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION 
The mission of the California Department of Parks and Recreation (State Parks) is “…to provide the 
health, inspiration, and education of the people of California by helping to preserve the state’s 
extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most valued natural and cultural resources, and 
providing opportunities for high-quality recreational experiences based on those resources.” State 
Parks manages the California State Park System, including D.L. Bliss State Park south of Meeks Bay, 
Emerald Bay State Park, Burton Creek State Park in Tahoe City, and Sugar Pine Point State Park 
south of the Placer County line on the West Shore. State Parks also manages the Tahoe State 
Recreation Area (SRA) in Tahoe City and the Kings Beach SRA in Kings Beach. 

Section 8.2.4 of the Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

NEVADA DIVISION OF STATE LANDS 
The Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL) requires applications for structures lakeward of high 
water, 6,229.1 feet elevation, although the state claims ownership of Lake Tahoe lakeward of 6,223 
feet elevation, Lake Tahoe datum (NRS 321.595). NDSL requests comments from the Nevada 
Department of Wildlife regarding impacts to recreational access and fish habitat resulting from 
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Shorezone leases permits. NDSL also maintains the public trust on the Nevada side for submerged 
land below an elevation of 6,223 feet Lake Tahoe datum. 

Page 8-13 of the Draft EIS has been revised as follows to improve clarity: 

The increase in motorized watercraft would not substantially change the character of the experience 
in areas that already experience overcrowding. These areas (e.g., Emerald Bay) already reach 
“capacity” on peak days such that boaters, beachgoers, and paddleboarders that might otherwise 
recreate there tend to seek other, less crowded areas. By virtue of its size, Lake Tahoe offers large 
expanses of uncrowded lake surface away from more popular locales. Large areas in the center of 
the lake would be less crowded and those people seeking a quieter recreation These areas would 
continue to be available for motorized boaters seeking a more solitary experience, and those non-
motorized recreationists seeking a quieter recreation experience could still find those away from 
popular destinations at quieter locations along the shore.  

Text on pages 8-28 and 8-29 of the Draft EIS is revised as follows shown below. 

TRPA and California State Lands Commission would adopt an MOU that details a process to coordinate 
review of applications for new and modified piers and other structures that could be placed in the 
public trust easement in California. The MOU would specify a coordinated review process that protects 
public trust values (e.g., public lateral access) within the public trust easement in California. The MOU 
would require design features to accommodate lateral access where it is otherwise legally allowed. 
During the review process TRPA or the California State Lands Commission could require [reasonable] 
project … design elements to maintain legal public access. Project modifications could include access 
paths around or under structures; or ladders, ramps, or other structural features that provide public 
access over structures. Any structural components required to maintain lateral public access (e.g., 
ladders to provide access over a pier), would be exempt from visible mass offset requirements. 

Mitigation Measure 8-1a is revised to minimize exceptions to the pier length limitation as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 8-1a: Maintain nonmotorized navigation within the no-wake zone 
This mitigation measure would be required for public piers in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 and multiple-use 
and public piers in Alternative 2. 

TRPA will revise the pier design standards for piers that extend 600 feet or more from the high-water 
elevation to provide lateral nonmotorized recreation access within the 600-foot no-wake zone. Lateral 
nonmotorized recreation access within the 600-foot no-wake zone could will be provided by either of 
the following: 

 The pier design standards would require public piers (for Alternatives 1, 3, and 4) and multiple-use 
piers (for Alternative 2) to accommodate lateral nonmotorized access by limiting the pier length to 
within the 600-foot no-wake zone and providing at least 10 feet between the end of the pier and the 
no-wake zone boundary to allow nonmotorized recreationists to stay within the no-wake zone. The 
applicant for a new multiple-use pier that extends to within 30 feet of the no-wake zone would also 
be required to install one or more navigational buoys to identify the location of the no-wake zone 
relative to the pier.; or Additional pier length could only be granted if necessary for public health and 
safety facilities or waterborne transit provided TRPA makes the following findings: 

 The additional pier length is necessary to provide for public health and safety or public transit, 
and 

 All feasible measures have been taken to minimize interference with nonmotrized navigation. 
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 The pier design standards could allow exceptions for public piers (for Alternatives 1, 3, and 4) and 
multiple-use and public piers (for Alternative 2) that extend beyond the no-wake zone if the pier is 
designed to allow nonmotorized recreationists to have lateral access underneath the pier during high 
lake level conditions. 

Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 9, “Scenic Resources” 

The fourth paragraph on page 9-1 of the Draft EIS is revised to improve clarity as shown below: 

Development under the Shoreline Plan alternatives would not produce new sources of light or glare. 
Piers and boat ramps would be prohibited from having lighting, except for limited cases where public 
safety lighting is required, Where pier lighting is necessary for safety, it would be directed downward 
and only onto the pier deck, would not exceed two feet in height above the pier deck, would be the 
minimum illumination necessary to ensure safety, and would comply with all applicable standards in 
TRPA Code Chapter 36.and oOther shorezone structures such as buoys, slips, boat lifts, and swim 
platforms would not include lights. The components of marina expansions regulated by the Shoreline 
Plan under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 (or new marinas under Alternative 2) would also not generally be 
associated with new sources of light or glare, because they would be related to additional moorings. 
Reflective materials would not be allowed in construction of any new shorezone structures. 
Therefore, impacts on light and glare are not addressed in detail in this chapter. 

Mitigation Measure 9-1a has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation 9-1a: Offset the visible mass of buoys  
This mitigation measure applies to Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 

TRPA will require that all new buoys offset the visible mass associated with the buoy and boat. The 
average visible mass of a buoy and boat is estimated at 83 square feet. Each new buoy will require 
removal or screening of a minimum of 83 square feet of existing mass visible from Lake Tahoe. The 
visible mass of a buoy can will be offset through the direct reduction of visible mass or through the 
payment of an in-lieu fee buoy scenic mitigation fee that will be used to reduce visible mass, as 
described below. 

If a buoy applicant chooses to directly remove or screen visible mass as part of the buoy project, 
then the applicant would comply with the same visible mass offset requirements that apply to piers 
and other structures. The 83 square feet of visible mass associated with the buoy would be offset at 
the same ratios required for other shoreline structures. The offset would be required as close to the 
proposed buoy as possible, in the following order of priority: 1) on the same parcel in the shorezone, 
2) on the same parcel in the upland area, 3) elsewhere in the shorezone within the same shoreline 
scenic travel unit, 4) within the same travel unit in the upland, and 5) in another nonattainment 
scenic travel unit. 

TRPA will also provide the option to pay an in-lieu assess an annual scenic mitigation fee on all buoys 
fee to offset the additional visible mass of the buoy. TRPA will set a fee amount that is adequate to 
remove or visually screen 83 square feet of existing visible mass for each buoy. TRPA will use the fee 
to acquire and remove or screen existing visible mass visible from shoreline scenic travel units that 
are not in attainment of threshold standards. The funds will be dedicated to projects that TRPA 
determines will have the greatest benefit to scenic threshold standards and will be prioritized for use 
in the following order: 1) in the shorezone, 2) in the shoreland, and 3) to improve background views 
visible from Lake Tahoe.  

To identify specific scenic improvement projects that could be funded by the in-lieu fee, TRPA will 
update the Scenic Quality Improvement Program (SQIP) within one year of adoption of the Shoreline 
Plan. The update would, at a minimum, update those elements of the SQIP that identify scenic 
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improvement opportunities within the eleven shoreline travel units that are not in attainment of 
scenic thresholds as of the 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report. Within each of these travel units, the 
SQIP will identify specific opportunities for scenic improvements that would increase the scenic 
threshold ratings. Scenic improvement opportunities could include improvements on private land, 
such as the acquisition, removal, or screening of private development; as well as opportunities on 
public land, such as the undergrounding of utilities, revegetation of road scars, screening or 
recoloring of infrastructure, or removal of structures on public land. The SQIP will consider 
opportunities for permanent or long-term scenic improvement. TRPA will consider the scenic 
improvement opportunities identified in the SQIP when authorizing the expenditure of scenic 
mitigation funds. 

Funds could be used to implement projects directly or through grants, contracts, or other 
agreements with partner organizations. TRPA could also authorize mitigation funds for projects that 
permanently reduce the visual magnitude of shoreland development when the project contributes to 
the attainment of scenic thresholds and is not otherwise required. Visible mass mitigation projects 
that could be funded by the in-lieu fee include, but are not limited to: 

 scenic improvement projects identified in the 2018 update to most recent version of the SQIP;  

 lakefront recreation projects with scenic improvements such as replacing dilapidated structures 
or relocating structures (public gathering areas and waterfront public access scenic 
improvements); 

 scenic improvement of existing rip rap and retaining walls along visible roadway cuts (e.g., 
recoloring of light-colored rip rap); 

 permanent removal of existing shorezone and shoreland structures; 

 permanent screening of roadside parking areas, roadways, and infrastructure through the 
planting of native vegetation and creation of vegetated berms; 

 undergrounding of utility lines that are visible from the lake; and 

 improving existing shoreland structures and deed restricting those parcels such that visual 
magnitude of existing development is permanently reduced 

Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 10, “Air Quality” 

Table 10-1 in the Draft EIS has been revised as follows: 

Table 10-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time TRPA Thresholds California a Nevada h,c 

National b 

Primary c,d Secondary 
c,e 

Ozone 

1-hour 0.08 ppm 
0.09 ppm 

(180 
μg/m3) 

0.10 ppm 
(195 μg/m3) -f 

Same as 
primary 

standard 
8-hour – 

0.070 ppm 
(137 

μg/m3) 

0.070 ppm 
(137 μg/m3) 

0.070 ppm 
(137 

μg/m3) 

Carbon monoxide 
(CO) 1-hour – 20 ppm 

(23 mg/m3) 
35 ppm 

(40,500 μg/m3) 
35 ppm 

(40 mg/m3) 
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Table 10-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time TRPA Thresholds California a Nevada h,c 

National b 

Primary c,d Secondary 
c,e 

8-hour 6 ppm 6 ppmf 
(7 mg/m3) 

6 ppmi 
(7,000 μg/m3) 

9 ppm 
(10 mg/m3) 

Same as 
primary 

standard 

Nitrogen dioxide 
(NO2) f 

Annual arithmetic 
mean – 0.030 ppm 

(57 μg/m3) 
0.053 ppm 
(100 μg/m3) 

53 ppb 
(100 

μg/m3) 

Same as 
primary 

standard 

1-hour – 
0.18 ppm 

(339 
μg/m3) 

100 ppb 
100 ppb 

(188 
μg/m3) 

– 

Sulfur dioxide 
(SO2) 

Annual arithmetic 
mean – – 0.030 ppm 

(80 μg/m3) – – 

24-hour – 
0.04 ppm 

(105 
μg/m3) 

0.14 ppm 
(365 μg/m3)   

3-hour – – 0.5 ppm 
(1,300 μg/m3) – 

0.5 ppm 
(1300 
μg/m3) 

1-hour – 
0.25 ppm 

(655 
μg/m3) 

75 ppb 
75 ppb 
(196 

μg/m3) 
– 

Respirable 
particulate matter 

(PM10) 

Annual arithmetic 
mean 

20 μg/m3 in CA, 50 
μg/m3 in NV 20 μg/m3 – – Same as 

primary 
standard 24-hour 50 μg/m3 in CA, 150 

μg/m3 in NV 50 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 150 μg/m3 

Fine particulate 
matter (PM2.5) 

Annual arithmetic 
mean – 12 μg/m3 12.0 μg/m3 12.0 μg/m3 15 μg/m3 

24-hour 35 μg/m3 – 35 μg/m3 35 μg/m3 
Same as 
primary 

standard 

Lead g 
Calendar quarter – – – 1.5 μg/m3 

Same as 
primary 

standard 

30-day average – 1.5 μg/m3 – – – 

 Rolling 3-month 
average – – 0.15 μg/m3 0.15 μg/m3 

Same as 
primary 

standard 

Hydrogen sulfide 1-hour – 0.03 ppm 
(42 μg/m3) 

0.08 ppm 
(112 μg/m3) 

No 
national 

standards 

Sulfates 24-hour – 25 μg/m3 – 

Vinyl chloride g 24-hour – 0.01 ppm 
(26 μg/m3) – 

Visibility-reducing 
particulate matter 8-hour 

Regional: Extinction 
coefficient of 

25 Mm-1 (157 km, 
 – 
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Table 10-1 Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Pollutant Averaging Time TRPA Thresholds California a Nevada h,c 

National b 

Primary c,d Secondary 
c,e 

97 miles) 50 
percent of the year, 
34 Mm-1 (115 km, 

71 miles) 90 
percent of the year. 

Subregional: 50 
Mm-1 (48 miles) 50 
percent of the year, 

125 Mm-1 (19 miles) 
90 percent of the 

year. 
Notes: µg/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; km = kilometers; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million; TRPA = Tahoe Regional Planning Agency; Mm-

1 = inverse mega meters; CA = California; NV = Nevada. 

a California standards for ozone, SO2 (1- and 24-hour), NO2, particulate matter, and visibility-reducing particles are values that are not to be exceeded. All 
others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the 
California Code of Regulations. 

b National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means) are not to be exceeded more 
than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than 
the standard. The PM10 24-hour standard is attained when 99 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the 
standard. The PM2.5 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the 
standard. Contact the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for further clarification and current federal policies. 

c Concentration expressed first in units in which it was issued. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based on a reference temperature of 25 degrees 
Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a reference temperature of 25°C and a 
reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant per mole of gas.  

d National primary standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public health. 

e National secondary standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a 
pollutant.  

f Applicable in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. 

g The California Air Resources Board has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold of exposure for adverse health effects 
determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants. 

h Lists the minimum standards of quality for ambient air. 

i At or greater than 5,000′ above mean sea level. 

Sources: CARB 2016a, TRPA 2016:3-2 to 3-4, NAC 

 

Section 10.2.4 of the Draft EIS has been revised to include the following text: 

CARBON MONOXIDE DESIGNATED AREA 
The Nevada portion of the LTAB is a designated maintenance area under the 1971 NAAQS for CO. In 
2003, the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection adopted a CO Limited Maintenance Plan 
for the LTAB. In the same year, the Nevada portion of the LTAB was re-designated by EPA for the 8-
hour CO standard from non-attainment to attainment (NDEP 2012). An updated Limited 
Maintenance Plan was submitted to EPA in 2012, and a supplement to the 2012 submittal was 
submitted to EPA in 2016 and adopted in 2017. 
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Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 12, “Noise” 

The first sentence in the impact summary on page 12-13 in Chapter 12, “Noise,” of the Draft EIS has been 
revised as follows: 

Impact 12-2: Construction vibration impacts 
Construction activates activities would occur under all alternatives. Construction activities associated 
with new shorezone structures, including new piers, pier modifications, marinas, and new boat 
ramps would generate varying levels of vibration. Pile driving would be required for pier 
construction/modification and marina construction, resulting in vibration levels that could potentially 
damage existing structures if located within 55 feet. In accordance with TRPA standard construction 
practices, all construction activity would take place during the day, minimizing the potential for 
disturbance during noise-sensitive evening and nighttime hours. However, because specific locations 
of pile driving activity is unknown, there is a potential that existing structures could be exposed to 
excessive vibration levels that could result in structural damage. This impact would be significant. 
Mitigation would require site-specific acoustical analysis for projects that require pile driving 
activities close to existing structures and would ensure proper precautions to protect nearby 
structures from damage. With mitigation, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 14, “Terrestrial Biological Resources (Wildlife 
and Vegetation)” 

Mitigation Measure 14-2 has been revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 14-2: Conduct preconstruction surveys, avoid potential construction 
impacts, and avoid potential recreation impacts to Tahoe yellow cress plants, and 
compensate for unavoidable loss of Tahoe yellow cress  
This mitigation measure would be required for Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4.  

To avoid potential adverse effects on TYC plants resulting from construction activities and potential 
increased use of beaches that support TYC, the following actions shall be implemented:  

(A) During project-specific planning, design, and environmental review of new shorezone facilities, 
avoid siting projects within areas known to support TYC occurrences, to the extent feasible. Project 
proponents shall follow the project review guidelines in Appendix H of the 2015 TYC Conservation 
Strategy (Stanton et al. 2015).  

(B)  For any projects that could affect TYC, a qualified biologist familiar with the vegetation of the Tahoe 
Basin and identification of TYC shall conduct a focused preconstruction survey for TYC in all beach 
habitat where construction-related disturbance could occur in the vicinity of TYC populations during 
that year. Surveys shall be conducted between June 15 and September 30, when TYC is clearly 
identifiable, and shall follow the survey protocol provided in Appendix D and project review 
guidelines in Appendix H of the 2015 TYC Conservation Strategy. Survey Protocols for Tahoe Yellow 
Cress Annual Surveys (Stanton and Pavlik 2009). Surveys shall be completed for each year that 
construction activities could occur in beach habitat. If no TYC stems are found during the survey, 
the results of the survey shall be documented in a letter report to TRPA and the TYC AMWG that 
shall become part of the project environmental record, and no further actions shall be required. 
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(C)  If TYC stems are documented during the survey in areas potentially disturbed by construction 
activities, the stems shall be clearly identified in the field and protected from impacts associated 
with construction activities. Protective measures shall include installing high-visibility fencing 
around known stem locations during construction. No construction-related activities shall be 
allowed in areas fenced for avoidance, and construction personnel shall be briefed about the 
presence of the stems and the need to avoid effects on the stems.  

(D) To protect TYC plants from potential long-term increased beach use and disturbance as an indirect 
result of increased recreation activity in the shorezone, protective fencing and educational signage 
about the need to avoid these areas shall be installed around all TYC clusters. In addition to 
beaches occupied by TYC where new shorezone facilities would be constructed and operated, 
other beach areas that support TYC that are likely to receive increased recreation uses as a result 
of the projects shall be identified and subject to these measures.  

(E) Long-term fencing and signage will be periodically monitored and maintained, as necessary, to 
ensure that they remain effective and in good working condition. Also, because locations and 
concentrations of TYC could shift over time, the locations and configurations of fencing relative to 
TYC distribution shall be evaluated periodically. If necessary, fencing shall be moved or added in 
response to changes in TYC distribution to ensure that TYC plants are protected over time. The 
locations of TYC plants and shifts in their locations relative to fencing can be determined by 
surveys as part of the ongoing AMWG TYC monitoring program. The installation and maintenance 
of long-term protective fencing and signage will be designed to not interfere with necessary 
operations and maintenance activities at facilities. 

(F) If complete avoidance of TYC is not feasible, then adaptive management or compensatory actions 
for any significant project-related loss of TYC shall be identified, designed, and implemented in 
coordination with the TYC AMWG and TRPA. Potential compensatory actions could include or 
require seed collection, nursery/greenhouse propagation and outplanting of container-grown TYC, 
or translocation of naturally occurring TYC either on-site or at a suitable off-site location, as 
discussed in the 2015 TYC Conservation Strategy.  

(G) If a project on the California side of the Lake Tahoe shorezone may result in the loss of TYC, 
consultation with California Department of Fish and Wildlife would be required to ensure 
compliance with the California Endangered Species Act, and obtaining an incidental take permit 
pursuant to California Fish and Game Code Section 2081 may be required prior to project 
implementation. If a project on the Nevada side of Lake Tahoe shorezone may result in the loss of 
TYC, a special permit from the Nevada State Forester Firewarden would be required to ensure 
compliance with the federal Endangered Species Act.  

Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 15, “Public Health and Safety” 

To maintain consistency with the revised Mitigation Measure 8-1a, Mitigation Measure 15-1a has been 
revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 15-1a: Maintain nonmotorized navigation within the no-wake zone 
This mitigation measure would be required for public piers in Alternatives 1, 3, and 4 and multiple-use 
and public piers in Alternative 2. 

TRPA will implement Mitigation Measures 8-1a and 8-1c as described in Chapter 8, “Recreation.” 
These mitigation measures require that TRPA revise the pier design standards, such that the length of 
new public piers shall be limited to within the 600-foot no-wake zone and provide at least 10 feet 
between the end of the pier and the no-wake zone boundary, for piers that extend 600 feet or more 
from the highwater elevation to provide lateral nonmotorized recreation access within the 600-foot no-
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wake zone and provide for a 200-foot buffer between motorized watercraft in motion and 
nonmotorized recreationists in areas outside of no-wake zones.  

Page 15-15 of the Draft EIS is revised to include the following text: 

EMERGENCY RESPONSE 

U.S. Coast Guard 

The U.S. Coast Guard is the overall search and rescue lead on Lake Tahoe. The marine units 
described below report to the U.S. Coast Guard Station Lake Tahoe, located at 2500 Lake Forest 
Road, when on patrol. The U.S. Coast Guard also has resources from Sacramento and the Bay Area 
to respond to any and all emergencies and large environmental spills. The U.S. Coast Guard is 
operational year-round and has two 29-foot patrol boats that regularly conduct patrols and respond 
to emergencies. They operate 24 hours per day, seven days a week. The mission of the Tahoe 
station is search and rescue only. All environmental spill responses would be coordinated through 
the U.S. Coast Guard’s National Response Center (Bieber, pers. comm., 2018).  

U.S. Navy 

The U.S. Navy, located at Naval Air Station Fallon in Fallon, NV, provides additional air search and 
rescue capabilities. The U.S. Navy has three SH-6-0-S rescue helicopters, whose primary function is 
military search and rescue. Their secondary function is civilian search and rescue. While the U.S. 
Navy does perform search and rescue in the Lake Tahoe region, the majority of incidents are 
mountain rescue operations. They are rarely involved with incidents in Lake Tahoe (Upham, pers. 
comm., 2018).  

Local Utility Companies and Marine Contractors 

Sewage collection lines can be located below water level. In the event of an accident, spill, or other 
emergency involving sewer collection lines, marine contractors are often called on to assist the local 
utility because they can promptly mobilize and are equipped to intervene. 

Corrections and Revisions to Chapter 16, “Cultural Resources” 

Mitigation Measure 16-2 is revised to clarify requirements for historic evaluations, as follows: 

Mitigation 16-1: Avoid potential effects on historic resources 
Consistent with TRPA Policy C-1.1, the following mitigation measure shall be required for Alternatives 1, 
2, 3, and 4. 

Once the exact location of the new piers, boat ramps, and any other land-based development has been 
determined and before commencement of earth-disturbing activities for construction, applicants shall 
identify and evaluate all historic-age (over 5045-years in age) buildings and structures that are 
proposed to be removed and/or modified as part of a historic determination application with TRPA or 
applicable local jurisdiction. This may include TRPA may require the preparation of an historic resource 
assessment and evaluation of resources to determine their eligibility for recognition under state, 
federal, or local criteria. If required, the assessment shall be prepared by an architectural historian, or 
historical architect meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards and Guidelines for Archeology and 
Historic Preservation, Professional Qualification Standards. If resources are eligible for inclusion in the 
NRHP, CRHR, or a local register are identified, an assessment of impacts on these resources shall be 
included in the report, as well as detailed mitigation measures to avoid impacts.  
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Mitigation Measure 16-2 has been revised to reflect correct Code references and provide additional clarity 
on the requirements for archeological surveys, as follows: 

Mitigation 16-2: Avoid potential effects on archaeological resources 
Consistent with TRPA Policy C-1.1, TRPA Code Sections 33.3.7, “Discovery of Historic Resources,”, 
33.4.1., “Subsurface Investigations and Reports,” and 61.1.6-J “Historic Resource Protection” and 
Chapter 67, “Historic Resource Protection”, the following mitigation measure would be required for 
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

Once the exact location of the new piers, boat ramps, dredging, or any other ground-disturbing 
project development (excluding buoys and the repair or replacement of existing structures) has been 
determined and before commencement of earth-disturbing activities for construction, applicants 
shall retain a qualified archaeologist to conduct archaeological surveys of the portion of the site that 
is subject to ground disturbance, as part of a historic determination application with TRPA or 
applicable local jurisdiction. To ensure that new or expanded facilities and uses do not adversely 
affect potentially buried archaeological deposits, an underwater archaeological survey shall also be 
conducted to identify, evaluate, and protect significant submerged cultural resources prior to 
activities that would disturb the lakebed. TRPA may waive the requirement for an archeological 
survey after consultation with the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, only if the Washoe Tribe 
determines that, due to the specific location and characteristics of the proposed project, the project 
would not be likely to affect archeological resources and cultural and ethnic values. 

The applicant shall follow recommendations identified in the survey, which may include activities 
such as subsurface testing, designing, and implementing a Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program, construction monitoring by a qualified archaeologist, avoidance of sites, or preservation in 
place.  

All projects shall include the following requirements as a condition of approval: If evidence of any 
prehistoric or historic-era subsurface archaeological features or deposits are discovered during 
construction-related earth-moving activities (e.g., ceramic shard, trash scatters, lithic scatters), all 
ground-disturbing activity in the area of the discovery shall be halted and the appropriate jurisdiction 
and TRPA shall be notified immediately. A qualified archaeologist shall be retained to assess the 
significance of the find. If the find is a prehistoric archeological site, the appropriate Native American 
group shall be notified. If the archaeologist determines that the find does not meet NRHP, NVSRHP, 
or CRHR standards of significance, as applicable, for cultural resources, construction may proceed. If 
the archaeologist determines that further information is needed to evaluate significance, a data 
recovery plan shall be prepared. If the find is determined to be significant by the qualified 
archaeologist (i.e., because the find is determined to constitute either an historical resource or a 
unique archaeological resource), the archaeologist shall work with the project applicant to avoid 
disturbance to the resources, and if complete avoidance is not feasible in light of project design, 
economics, logistics, and other factors, follow accepted professional standards in recording any find 
including submittal of the recordation forms required by the applicable SHPO and location 
information to the appropriate information center. 
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Corrections and Revisions to Appendix C, “Emission Calculations” 

The page titled, “Projections of Recreational Boat Emissions,” on page 3 of Appendix C of the Draft EIS is 
revised as follows: 

Projections of Recreational Boat Emissions         
             
Daily Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (without 
implementation of the Shoreline Plan)  
  Peak Summer Day (ton/day) Average Annual Day (ton/day)  
 Calendar Year NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5  
 2017 0.161 0.688 2.768 0.045 0.034 0.115 0.490 1.977 0.032 0.024  
 2035 0.120 0.271 2.436 0.019 0.014 0.086 0.193 1.740 0.013 0.010  
Source: California Air Resources Board. 2017. CEPAM: 2016 SIP - Standard Emission Tool, Emission Projections By 
Summary Category, Base Year: 2012. Available: 
https://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/fcemssumcat/fcemssumcat2016.php. Accessed January 25, 2018. Web page 
last updated February 15, 2017.  
Notes 

           

1 This emissions inventory only accounts for boats registered in the California side of the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. 
Emission projections for future years take into account the projected increase in boat ownership in California, 
the turnover in the fleet of recreational boats over time, and the more stringent emissions standards to which 
new model-year recreational boats will be subject over time. 

2 These emisson projections do not account for boats registered in Nevada or other 
places outside of California.     

            
Daily Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (without 
implementation of the Shoreline Plan)  
  Peak Summer Day (lb/day)       
 Calendar Year NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5       
 2017 322 1,376 5,536 90 68       
 2035 240 542 4,872 38 28       
Source: mass conversion 
calculation            

            

  value units 
sourc
e  

Annual Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational 
Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin 

 
mass conversion 

rate 2,000 lb/ton 
wksht: Conv 
Rts   Annual Emissions (ton/year) 

 
time conversion 

rate 365 
days/y

ear 
wksht: Conv 
Rts  

Calendar 
Year NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 

       2017 42.0 178.9 721.6 11.7 8.8 

       2035 31.4 70.4 635.1 4.7 3.7 

      
Source: calculation using time conversion 
rate   

             
Growth in Boating Activity under the Shoreline Plan 
Alternatives (Baseline to 2040)       

  
Peak 
Day Annual          
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(summ
er) 

 
Baseline + 
Alternative 1 12.6% 15.9%          

 
Baseline + 
Alternative 2 43.3% 51.7%          

 
Baseline + 
Alternative 3 3.7% 3.7%          

 
Baseline + 
Alternative 4 0.0% 0.0%          

 
Source: wksht: WC 
Activity Levels           

             
Adjusted Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in 
the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, 2035      
  Daily, Summer (tonlb/day)  Annual Emissions (ton/year) 

 
Buildout 
Scenario NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2e NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 

 
Alternative 1 in 

2035 270 610 5,485 43 32  35.3 79.3 715.0 5.3 4.1 

 
Alternative 2 in 

2035 344 777 6,980 54 40  45.0 100.9 909.9 6.8 5.2 

 
Alternative 3 in 

2035 249 562 5,051 39 29  32.5 73.0 658.5 4.9 3.8 

 
Alternative 4 in 

2035 240 542 4,872 38 28  31.4 70.4 635.1 4.7 3.7 
Source: These values are based on calculations that incorporate incorporate the additional growth in boating 
activity under the Shoreline Plan Alternatives (Baseline to 2040). 
Change from Baseline to 2035 with Growth in Boating Activity Under Shoreline Plan 
Alternatives, California Side Only    
  Summer Peak Day (lb/day)  Annual Emissions (ton/year) 

 
Buildout 
Scenario NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 CO2e NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 

 
Baseline + 

Alternative 1 -52 -766 -51 -47 -36  -6.6 -99.5 -6.6 -6.3 -4.7 

 
Baseline + 

Alternative 2 22 -599 1,444 -36 -28  3.0 -77.9 188.3 -4.9 -3.5 

 
Baseline + 

Alternative 3 -73 -814 -485 -51 -39  -9.4 -105.8 -63.1 -6.8 -5.0 

 
Baseline + 

Alternative 4 -82 -834 -664 -52 -40  -10.6 -108.4 -86.5 -6.9 -5.1 
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Introduction 

In 2015, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and critical stakeholder partners launched a 
collaborative planning process to develop a Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan with development caps and 
guidelines for appropriate uses along the lake’s 72 miles of shoreline. If approved by the TRPA 
Governing Board, the plan will update regulations for shoreline structures including piers, buoys, boat 
ramps, and marinas to support water-dependent recreation at Lake Tahoe and ensure effective natural 
resource management for continued environmental threshold attainment. Several years of collaborative 
work with Shoreline Steering Committee partners and the public resulted in the five key policy areas 
that are addressed in the Shoreline Plan: boating, access, marinas, piers, and low lake level adaptation. 

This report demonstrates how the Shoreline Plan would be implemented in the years following its 
approval by the TRPA Governing Board, and how possible impacts identified in the Shoreline Plan 
environmental review and analysis will be successfully mitigated. The report provides more details on a 
variety of essential new shoreline programs, how these programs will be funded through fees fairly 
apportioned to various shoreline user groups, and how these programs will improve the environment 
along Lake Tahoe’s shoreline and improve recreation access, safety, and experiences at the lake.  
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Chapter 1. Summary of Impacts 

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) identified potential environmental impacts in response to the 
Shoreline Plan. As a result, a variety of program elements and mitigation measures have been put in 
place. These changes and measures are summarized both in this report as well as the proposed 
amendments to the TRPA Code of Ordinances shown in Table 1.  

TABLE 1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES GUIDE 

Potential Impact Program Element/Mitigation Measure Additional Details Can 
Be Found In: 

Fisheries and Aquatic Biological 
Resources  
The EIS identified an increased risk of 
Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) spread 
due to an increase in boating.  
Inclusion of the proposed AIS fee and 
mitigation measure would result in a 
less than significant impact.  

• An AIS fee increase will contribute to AIS 
control projects throughout the lake. This 
fee would be collected at the boat 
inspection stations.  

• TRPA will continue to promote the 
development of AIS-resistant boats. 

Chapter 6, Aquatic 
Invasive Species 
Control (Page 27) 

• TRPA will require marinas to develop AIS 
management plans within three years of 
adoption of the plan. 

Proposed Code 
Section 84.6.2.B.1. 

Water Quality 
The EIS identified a significant impact 
related to interference with littoral 
processes from new or redeveloped 
shoreline structures. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• TRPA will specify floating pier design 
standards to assure that floating pier 
sections are not rigidly moored to the lake 
bottom. 

• TRPA will require littoral drift analyses in 
necessary locations and incorporate design 
recommendations for floating piers longer 
than 25 feet. 

Proposed Code 
Section 84.4.3.A.9. 

Recreation 
The EIS identified a potentially 
significant impact resulting from 
public piers extending beyond the 
600-foot no wake zone. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• TRPA will revise the design standards for 
public piers to either limit the length to 600 
feet unless additional length is granted by 
TRPA to accommodate public health and 
safety facilities. 

Proposed Code 
Section 84.4.3.D.1.A. 

Scenic Resources 
The EIS identified a significant impact 
from alteration of views of the shore 
from Lake Tahoe due to additional 
structures. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• TRPA will require buoy owners to offset 
visible mass of buoys. Each buoy would be 
required to mitigate the equivalent of 83 
square feet of visible mass through the 
payment of an annual in lieu fee of $47. 

Chapter 2, Section B. 
Moorings (Page 10) 

• TRPA will establish color standards for piers 
so that they are either matte medium to 
dark gray OR alternative colors that blend 
with the background of the project site. 
Pier applications are subject to the 
appropriate project-level environmental 
review and permitting. 

Proposed Code 
Section 84.4.3.A.5. 
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TABLE 1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES GUIDE 

Potential Impact Program Element/Mitigation Measure Additional Details Can 
Be Found In: 

Air Quality 
The EIS identified potentially 
significant impacts from short term 
construction emissions of ROG, NOX, 
PM10, and PM2.5. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• TRPA will include best construction 
practices for emissions in the standard 
conditions of approval for shoreline 
projects. These practices include dust 
control, prohibition on burning vegetation, 
limiting idling time, and use of clean-fuel 
generators.  

Chapter 2, Section F. 
Standard Conditions of 
Approval (Page 14) 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change 
The EIS identified a significant impact 
from increased emissions associated 
with the construction and demolition 
of boating facilities and on-road 
motor vehicle trips to and from new 
boating facilities.  
The impact would be significant and 
unavoidable.  

• Develop and implement a GHG reduction 
policy within 12 months of adoption of the 
Shoreline Plan. The policy will require 
implementation of measures for the 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions 
generated by demolition and construction 
activity in the shorezone and in associated 
upland areas, by on-road motor vehicle 
trips directly associated with the operation 
of boating facilities, and by ongoing 
operation of recreational watercraft. 
Potential actions included in the GHG 
Emissions Reduction Plan include 
minimizing GHG emissions by requiring or 
incentivizing construction contractors to 
use cleaner construction equipment and 
public facilities to include infrastructure for 
electric vehicles and bicycles as part of 
their project. 

Chapter 8, 
Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions Reduction 
Plan (Page 29) 

Noise 
The EIS identified a significant impact 
from construction vibration related 
to pile driving. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• TRPA will require vibration reduction 
measures for shoreline projects. These 
measures include locating construction 
equipment away from vibration-sensitive 
uses, phasing ground-disturbance, and 
setbacks.  

Chapter 2, Section F. 
Standard Conditions of 
Approval (Page 14) 

Wildlife 
The EIS identified significant impacts 
to osprey, bald eagle, and waterfowl 
from construction and recreational 
uses. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• Avoid construction disturbances to nesting 
osprey and bald eagle, install interpretive 
signage, and prepare and implement 
habitat enhancement plans or other 
compensatory measures for unavoidable 
activities within TRPA-designated 
disturbance zones. 

• Conduct preconstruction surveys for 
waterfowl and implement a limited 
operating period, if necessary.  

Chapter 2, Section F. 
Standard Conditions of 
Approval (Page 14) 
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TABLE 1. ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES GUIDE 

Potential Impact Program Element/Mitigation Measure Additional Details Can 
Be Found In: 

Vegetation  
The EIS identified a significant impact 
to Tahoe Yellow Cress due to 
construction and recreation 
disturbance. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• Conduct preconstruction surveys, avoid 
potential construction impacts, and avoid 
potential recreation impacts to Tahoe 
Yellow Cress plants.  

Proposed Code 
Section 82.5.1.J. 

• This would be implemented by project-
specific planning, design and 
environmental review, fencing and 
educational signage around known plant 
populations. 

Proposed Code 
Section 80.4.8. 

Public Health and Safety 
The EIS identified a potentially 
significant impact from watercraft 
accidents due to increased boating 
and navigational hazards. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• TRPA will revise the design standards for 
public piers to either limit the length to 600 
feet unless additional length is granted by 
TRPA to accommodate public health and 
safety facilities. 

Proposed Code 
Section 84.4.3.D.1. 

Cultural Resources 
The EIS identified a potentially 
significant impacts to historic and 
archeological resources from 
development on properties that 
could contain known or unknown 
resources.  
The EIS also identified a potentially 
significant impact resulting from 
degradation of ethnic and cultural 
values. 
Inclusion of the proposed mitigation 
would result in a less than significant 
impact. 

• Avoid potential effects on historic 
resources through site-specific 
identification and evaluation of historic 
resources and avoidance.  

• Avoid potential effects on archaeological 
resources through site-specific evaluation 
and archeological surveys, and avoidance.  

Proposed Code 
Section 80.4.6. 

 

Chapter 2. Permitting 
Development along the shoreline of Lake Tahoe has been the subject of decades of study and 
controversy. Multiple agencies with jurisdiction over Lake Tahoe’s shoreline have an interest in the 
development that takes place in the shorezone. Today’s Shoreline Plan process emphasizes continuous 
coordination with agencies that have jurisdiction of the shorezone including California State Lands 
Commission (CSLC), Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL), and the Army Corps of Engineers. Under the 
Shoreline Plan, TRPA will review applications for new structures in the shorezone, including piers, 
moorings, ramps, and activities and structures at marinas while coordinating permitting with federal and 
state agencies through the Shoreline Review Committee. The Committee is made up of representatives 
from agencies that have jurisdiction of the shorezone to review all shoreline projects to assure they 
meet all applicable regulations. 
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To streamline the multi-permitting process for applicants, TRPA will also be responsible for maintaining 
a website with information on the permitting process and links to other agency applications. To the 
extent possible, TRPA permitting will be available electronically through Lake Tahoe Info 
(https://laketahoeinfo.org/), TRPA’s platform designed to connect the public with information to 
improve decision making in the Lake Tahoe Basin. Lake Tahoe residents can currently find information 
specific to their parcel on the ‘Parcel Tracker’ page.  

This section of the Shoreline Implementation Program provides details on the number of new 
structures, eligibility criteria, location standards, and other applicable information on specific structures. 
More detailed information and requirements on each structure can be found in proposed TRPA Code of 
Ordinances Chapter 84.  

A. Piers  
Allocation 
The Shoreline Plan will allow for a maximum of 10 new public piers and 128 new private piers. Up to 12 
new private piers may be permitted every two years with any remaining balance rolling over to 
subsequent years. The Shoreline Plan prioritizes multiple-use private piers that serve two or more 
property owners. Of the 128 additional private piers, no more than 20 percent (25 piers) may be single-
parcel piers. Table 2 shows the number of private piers released each year under the plan. Public piers 
may be permitted on a first come, first serve basis. 

TABLE 2. 16-YEAR RELEASE SCHEDULE FOR NEW PRIVATE PIERS 

Implementation Years Total 
Maximum New Private Piers 

Multiple-Parcel Single-parcel 

2019 – 2020 12 7 5 

2021-- 2022 12 8 4 

2023 – 2024 12 9 3 

2025 – 2026 12 11 1 

2027 – 2028 12 11 1 

2029 – 2030 12 11 1 

2031 – 2032 12 11 1 

2033 – 2034 12 10 2 

Total 96 78 18 

 

If fewer than 12 additional piers are permitted in a given two-year period, remaining piers from that 
two-year period will be available during the subsequent two-year period. Following the initial 16-year 
period shown in Table 2, TRPA may permit three additional multiple-use piers for every eight littoral 
parcels that retire future pier development potential through a deed restriction, up to the 128 total 
private pier cap.  

Location & Eligibility  
Private pier eligibility is based on a variety of parcel characteristics including location, setbacks, and 
deed restrictions as set forth in proposed Code Section 84.4.2. New piers are prohibited within 200 feet 

https://laketahoeinfo.org/
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of stream inlets. In most cases, applications for multiple-use private piers will be prioritized over single-
parcel private piers. 

TRPA will permit the additional 128 private piers according to geographic divisions and the location of 
Visually Sensitive Areas. Only multiple-parcel piers are allowed in Visually Sensitive Areas, the total 
number of which is shown in Table 3.  

TABLE 3. MAX ADDITIONAL PRIVATE PIERS IN VISUALLY SENSITIVE AREAS 
State Quadrant Total In Visually Sensitive Areas 

California Placer 58 7 

El Dorado 28 6 

Nevada Washoe 21 3 

Douglas/Carson 21 3 

 

Permitting Schedule  
Private Single – Parcel Piers  
TRPA may authorize up to 5 single-parcel piers, through the issuance of permits, during the first two 
years after Shoreline Plan approval. Subsequent two-year periods will see the allotment for single-parcel 
piers diminish by one potential pier every two years. TRPA will accept for review single-parcel pier 
applications based on a lottery system per proposed Code Section 84.4.4.C.1 and the distribution limits 
set forth in Section 84.4.4.D. Table 4 lists the deadlines and details for pier proposals/applications for 
the applicable permitting year.  

TABLE 4. SINGLE-PARCEL PROJECT PROPOSAL REVIEW AND ALLOTMENT SCHEDULE 

Due Date Review Period 

June 1 – June 
30 

TRPA will accept project proposals for new single-parcel piers for a 30-day period, consistent 
with the criteria outlined below (30 Days). 

July 1 – July 16 TRPA will review the project proposals for new single-parcel piers based on the criteria 
outlined below (15 Days). 

July 17 – 
September 15 

If TRPA receives more proposals for single-parcel piers than the 2-year allotment number, 
TRPA will conduct a random drawing selecting the appropriate amount of single-parcel pier 
projects to move forward with review. Chosen proposals will have 60 days from the date of 
the drawing to submit a complete application for a new single-parcel pier to TRPA (60 Days).* 

September 16 Deadline for selected proposals to submit a complete new single-use pier application to TRPA. 
Standard project review times will apply and will include Hearings Officer meeting per Section 
2.2.2.F (2)(b) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. 

* Incomplete applications at the end of the 60-day review period will result in forfeited allotments. Any unused 
allotments will roll over to the subsequent two-year period within their respective multi-use or single-use 
categories. 
 

Private Multiple-Use Piers 
TRPA may authorize up to seven multiple-use piers, through the issuance of permits, during the first two 
years after Shoreline Plan approval. Subsequent two-year periods will see the allotment for multiple-
parcel piers increase every year, until years 15 – 16 of the Shoreline Plan, when there will be a slight 
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decrease. TRPA will accept for review and prioritize multiple-parcel pier applications based on the 
prioritization criteria in proposed Code Section 84.4.4.C.2. Table 5 lists the deadlines and details for pier 
proposals/applications for the applicable permitting year. 

TABLE 5. MULTIPLE-USE PIER PROJECT PROPOSAL REVIEW AND ALLOTMENT SCHEDULE 
Due Date Review Period 

June 1 TRPA will accept project proposals for new multiple-parcel piers for a 30-day period, 
consistent with the criteria outlined below (30 Days). 

July 1 – July 16 TRPA will review the project proposals for new multiple-parcel piers for criteria with the 
criteria set forth below (New Pier Application Criteria) (15 Days). 

July 17 – 
September 15 

TRPA will prioritize the project proposals received based on the criteria below (Prioritization 
Criteria). The top seven applications based on the application and prioritization criteria will be 
chosen for project review (allotment numbers will change depending on the program 
implementation year). Chosen proposals will have 60 days to from the date of the drawing to 
submit a complete application for a new multiple-parcel pier to TRPA (60 Days).* 

September 16 Deadline for selected projects to submit a complete new multiple-parcel pier application to 
TRPA, standard review times apply. 

* Incomplete applications at the end of the 60-day review period will result in forfeited allotments. Any unused 
allotments will roll over to the subsequent two-year period within their respective multi-use or single-use 
categories. 
 

B. Moorings  
Allocation & Permitting 
The Shoreline Plan will require that all new and existing moorings on Lake Tahoe be permitted and 
registered. Moorings include buoys, boat lifts, and boat slips. There are currently an estimated 8,731 
existing moorings on Lake Tahoe (including slips in the Tahoe Keys).  

First, the plan calls for the implementation of a buoy recognition program to identify existing buoys with 
a TRPA, federal, or state permit, or evidence of clear existence before 1972. Under the 2008 Shorezone 
Ordinance, TRPA received applications for 4,412 buoys, 3,421 of which were approved and 981 of which 
were pending when the program ended. Permits approved under the 2008 ordinance will be considered 
valid and will only require a review if changes are being proposed (to anchor locations, for example). The 
first year of the plan (2019) will focus on the following: 

• Registering moorings to the permitting system  
• Permitting buoys that have an existing State Lands (CA or NV) or U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

permit  
• Identifying and removing unauthorized moorings 
• Launching the tracking and mooring enforcement program 

Second, TRPA will authorize new moorings for permitting only after determining the status of existing 
moorings. This likely will require a full permitting season so that new mooring applications will not be 
processed until 2020. Over the 20-year life of the Shoreline Plan, up to 2,116 additional moorings could 
be distributed to the following pools: 

• 1,486 for private littoral parcels and HOAs 
• 330 for marinas 
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• 300 for public agencies 

To assure adequate mitigation of environmental effects, the plan calls for a phased program for new 
mooring applications in the first 10 years based on a priority system not to exceed 15 percent of 
remaining moorings in the pool every year, beginning in 2020. Moorings not allocated in a given year 
will roll over to the following year. The number of moorings released in the first 10 years of the program 
are shown in Table 6. The phasing system will be removed following the initial 10-year period and all 
remaining moorings could be allocated.  

TABLE 6. MOORING RELEASE SCHEDULE 
Program Year # of Moorings Released 

2020 317 

2021 270 

2022 229 

2023 195 

2024 166 

2025 141 

2026 120 

2027 102 

2028 86 

2029 74 

The Shoreline Plan requires that best management practices (BMPs) to reduce erosion and stormwater 
pollution be in place on upland properties prior to submitting applications for new moorings.  

Location & Eligibility  
The Shoreline Plan will generally allow up to two moorings per littoral parcel at one time. TRPA may 
authorize additional permanent anchor blocks to accommodate low water levels or when harbors are 
inaccessible due to sediment accumulation, according to the provisions set forth in Code Section 
84.3.3.F. There are no new private boat slips or boat houses allowed under the plan.  

New buoys are prohibited within 200 feet of stream inlets listed in Code Section 84.4.3.A. Additionally, 
the plan includes a set of development, eligibility and setback standards for buoys associated with a 
buoy field and buoys not associated with a buoy field.  

Mooring Tags  
All moorings would be required to be registered and permitted under the Shoreline Plan. TRPA would 
issue unique identification tags for each authorized mooring to track and differentiate among permitted 
moorings. TRPA identified RFID technology as a potential tool for tagging that will help identify each 
specific mooring to the right property owner.  

Data from different permitting agencies with jurisdiction will be coordinated and shared. TRPA will 
coordinate with the local/state agencies to develop and link to a shared database for mooring information, 
including location, owner, TRPA permit number, state lands lease/permit number, etc. The database will 
also track the location coordinates of the mooring. State lands and local law enforcement agencies will 
have access to the database by entering the permit/lease information through TRPA’s GIS Portal.  
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Permit Registration 
All moorings would be required to be registered biennially with an annual fee. This process would be 
completed by the property owner through the online registration portal on Lake Tahoe Info. TRPA will 
develop enforcement protocols to contact property owners who have not registered their moorings. 
Failure to pay may result in forfeiture of the mooring and fines.  

New Buoy Permits 
New applications for buoys would be submitted through an online portal on Lake Tahoe Info. Once the 
mooring application has been approved, TRPA will issue a permit along with an RFID tag to be placed on 
the mooring. New moorings will then be registered in the online system by TRPA staff. Once registered, 
the property owner will renew each mooring registration online every two years.  

Mooring Registration Fee 
In order to provide additional programs under the Shoreline Plan needed to mitigate boating effects 
including enforcement of unauthorized moorings, no-wake zone education and enforcement, and 
additional control measures for AIS, the Shoreline Steering Committee recommended an annual fee of 
$43 for new and existing moorings. Additional details on the mooring registration fee can be found in 
Chapter 9, Fees. 

Buoy Scenic Mitigation Fee 
Through the scenic resources threshold, TRPA aims to maintain and restore the scenic qualities of the 
Lake’s natural landscape and improve public viewing opportunities. TRPA achieves this by requiring that 
development in the Shoreline be designed to blend with the natural environment. While structures on 
land can be designed to blend in with the shoreline or be screened, it is more difficult to mitigate the 
scenic impacts of a boat on a buoy. Instead of requiring that each buoy owner mitigate 83 square feet of 
visible mass (the average area of a boat on a buoy) on land, the Steering Committee recommended that 
scenic impact be offset by a buoy fee contributing to the Scenic Quality Improvement Program (SQIP). 
The fee represents the average cost to mitigate 83 square feet of visible mass. 

The SQIP identifies projects that improve the scenic environment of the shorezone, shoreland, and 
background view visible from Lake Tahoe. Such projects have included undergrounding of utilities, 
screening or recoloring of infrastructure, replacement of dilapidated structures or removal of structures 
on public land. The Scenic Quality Improvement Program considers opportunities for permanent or long-
term scenic improvement. Additional details on the buoy scenic mitigation fee can be found in 
Chapter 9, Fees.  

C. Ramps  
Allocation & Permitting 
The Shoreline Plan will allow for a maximum of two new public boat ramps. Existing ramps could be 
relocated to deeper water to avoid sensitive resources and dredging, provided the standards set forth in 
proposed Code Section 84.5.2 and 84.5.3 are met.  

Location & Eligibility 
Public littoral parcels are eligible for a boat ramp if the parcel does not already have an existing boat 
ramp and the applicant can demonstrate a need for a ramp, such as a capacity analysis. New boat ramps 
should be located in areas that promote geographic distribution of lake access, and where feasible, be 
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associated with clustered development and/or transportation hubs. Only parcels located in areas 
exhibiting specific shoreline conditions set forth in proposed Code Section 84.5.3.4 will be eligible for a 
new ramp.   

D. Marinas  
Allocation & Permitting 
There are 14 existing marinas located on Lake Tahoe. No new marinas will be allowed under the 
Shoreline Plan. Under the Shoreline Plan, the existing process of a Marina Master Plan has been 
replaced with specific marina development standards to foster environmental upgrades. Marinas that 
have existing approved Marina Master Plans may continue to implement the Master Plan. Provisions are 
made for low lake adaptation and flexibility in design. Environmental improvements are required at 
marinas based on the scale of the project and increase in capacity.  

Major marina projects are generally considered those that expand the use or could have a potential 
environmental impact. Examples of these projects include new dredging, reconfiguration of facilities 
that result in expansion of use, permanent pier extensions, and alterations that accommodate public 
health and safety access. In addition to meeting the requirements for a minor project, major projects 
must implement one or more of the environmental improvements listed in Code Section 84.6.2.B.3.  

Marina projects that are considered minor are generally projects that do not expand, or temporarily 
expand existing use. Examples of minor projects include reconfiguration or conversion of existing 
facilities, low lake level adaptation including additional buoy anchors, temporary pier extensions, and 
establishing concessions that do not expand use. These projects may be permitted if they meet TRPA 
and other applicable permitting agencies’ standards and requirements.  

Environmental Improvements 
All marinas will be required to implement an Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) Management Plan within 
three years of the adoption of the Shoreline Plan. The AIS Management Plan must identify strategies to 
prevent, control, and reduce existing aquatic invasive species or the threat of aquatic invasive species. 
The plan also includes monitoring, early detection, and public education components.   

Smaller projects within marinas may be approved if the marina has documented to TRPA that it is 
certified as a Clean Marina. The Clean Marine Program strives to maintain a healthy, pollution-free 
environment by certifying marinas that provide services that support clean boating, educating 
customers about clean boating practices, and training staff to be partners in the Clean Marine Program. 
Marinas in both California and Nevada can be certified through the Clean Marine Program.  

E. Dredging  
The Shoreline Plan will continue to allow maintenance dredging that complies with TRPA’s approved 
dredging best management practices (BMPs) and installation of all upland BMPs. New dredging would 
be allowed only at marinas, public boat ramps, and essential public health and safety facilities.   

Additional details on filling and dredging can be found in proposed Code Section 84.9. 

Permitting Program Funding and Timeline 
A shorezone activity is reviewed either as a project or some form of exempt activity. Different categories 
of actions are subject to differing levels of review depending upon the potential for new environmental 
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effects. The permitting program for all shorezone structures listed in this chapter are primarily funded 
by permit application fees (i.e., the costs of reviewing individual applications are borne by the 
applicants). A portion of the annual mooring fees will be used to develop a permitting portal on Lake 
Tahoe Info.  

F. Standard Conditions of Approval 
TRPA currently requires certain conditions to be met before a project or activity in the shorezone can 
commence. As part of the Shoreline Plan, TRPA will update its Standard Conditions of Approval for 
Shorezone Projects (TRPA Permit Attachment S) to ensure all possible environmental impacts are 
avoided.  

Standard Conditions of Approval will be revised to include best construction practices for wildlife, air 
quality, and ground vibration. Projects that are located within TRPA-designated disturbance zones for 
nesting osprey and bald eagle must prepare and implement habitat enhancement plans or other 
compensatory measures for unavoidable impacts. Measures relating to air quality and ground vibration 
include phasing of ground disturbances, setbacks, prohibition on burning vegetation, limiting equipment 
idling time, and the use of clean-fuel generators.  

G. Exempt/Qualified Exempt Projects 
The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact requires that all “projects” be reviewed and approved by TRPA 
prior to being undertaken. The Compact and Code set forth which activities may occur without detailed 
TRPA review and approval. These activities are known as Exempt and Qualified Exempt activities (See 
current Code Chapter 2). Compliant Exempt activities may be undertaken without notice to TRPA; 
qualified exempt actions must first submit a declaration to TRPA attesting that the described activity will 
be undertaken consistent with the code requirements. TRPA has five days to notify the QE applicant that 
they may not proceed; if no notice from TRPA is received, the applicant may proceed with the action 
without further TRPA review. 

The line between detailed review and exempt activity generally depends on the potential for below 
water or lakebed disturbance. In general, activities on existing structures that occur only above 
waterline may be undertaken as an exempt activity regardless of cost. Exempt shorezone activities 
covers maintenance and repairs of existing structures. Activities that also occur below water and with 
minimal lake bottom disturbance may proceed as Qualified Exempt activities but only if a strict set of 
conditions are met. Qualified Exempt activities are generally repairs occurring below water (e.g., pile 
replacement). Actions involving significant substrate disturbance can only be undertaken after review 
and approval by TRPA as a project.  

For Qualified Exempt activities, the applicant must submit a Qualified Exempt Declaration that includes a 
description and characteristics of the proposed activity, supporting evidence of existing structures, and 
prior project approvals. In some cases, a Qualified Exempt Declaration may be reviewed over the 
counter. Certain maintenance, repair, reconstruction, or demolition activities in the shorezone, even if 
they are Qualified Exempt, may require more time to review. Exempt and Qualified Exempt projects 
must comply with standard conditions of approval including Tahoe Yellow Cress, wildlife, cultural and 
historic resource survey requirements. 

More details on Exempt and Qualified Exempt projects can be found in proposed Code Section 82.4 and 
82.5. 
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H. Reconstructions of Existing Structures 
Reconstructions in kind of shorezone structures are generally considered a project eligible for express 
check review. Existing shorezone structures are classified as either conforming or non-conforming 
structures. Non-conforming structures, such as a rock crib pier (currently 43 on Lake Tahoe), are 
structures that were once legally established but now no longer meet location and design standards. 
Conforming structures are compliant with the allowed uses and meet the applicable location and design 
standards set forth in the Code.  

The Shoreline Plan would allow reconstructions of both existing conforming and nonconforming 
structures to be considered for an express check permit. Express Check Permitting provides quick review 
for projects that are limited in scope and have minimal environmental impacts. The project must meet 
the standards of the express check eligibility criteria included in the express check permits information 
packet, http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/EXPRESS-CHECK-INFO-PACKET_050218_FINAL.pdf. 

I. California Public Trust Easement  
On the California side of Lake Tahoe, the public may access areas along the shoreline between high and 
low water – i.e., along the Public Trust easement.  No similar public right exists on the Nevada side of 
the lake. 

The Shoreline Plan requires that TRPA and California State Lands Commission (CSLC) (the state agency in 
charge of implementing the Public Trust easement in California at Lake Tahoe) enter into a 
memorandum of understanding (MOU) prior to TRPA implementing a pier permitting system in 
California on March 1, 2019:   

No permits shall be issued for new pier construction, non-exempt modification, or expansion in 
California until TRPA has a valid agreement with the California State Lands Commission 
governing pier development activities within the shorezone in California. This requirement for 
such an agreement only governs and applies to the California side of Lake Tahoe, and in no way 
affects, or is intended to affect, the Nevada side of Lake Tahoe or the sovereign interests of the 
State of Nevada. 

During pier permitting, the MOU process ensures CSLC the opportunity to work with the pier project 
applicant to require measures that will protect reasonable public access along the shore. Since CSLC is 
charged with protection of the public trust through its leasing and other opportunities and TRPA must 
review all pier projects, the MOU provides all concerned parties with a coordinated process by which 
pier permit approval conditions can be aligned. 

More details can be found in proposed Code Section 84.4.F. 

J. Tahoe Keys Enforcement & Permitting 

Approximately one fifth of the moorings serving boats that use Lake Tahoe are in the Tahoe Keys 
lagoons. Under the Shoreline Plan, all existing Tahoe Keys motorized boat moorings must register and 
pay the annual mooring fee to offset the identified environmental effects of motorized boating on Lake 
Tahoe. For decades, the Tahoe Keys Property Owners Association (TKPOA) has administered its own 
architectural and design criteria for structures within the lagoons of the Keys. Once the Shoreline Plan is 
approved and implemented underway for the lake proper, TRPA and TKPOA will enter into a separate 
and updated agreement (MOU) delegating the administration of moorings and lagoon structures to the 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/EXPRESS-CHECK-INFO-PACKET_050218_FINAL.pdf
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POA’s Architecture and Review Committee. Mooring registration and fee payment will be required but 
may or may not be accepted as a delegated responsibility under the MOU.  

Chapter 3. Boating Enforcement Program 

History and experience at Lake Tahoe proves that the most successful enforcement programs take a 
step-wise approach. First, public users are fully educated on the program and its reasons, in order to 
create voluntary behavior change that is compliant with new rules. “Soft enforcement,” with education 
and warnings, is later followed by formal targeted enforcement of continuing violations. That general 
approach will be pursued for the Shoreline Plan.  

600 Foot No-Wake Zone 
In June 1997, the TRPA Governing Board approved a no-wake zone delineation prohibiting speeds in 
excess of 5 MPH by motorized watercraft within 600 feet of the waterline of Lake Tahoe. The rule was 
created to address noise impacts, water quality impacts, on-water recreation conflicts, boating safety 
impacts, and wildlife impacts. The no-wake zone speed limit would be sufficient to allow people on the 
beach to have a conversation at normal speech volume, to prevent recreational conflicts among users, 
swimmers, fisherman, and watercraft, and to provide for increased boating safety in congested areas. 
With the growing mix of motorized and non-motorized boaters on the lake, TRPA has identified an 
opportunity to increase enforcement and education of boater safety regulations. 

Today, the TRPA watercraft team primarily uses educational techniques for compliance with the no-
wake zone. They display “slow, no-wake zone” signs to boaters who are violating speed limits and stop 
and educate boaters whenever possible. Due to safety concerns and the nature of TRPA’s civil authority, 
the watercraft team does not chase down violators. The team also spends significant amount of time 
educating the public on boater safety regulations at boat ramps and marinas. 

Listed below, TRPA has identified areas with of heightened recreation user conflict and a higher 
likelihood of boaters violating the TRPA no-wake zone. The watercraft team focuses its attention on 
these areas; however, they have a limited presence due to the size of the lake.  

• Nevada Beach State Park 
• Tahoe Keys 
• Camp Richardson Marina 
• D.L. Bliss State Park 
• Sugar Pine Point State Park 
• Tahoe City 

• Emerald Bay 
• Kings Beach  
• Incline Village  
• Sand Harbor State Park 
• Cave Rock  
• Zephyr Cove 

A. No-Wake Enforcement Strategy 

Under the Shoreline Plan, TRPA would increase enforcement of the no-wake zone, create additional no-
wake buffer zones, and strengthen coordination with local law enforcement agencies on Lake Tahoe. 
Similar to the successful two-stroke watercraft enforcement strategy, the primary focus for enforcement 
will initially be education through informative stops followed by more consequential enforcement 
mechanisms such as corrective actions or civil penalties.  
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• Additional TRPA Watercraft Team 

TRPA will add capacity to its no-wake zone education and enforcement program by putting in 
service its second boat and watercraft crew beginning during boating season 2019. The second 
crew will work on Lake Tahoe five days a week including weekends, eight hours per day from 
Memorial Day through Labor Day weekend, doubling the amount of time the TRPA watercraft 
team currently spends on enforcement and education of the no-wake zone rules.  

The primary responsibility of the second TRPA watercraft will be to patrol and educate boaters 
who are speeding within 600 feet of the shore. The team will first engage violators as a warning. 
Repeat offenders are subject to corrective actions or civil penalties. Penalty amounts could be 
up to $5,000 per violation. Repeat offenders are also subject to local law enforcement fines. The 
watercraft team will also spend time at ramps and marinas educating boaters entering the lake.  

• Additional No-Wake Buffer zones 

The Shoreline Plan includes a number of added measures that expand no-wake zones to provide 
additional safety in conflict areas. The Shoreline Plan includes new regulations on no-wake 
buffer zones1 that adds an expanded no-wake zone to all of Emerald Bay (speeds limited to 
5mph throughout). It also creates a 100-foot moving no-wake zone buffer around non-
motorized boaters or swimmers, and 200-foot no-wake zone buffer around structures (piers, 
buoys, swim floats, etc.). The additional safety zones create more consistency between TRPA 
regulations and current state laws already enforced by local law enforcement and provides 
better safety for non-motorized recreators and swimmers.  

• Coordination with local law enforcement agencies 

TRPA is entering into an enforcement coordination MOU with all other agencies with boat patrol 
and law enforcement presence on the Lake: The Coast Guard, Nevada Department of Wildlife 
(NDOW), Nevada State Parks, Douglas County Sheriff’s Office, Washoe County Sheriff’s Office, 
Placer County Sheriff’s Office, El Dorado County Sheriff’s Office, and the City of South Lake 
Tahoe Police Department. The new coordination MOU will focus on each local jurisdiction 
committing to enforce its applicable no-wake zone and/or speed limit laws as well as assisting 
with education of TRPA ordinances. A newly established watercraft task force, made up of MOU 
member representatives, will meet throughout the boating season to discuss issues and conflict 
areas, and coordinate strategies for compliance of boating regulations on the lake. The purpose 
of this agreement is to better coordinate and prioritize enforcement strategies across the 
different jurisdictions. This MOU will be in place within six months of Shoreline Plan adoption.  

[More details on the no-wake safety zones can be found in proposed Code Section 84.10.1.C.] 

B. Noise Enforcement Strategy 
TRPA uses the maximum level recorded on a noise meter, L-MAX, to measure single noise events. 
Watercraft must meet each of the separate threshold measurement standards defined in existing TRPA 
Code Section 68.3.1.C.  

                                                            
1 California and Nevada state law provide that boaters must be 100-feet from active bathers, and 200 feet from a beach frequented by bathers. 
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Most excessive noise associated with motorized watercraft can be attributed to engine operation and 
exhaust. The operation of motorized watercraft inside of the established 600-foot no-wake zone may 
cause exceedances of the maximum allowable noise levels when measured from the shoreline. 

TRPA currently utilizes monitoring equipment in several locations around the lake to determine areas 
with continuous levels of noise exceedance from watercraft. Once identified, the TRPA watercraft team 
increases its presence in these ‘problem areas’ to educate boaters on TRPA noise ordinances. On-the-
lake education is the current primary mechanism for noise compliance. The Shoreline Plan adds the 
following:  

• Boat Noise 

The Shoreline Plan prohibits vessels that have an exhaust system that discharges directly to the 
air and generate noise that exceeds TRPA or applicable state standards from operating on Lake 
Tahoe. This regulation is consistent with State of Nevada regulation (NRS 488.195) and State of 
California vehicle code (CA Harbors and Navigation Code, Section 654A), which requires that 
vessels be equipped with a permanently installed, constantly operating muffler system that 
effectively prevents exceedances of the maximum noise levels described above. Exceptions to 
this regulation would be given to antique boats.  

Under the Shoreline Plan, boats inspected at watercraft inspection stations, boat launching 
facilities, and marinas and identified with open air or altered exhaust systems that create noise 
in excess of maximum noise levels. Boats with such exhaust systems will be informed that their 
system is not compliant with state law and TRPA Code. Boaters will be notified that they will not 
be allowed to launch the boat unless it is repaired or altered (e.g. muffler, disabled “Captain’s 
Call”) or the boater shows proof that the system meets TRPA noise standards.  

• Increased wake zone/additional resources 

The existing 600-foot no-wake zone and additional no-wake buffer zones around buoys, 
structures, swimmers, and non-motorized watercraft will keep boats farther away from the 
shore and help minimize the noise impacts of motorized watercraft on residents, visitors and 
wildlife. The TRPA watercraft team will increase its enforcement of the no-wake zone (as 
described above) during the boating season as an additional noise reduction effort. 

• Violations for Repeat Offenders 

TRPA would issue corrective actions including possible civil penalties for those vessels found to 
be repeatedly exceeding noise standards. Fine amounts could be up to $5,000 per violation. 

Funding and Timeline 
Total Annual Program Cost: $112,000 

The No-Wake Zone and Noise Enforcement Program would primarily be funded through the annual 
mooring fee as well as increases to the boat rental concession fee. An additional TRPA watercraft will be 
placed on the water during the 2019 boating season. The MOU with enforcement agencies is anticipated 
to be in effect by the adoption of the program.  
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No-Wake & Noise Enforcement Program 

  

C. Mooring Enforcement Program 
The Shoreline Plan provides for a coordinated mooring enforcement among TRPA and agencies in 
California and Nevada. The permit and registration status of all buoys and other moorings will be 
tracked, illegal buoys removed, and other illegal moorings otherwise taken out of use. TRPA has an 
existing MOU with NDSL and the Nevada Department of Fish and Wildlife (NDOW) allowing the agencies 
to cooperatively identify unauthorized buoys, notify the applicable owner, and remove the buoy if it is 
deemed unauthorized.  

A similar agreement is being executed on the California side of Lake Tahoe, allowing TRPA to work with 
the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) to identify and remove unauthorized buoys. Under this 
MOU, TRPA will contact CSLC to share all known information about an unauthorized buoy. The CSLC will 
determine whether the identified buoy is authorized by the commission. In the event it is unauthorized, 
the CSLC will prepare a 30-day notice for TRPA to attach to the buoy. If the buoy is deemed abandoned 
at the end of the 30-day notice period, CSLC can request that TRPA remove the buoy, or contract to 
have the buoy removed by a third party. The MOU with CSLC must be in place prior to TRPA permitting 
any new buoys on Lake Tahoe.  

In addition to agreements with California and Nevada, better technology will assist in the identification 
of unauthorized moorings. An RFID tagging system will be used to identify and support the information 
needed to remove unauthorized moorings. As described in the Mooring section, the tagging system will 
include a database of all permitted buoys which can be shared with other agencies and local law 
enforcement. The RFID tag and database will enable TRPA and other agencies to identify the specific 
properties and owners associated with specific buoys.  

TRPA will continue to investigate unauthorized moorings through complaints and random audits. With 
the additional TRPA watercraft team, there will be increased mooring enforcement capacity to 
investigate these complaints.  
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Funding and Timeline 
Total Annual Program Cost: $240,000 

The mooring enforcement program would be fully funded by the annual mooring fee. Funds would be 
used for the RFID tagging system to more efficiently identify unauthorized moorings, personnel and the 
additional TRPA watercraft crew to administer the program and tag every mooring, and noticing, 
removal, and storage of unauthorized buoys.  

TRPA would begin implementing the program on March 1, 2019. Identification of illegal moorings would 
begin during the 2019 boating season and continue as TRPA registers more buoys.  

Chapter 4. Boater Education Program 

The Shoreline Plan includes a strategic outreach campaign 
to educate the public on recreation and boating safety 
regulations, including the 600-foot no-wake zone and no-
wake buffer zones. The key components of the campaign 
include:  

• Take Care Message  

The basin partnership’s Take Care slogan for 
boaters will be shared at all boat facilities and 
aquatic invasive species inspection stations for 
public awareness of no-wake zone regulations 
before launching.  

Signs with the Take Care message will be installed 
at marinas, ramps, and aquatic invasive species 
inspection stations. Stickers with the message will 
be distributed at boat rental facilities and placed 
on rental boats. Other promotional materials for 
boaters could incorporate the Take Care message 
including key floats, towels, hats, etc.  

• Lake Tahoe Water Trail Partnership (targeting non-motorized boaters) 

TRPA is partnered with the Lake Tahoe Water Trail, a designated water route along the 72-mile 
shoreline that connects public launch and landing sites to help paddlers have a safe recreation 
experience while practicing good stewardship. The Lake Tahoe Water Trail develops and 
distributes educational materials including paddling/kayaking best practices, navigation aids, 
maps of access points, landmarks, and boating laws. Materials will be distributed with boat 
rentals (motorized and non-motorized) and at boating access points including marinas and 
ramps.  

• Lake Tahoe Boating Map/Brochure (targeting motorized boaters) 

TRPA will update its educational materials targeting motorized boaters. This material would 
include maps of the no-wake zone and high priority/conflict areas in addition to state parks, 

Draft Take Care Message 
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ramps, and marinas (fueling stations). There will also be information on motorized boating laws 
and aquatic invasive species prevention.  

• Lake Tahoe Boating App 

TRPA is partnering with the League to Save Lake Tahoe to develop a Lake Tahoe boating mobile 
phone application. The Lake Tahoe Boating app will help boaters better navigate around the 
lake and identify no-wake zones, conflict areas, public access points, marinas ramps, and other 
landmarks or hazards.  The Lake Tahoe boating app will include an interactive map that shows a 
boater’s GPS location relative to the 600-foot no-wake zone allowing boaters not familiar with 
TRPA boating rules to easily identify or avoid no-wake zones and conflict areas. Important 
information about boating safety, aquatic invasive species, and emergency contacts will be 
available as well as the location of key services such as fuel stations and bathrooms.  The app 
will also include viewpoints to help boaters find their way and real-time weather alerts and 
warnings to notify boaters about changing weather conditions.   

• No Beaching Zones 

The Shoreline Plan includes a prohibition on beaching boats in spawning habitat. For 
compliance, spawning habitat has been mapped as “protected no-beaching zones” on boating 
maps, in on-site signage, and in the Lake Tahoe boating app. TRPA would distribute educational 
materials to be provided to boaters at aquatic invasive species inspection stations, boat rental 
concessions, and boat launch facilities. These measures would provide additional protection for 
fish spawning habitat and would reduce the likelihood that spawning habitat would be degraded 
because of boat beaching.  

• Concessionaire Training and Compliance Checks 

Working with and through implementing partners, TRPA will train non-motorized and motorized 
concessionaires on how to educate renters of boats on boating safety and resource protection 
laws and best practices. Renters must provide a signature when renting a boat acknowledging 
that they understand and will follow the TRPA 600-foot no-wake zone and other no-wake buffer 
zones. Renters can download the Lake Tahoe Boating App (when available) that shows the 
boat’s location relative to the 600-foot no-wake zone. TRPA will spot check concessions 
throughout the year to ensure compliance with these rules.  

• Increased Education & Training 

Working with and through implementing partners, aquatic invasive species inspection station 
personnel, and marina and ramp operators will receive training from TRPA on boating safety and 
laws.  

• Website Updates 

TRPA’s Current Planning Division will enhance its online resources to include shoreline 
permitting information and boating regulations.  

• Demarcation Buoys (optional) 

TRPA and/or public agencies may place limited demarcation buoys to identify the 600-foot no-
wake zone in locations that have been identified as high priority conflict areas for no-wake zone 
education and enforcement.  
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• Additional Seasonal Staff (optional) 

The Shoreline Plan may fund added seasonal TRPA staff or contractors to monitor impacts of the 
plan, take surveys, and continue to educate people at marinas and boat ramps about the 600-
foot no-wake zone.  

Funding and Timeline 
Total Annual Program Cost: $34,000 - $75,000 

The Education and Outreach Program would be funded by the annual mooring fee and increases to the 
aquatic invasive species boat sticker fee. Educational materials as well as training and compliance checks 
for concessionaires will be rolled out during the 2019 boating season. This will be done primarily by 
TRPA in conjunction with the basinwide partnership’s Take Care Campaign for certain educational 
components.  

Chapter 5. Environmental Monitoring  

Consistent with TRPA’s mission to preserve, restore, and enhance the unique natural and human 
environment of the Lake Tahoe Region, the Shoreline Plan makes a commitment to continuously 
monitor the Plan’s potential environmental impacts. TRPA currently partners with local, state, and 
federal agencies and organizations around the lake to collect data and provide knowledge for sound 
stewardship and decision making. A full list of current noise, water quality, and air quality monitoring 
programs in the Basin can be found in Attachment A.  

The purpose of this section is to provide an overview of the current and proposed environmental 
monitoring through the Shoreline Plan, which includes enhancements to existing noise, nearshore 
turbidity, and recreation monitoring programs.  

A. Noise Monitoring 
TRPA currently monitors noise along the shoreline of Lake Tahoe, in all local Plan Areas in the Basin, and 
along major highways. Details on TRPA’s shoreline noise monitoring program is shown in Table 7.  

TABLE 7. TRPA LAKE TAHOE SHORELINE NOISE MONITORING 
Investigator TRPA 

Years  2000-Present 

Funders TRPA 

Description TRPA monitors noise from motorized watercraft along Lake Tahoe’s shoreline. Noise from 
boats along Lake Tahoe’s shoreline is monitored to ensure noise is not damaging to the 
public’s enjoyment of the lake and does not damage wildlife. Under TRPA code, noise from 
boats is not allowed to exceed 75 dB for a “one-time event” (a boat passing by, for example).  

Constituents 
Measured  

TRPA uses a single-event noise threshold to assess whether noise levels are being exceeded in 
the shoreline. All noise events over 75 dB are automatically recorded, and then listened to by a 
noise technician to differentiate between noise from boats and non-boats (waves, airplanes, 
etc.). Noise monitors are generally placed in the shoreline for 2+ weeks during peak noise 
periods (July 4th to Labor Day). 

Monitoring 
location(s) 

TRPA monitors 10 shoreline locations all around the lake at least once every 2 years.  
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Proposed Noise Monitoring Program Enhancements 
The Shoreline Plan will enhance TRPA’s existing Shoreline Noise Monitoring Program to include 
necessary staff and equipment. The plan would upgrade TRPA’s current monitoring equipment to 
include noise and photo identification (not now available) to allow evidence of the source of noise 
exceedances at locations of concern such as Rubicon Point, allowing identification of vessels that may be 
repeatedly causing excessive noise. Monitoring equipment can be moved or repositioned in locations 
based on response to complaints or certain activities. 

Upgraded equipment would be purchased during the 2019 boating season. The additional proposed 
monitoring would have an estimated annual cost of $30,000, funded by the annual mooring fee and 
increases to the boat sticker fee.  

B. Water Quality Monitoring 
1. Nearshore Turbidity 

Boating activity in shallow water has the potential to re-suspend sediment from the lake bottom and 
increase water turbidity. Sediment resuspension is unlikely to impact mid-lake clarity but could impact 
nearshore clarity for short periods of time. Currently, UC Davis and the Tahoe Environmental Research 
Center (TERC) provide continuous nearshore turbidity monitoring at 11 locations around Lake Tahoe, 
with the goal to install at least 10 additional stations as funding becomes available. The Desert Research 
Institute is also working to identify effective methods for measuring turbidity in the nearshore. Table 8 
and Table 9 include details on current nearshore monitoring programs.  

TABLE 8. NEARSHORE MONITORING NETWORK 
Investigator Public/ private partnership  

Years 2015-Current 

Funders Public/ private partnership, Lahontan  

Description There are 11 continuous monitors deployed in Lake Tahoe’s nearshore which primarily focus 
on factors contributing to nearshore clarity decline. 

Constituents 
Measured  

Turbidity, chlorophyll, dissolved oxygen, temperature, electrical conductivity, and wave height 

 

TABLE 9. PILOT IMPLEMENTATION OF LAKE TAHOE NEARSHORE MONITORING FRAMEWORK 
Investigator Desert Research Institute (DRI) 

Funders Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL) 

Years 2017-Current 

Description DRI measures turbidity in the nearshore of Lake Tahoe in this pilot program. The focus of this 
effort is to develop and refine methods for data collection.   

Constituents 
Measured 

Turbidity, light transmissivity, chlorophyll 

 

Proposed Nearshore Turbidity Monitoring Program Enhancements 
The 600-foot no-wake zone reduces boat speed in most of the shallow areas of the lake which limits the 
potential impact of turbidity. However, there are some areas of the shallow nearshore that extend 
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beyond the no-wake zone. The proposed monitoring is intended to compare turbidity in those shallow 
areas outside the no-wake zone with turbidity in areas of the nearshore that are governed by the no-
wake zone. The data could be used in conjunction with other nearshore sensors to assess whether or to 
what extent boating contributes to exceedances of the nearshore turbidity standard, and to provide 
additional information on drivers of nearshore turbidity. 

TRPA will partner with UC Davis and TERC to fund the installation of two turbidity monitors and cameras 
in 2019.  This includes a one-time cost estimated at $130,000, to be paid from fees collected in the 
2008-2010 shorezone program. 

2. Monitoring of Gasoline Constituents 
Elevated levels of hydrocarbons or other contaminants in Lake Tahoe could result from increased 
boating and boating facilities. Gasoline and diesel fuels contain hydrocarbon contaminants, including the 
group of volatile organic compounds collectively known as BTEX (Benzene, Toluene, Ethylbenzene, and 
Xylenes). While also occurring in raw fuel, polyaromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are primarily produced 
during the combustion process in an engine. Hydrocarbons can enter the water from boating activities 
via exhaust emissions, fueling spills, and other accidental spills.  

The EIS analyzed BTEX and PAH data collected during a two-year period from 2009-2001 to predict boat 
emissions in the EIS. Given the rapid rate of biodegradation of hydrocarbon compounds, the low levels 
measured in the lake, and current TRPA regulations pertaining to control of discharges of contaminants 
from boating facilities, the increased amount of boating activity under the Shoreline Plan would have a 
less than significant impact on water quality. In order to confirm the results of previous data collection 
and ensure the data used in the EIS analysis is sufficient, TRPA will partner with UC Davis to monitor 
BTEX and PAH for one season during the most popular boating days at the more popular locations, 
beginning in 2019. This monitoring includes a one-time cost estimated at $10,000, to be paid from fees 
collected in the 2008-2010 shorezone program.  

C. Recreation Monitoring 
In response to public concern of recreation impacts, the Shoreline Plan creates an opportunity for TRPA 
to further analyze levels of use at recreation facilities, recreation conflicts between motorized and non-
motorized boaters, and general access to recreation on Lake Tahoe.  

TRPA’s recreation threshold protects the qualities of undeveloped shorezone and maintains a fair share 
of recreational capacity for the public. TRPA evaluates compliance with thresholds every four years, 
measuring both recreation quality and experience and access to recreational opportunities as well as 
fair share distribution of recreation capacity in the Tahoe Basin. To measure these, TRPA currently 
partners with multiple local and federal agencies and organizations to collect recreation surveys about 
user satisfaction, recreation experiences, and facilities.  

The Shoreline Plan includes visitor capacity surveys and expanded recreation surveys including questions 
relating to visitor experience, user conflicts, and motorized/non-motorized interactions, among others. 
The additional information collected would point to potential problem sites with problems that may 
require added management actions, such as additional enforcement or adaptive regulation such as an 
expanded no-wake zone. Data collected will also help inform TRPA’s Recreation Threshold Evaluation 
and inform TRPA’s Sustainable Recreation Program.  
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The data from the Shoreline Plan’s enhanced recreation monitoring would be directed to and 
coordinated with the threshold evaluation reporting and the ongoing development of the sustainable 
recreation program. The enhanced recreation monitoring would begin during the 2019 boating season. 
The estimated annual cost of this program is $15,000 and would be funded by the annual mooring fee 
and increases to the boat sticker fee. 

D. Boat Use Data Collection 
The Shoreline Plan includes boating and boat use surveys at the watercraft inspection stations, boat 
ramps, marinas and on the lake to assure that boating assumptions used in the EIS are valid. Survey 
components would include collecting boat engine hours, boat manufacture year and type, boat engine 
rating, buoy occupancy rate, and boat ramp launch data.  

E. Adaptive Management 
The Shoreline Plan will implement an adaptive management strategy linking monitoring of boating levels 
and emissions and the number of new mooring permits issued to assure that the assumptions made in 
the EIS emissions modeling were not unreasonable and no significant impacts will occur. 

Chapter 6. Aquatic Invasive Species Control 

TRPA invests significant resources in the collaborative effort to prevent and control aquatic invasive 
species regionally and inter-regionally through the Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive Species Management 
Plan. The Watercraft Inspection Program has been highly successful in ensuring no new aquatic invasive 
species enter the lake. Under the Management Plan, TRPA also partners with multiple agencies in the 
basin to control invasive populations that have already been introduced. The prevention portion of the 
program (boat inspections) costs about $1.5 million annually, funded by both public and private sources, 
while the control portion of the program expended an estimated $774,000 in 2017 (similar expenditures 
are expected for 2018), also a mix of mostly public but also private monies. 

In addition to the existing funding for aquatic invasive species, the Shoreline Plan establishes an 
increment of new funding for the aquatic invasive species control program through an increase in the 
aquatic invasive species boat sticker fee. The added increment will be used for early detection and rapid 
response of aquatic invasive species as well as longer-term projects that reduce the abundance and 
distribution of existing aquatic invasive species in Lake Tahoe, including Asian clams, Eurasian 
watermilfoil, curly-leaf pondweed, coontail, among others. The new funding increment would allow for 
approximately three added acres of aquatic invasive species control treatment in Lake Tahoe annually 
and is needed to address the increased risk of spread of AIS due to increased boating under the 
Shoreline Plan.   

Projects will be prioritized by the multi-stakeholder Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive Species Coordinating 
Committee, informed by the Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive Species Implementation Plan, the Eyes on the 
Lake citizen monitoring program, and future monitoring results. Potential treatments that could be used 
include installation of gas permeable benthic barriers that block photosynthesis from occurring (rubber 
bottom barriers), diver assisted suction, and diver hand pulling to treat invasive aquatic plants. For Asian 
clam treatments, funds would support the installation of gas impermeable benthic barriers that 
suffocate the clams. Funds may also be used to control invasive fish populations through electrofishing. 
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TRPA will continue to support the development of AIS-resistant boats within the watercraft industry and 
community of Lake Tahoe. AIS resistant technologies include ballast tank filters, heated ballast water 
intakes in engines, and better draining ballast tanks. Some of these innovations are not yet commercially 
viable but may be by the full buildout of the Shoreline Plan.  

Funding and Timeline 
Total Annual Program Cost: $150,000 

The Aquatic invasive species Control Program associated 
with the Shoreline Plan would be funded primarily 
through a $12 increase in aquatic invasive species boat 
sticker fees as well as annual mooring and boat rental 
concession fees. TRPA anticipates collecting funds from 
these sources as the permitting program is implemented, 
beginning in March 2019.  

 

 

 

Chapter 7. Enhanced Watercraft Inspection Program 

The Watercraft Inspection Program aims to prevent the introduction of aquatic invasive species before 
boats are launched into Lake Tahoe while also providing public education of the program. The 
Watercraft Inspection Program is an important component – prevention of new species introduction -- 
of the larger aquatic invasive species program described above. Boat inspectors are responsible for 
checking pumps, engines, bilge pads, and raw water systems for evidence of new invaders, and 
decontaminating boats to prevent introduction.   

Under the Shoreline Plan, inspectors would expand their check to include watercraft exhaust type and 
proper sewage disposal. In addition, the Shoreline Plan would prohibit vessels that have an exhaust 
system that discharges directly to the air and generates noise that exceeds TRPA or applicable state 
standards from operating on Lake Tahoe. This regulation is consistent with Nevada State regulation (NRS 
488.195) and State of California vehicle code (CA Harbors and Navigation Code, Section 654 A), which 
requires that vessels be equipped with a permanently installed, constantly operating muffler system 
that effectively prevents exceedances of the maximum noise levels described above. Boats that are 
likely to exceed noise standards will be identified at watercraft inspection stations and would be 
targeted for outreach through the Watercraft Inspection Program as well as the TRPA watercraft crew. 
See also Chapter 3.B, Noise Enforcement.  

Funding and Timeline 
Total Annual Program Cost: $35,000 

The enhanced watercraft inspections program would be fully funded through the $12 increase in the 
boat sticker fee. Program implementation would begin in the 2019 boating season and would be 
conducted by TRPA through its contract with the Tahoe Resource Conservation District.  
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Enhanced Watercraft Inspection Program 

  

Chapter 8. Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan 

The environmental impact statement calls for a Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan within 12 
months of adoption that will apply to new construction in the shorezone. TRPA will coordinate the 
implementation of this plan through TRPA-approved plans, project permitting, or projects/programs 
developed in coordination with local or other governments addressing best construction practices. Until 
the Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan is adopted, TRPA will continue its existing practice to 
require site specific mitigation measures developed for individual projects.   

The plan will require implementation of measures to reduce greenhouse gas emissions generated by 
three main activities in the shorezone: 

• Construction in the shorezone and associated upland areas 
• Motor vehicles associated with watercraft facilities 
• Operation of recreational watercraft  

The Greenhouse Gas Emissions Reduction Plan will include measures to reduce emissions generated by 
demolition and construction activity in the shorezone and in associated upland areas. These measures 
may include requirements for cleaner diesel-powered engines (Tier 4 emission standards or above), the 
use of cleaner diesel fuel or electric powered construction equipment, and/or purchasing mitigation 
credits to offset greenhouse gas emissions.  

In order to minimize greenhouse gas emissions associated with motor vehicle trips to watercraft 
facilities, the plan will include a measure requiring electric charging stations and secure bike facilities be 
installed at parking lots that serve public piers and marinas.  

Lastly, measures intended to reduce emissions from operation of recreational watercraft may include 
requirements or incentives for marinas to use electric rental boats, install electric boat charging stations, 
and install solar panels on marina buildings. The Shoreline Plan also includes a phased approach to 
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permitting new piers and moorings that will further control the increased amount of emissions from 
boating each year.  

Chapter 9. Fees 

A. Shoreline Program Fees 
The Shoreline Plan programs in Chapter two through nine are funded by fees collected from boating 
related structures and activities. Environmental impacts from the program are either related to the 
construction or placement of shoreline structures or the boating use associated with these structures. 
When determining which uses would be subject to fees and how to collect the fees, the Shoreline 
Steering Committee recommended the following principles: 

• The amount of fees collected should be proportional to the impacts 
• The responsibility for fees should be shared across boaters that launch, moor and use shoreline 

facilities being permitted under the plan 
• Fee programs must be feasible to implement and administer  

Fees would be collected from users at different administration points: through annual mooring 
registration, through the boat sticker fee collected at the aquatic invasive species boat inspection 
stations, and through a boat rental concession fee. Fees collected from the Shoreline Plan would pay for 
the following: 

1. Essential program elements needed to implement the Shoreline Plan and subsequent permitting 
programs; and  

2. Programs identified in the environmental analysis to mitigate environmental impacts associated 
with the plan. 

A breakdown of each fee source, frequency and distribution is shown below in Table 10.  

B. Shorezone Structure Mitigation Fees 
The environmental threshold for fisheries includes a management standard requiring restoration of fish 
habitat in Lake Tahoe as well as a standard for nondegradation of fish habitat in Lake Tahoe. To assist in 
providing funds for restoration of fish habitat and to mitigate any possible degradation, TRPA collects 
mitigation fees for the new construction and expansion of piers, boat ramps, and marinas. TRPA may 
increase mitigation fees to provide additional funding for projects that increase public access to the 
shoreline.  
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TABLE 10. SHORELINE PROGRAM FEE OVERVIEW1 

Fee Fee 
Amount Nexus Fee Frequency Fee Distributed to: 

Mooring 
Registration 
Fee 

Moorings (Buoys, 
Lifts/Slips) 

$43 • Need for mooring 
enforcement program 

• Boats on moorings create 
boat trips 

Per mooring/ 
year 

• Mooring 
enforcement 

• No-wake zone 
enforcement 

• Aquatic invasive 
species control 

• Monitoring 
• Education/ 

outreach 

Buoy Scenic 
Mitigation 
Fee 

Buoys $47 
($90 total 

annual 
fee for 
buoys) 

• Boats on buoys adds an 
average of 83 sq. ft. visual 
mass 

Per buoy/year • Scenic 
mitigation 
projects (SQIP) 

Boat Rental 
Concession 
Fee 

Tier 1 (CARB 3+ 
Star Rating) 

$75 • Average rental boat 
generates about 4 times 
more trips than the 
average moored boat 

• Majority of renters are 
visitors from outside the 
basin and do not know 
about the 600-foot no-
wake zone 

• Rentals can contribute to 
spread of aquatic invasive 
species 

• Program helps fund 
outreach campaign to 
educate visitors on best 
practices and ordinances 

Per rental 
boat/year 

• Aquatic invasive 
species control 

• No-wake zone 
enforcement 

• Education/ 
outreach 

Tier 2 (Lower/No 
CARB Star Rating) 

$150 Per rental 
boat/year 

Boat Sticker Fee Increase +$12 • Boat sticker fees primarily 
fund aquatic invasive 
species control 

• & inspection costs 
• Small portion of fee will 

fund aquatic invasive 
species 

• monitoring 

Per 
sticker/year 

• Aquatic invasive 
species control 

• Watercraft 
inspection costs 

• Monitoring 

1 Fees listed are TRPA fees only. Additional charges would be collected for the use and lease of state lands from 
CA State Lands Commission or NV Division of State Lands for placement of mooring structures. 
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45%

33%

22%

Boat Rental Concession Fee

No Wake Enforcement AIS Control Education/Outreach

23%

72%

5%

Boat Sticker Fee Increase

Inspection Costs AIS Control Monitoring 100%

Buoy Scenic Fee

Scenic Quality 
Improvement 

6%
7%

54%

20%

6%
5% 2%

Annual Mooring Fee



Appendix A: Existing Environmental Monitoring Programs 
Page 30 

Attachment A. Existing Environmental Monitoring Programs 
Noise Monitoring Programs 

Project: TRPA Plan Area Noise Monitoring 
Investigator TRPA 

Years  1982-Present 

Funders TRPA 

Description TRPA monitors background noise levels in all local Plan Areas in the Tahoe Basin to ensure 
noise levels are not disturbing people and wildlife, and to maintain the unique characteristics 
of the Basin. Each local Plan Area has its own allowable noise level in TRPA's thresholds, with 
maximum average 24-hour allowable noise levels ranging from 45 decibels (dB) in wilderness 
areas to 65 dB in industrial areas. 

Constituents 
Measured  

TRPA uses a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) measure to assess whether noise levels 
are being exceeded in Plan Areas. The CNEL averages decibel levels over a 24-hour period, with 
excess noise late at night and early in the morning being weighted greater due to humans and 
wildlife being more sensitive to noise at these times. Noise monitors are generally placed in 
Plan Areas for 1-2 weeks during peak noise periods.  

Monitoring 
location(s) 

TRPA monitors 35 Area Plans per year, and re-visits each site once every 4 years (140 total local 
Plan Areas are monitored). 

 

Project: TRPA Highway Noise Monitoring 
Investigator TRPA 

Years  2001-Present 

Funders TRPA 

Description TRPA monitors background noise levels along all major highways in the Tahoe Basin including 
Highways 50, 28, 431, 267, 89, and 207. Highway noise is monitored to ensure local Plan Areas 
are not overly impacted by highway noise. Each highway has its own allowable noise level in 
TRPA's thresholds at 300 feet from the highway edge, with maximum average 24-hour 
allowable noise levels ranging from 55 decibels (dB) on more rural highways (Mt. Rose 
highway) to 65 dB on major highways (Hwy 50 in South Lake Tahoe).  

Constituents 
Measured  

TRPA uses a Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) measure to assess whether noise levels 
are being exceeded along highways. The CNEL averages decibel levels over a 24-hour period, 
with excess noise late at night and early in the morning being weighted greater due to humans 
and wildlife being more sensitive to noise at these times. Noise monitors are generally placed 
along highways for 1-2 weeks during peak noise periods. 

Monitoring 
location(s) 

TRPA monitors 7 to 8 highway locations per year, and re-visits each site once every 4 years (30 
total highway locations monitored; multiple locations along each highway).  
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Water Quality Monitoring 

Project: Secchi Depth and Pelagic Monitoring   
Investigator UC-Davis  

Years  1968-Present 

Funders TRPA / UC-Davis  

Description UC Davis collects water quality data mostly focused on the clarity and nutrients in pelagic Lake 
Tahoe.  

Constituents 
Measured  

Secchi Depth, VEC, SEC, Dissolved Oxygen, Nitrate, Soluble Phosphorus, Chlr-A, fluorescence, 
primary productivity, temperature  

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 
 

Project: Atmospheric Deposition into Lake Tahoe 
Investigator UC-Davis  

Years  1968-Present 

Funders TRPA / UC-Davis  

Description UC Davis measures the direct atmospheric deposition of nutrients and particulate matter that 
reduce the clarity of Lake Tahoe.  

Constituents 
Measured 

Nutrients and particulate matter from atmospheric deposition into Lake Tahoe.  

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 

 

Project: Periphyton/ Phytoplankton Species Composition and Algal Growth 
Potential/Nearshore network 

Investigator UC-Davis  

Years 2000-Present 

Funders Lahontan /UC-Davis 

Description UC Davis measures attached algae all around the nearshore of Lake Tahoe to determine 
changes in nutrient loading and eutrophication, as well as lake trophic status.  

Constituents 
Measured 

Attached algae (periphyton)  

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 
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Project: Regional Stormwater Monitoring Program 
Investigator Tahoe – Resource Conservation District (RCD)  

Years  2001-2011 (UCD) 2013-present Tahoe RCD 

Funders SNPLMA, State Water Board, EDC, CSLT, Placer, Washoe, Douglas, NDOT, Caltrans 

Description The RSWMP program measures sediments load and nutrients at selected stormwater discharge 
locations, some in tributaries to Lake Tahoe and some that flow into Lake Tahoe itself.    

Constituents 
Measured 

Suspended sediment and nutrients 

Waterbody Stormwater basins 

 

Project: Lake Tahoe Interagency monitoring Program LTIMP 
Investigator United States Geological Survey (USFS) 

Years 2000 – current  

Funders USGS/TRPA/Lahontan/CTC 

Description LTIMP measures sediment and nutrients in 7 of the largest tributaries to Lake Tahoe.  

Constituents 
Measured 

Sediment load, water temperature, nutrient load 

Waterbody Tributaries  

 

Project: Stream Bioassessment  
Investigator TRPA, Lahontan Water Board, Nevada Department of Environmental Protection 

Years 2009-current 

Funders TRPA 

Description TRPA monitors stream habitat and benthic macroinvertebrates in tributaries to Lake Tahoe to 
determine changes in stream habitat and water quality.  

Constituents 
Measured 

Benthic macroinvertebrates (indicators of water quality) and stream habitat (fish habitat) 

Waterbody Tributaries  

 

Project: Community Structure Pilot Monitoring 
Investigator University of Nevada Reno (UNR) 

Funders Lahontan, Nevada Division Environmental Protection (NDEP), TRPA  

Years 2017-current 

Description This pilot program examined plants, fish, crayfish and macro-invertebrates in the Lake Tahoe 
nearshore, and the preliminary report gives the Lahontan Water Board and its partners the 
first opportunity to view the health of these organisms in one unified report.  

Constituents 
Measured 

Aquatic vertebrates and macroinvertebrates  

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 
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Project: Pilot Metaphyton Monitoring 
Investigator UC-Davis 

Funders Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL) 

Years 2017-current 

Description Metaphyton is algae that are neither attached nor planktonic. Along with periphyton, it is cited 
as a nuisance in the nearshore. UCD-TERC is conducting a pilot monitoring effort focusing on 
developing methods to estimate the distribution and biomass of metaphython washing up on 
three beaches; Round Hill Pines Beach, NV, El Dorado Beach, CA and Regan Beach, CA. 

Constituents 
Measured 

Unattached algae (metaphyton) 

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 

 

Project: Nearshore Human Health Monitoring 
Investigator Nevada Tahoe Conservation District, Tahoe Resource Conservation District (RCD), Desert 

Research Institute (DRI) 

Funders Lahontan  

Years 2018-current 

Description NTCD will conduct periodic monitoring of harmful microorganisms and toxins that affect 
human health in Lake Tahoe’s nearshore. 

Constituents 
Measured 

Microorganisms and toxins such as coliform and cyanotoxins.  

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 

 

Project: Lake Tahoe Drinking Water Monitoring (Lake Tahoe surface water used as drinking 
water) 

Investigator Lake Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 

Years Current 

Funders Lake Tahoe Water Suppliers Association 

Description All water suppliers in Lake Tahoe that collect drinking water from Lake Tahoe (10 suppliers 
serving 27,000 people) itself are required to monitor water quality at the drinking water 
intakes in Lake Tahoe. This monitoring does not apply to Lake Tahoe’s largest drinking water 
supplies, South Lake Tahoe Public Utility District, because they get their water from wells, not 
Lake Tahoe surface water.  

Constituents 
Measured  

Turbidity, arsenic, and dozens of bacterial constituents. Herbicides are not measured at these 
intakes which is a concern if the Water Suppliers Association if herbicides are used to control 
AIS in the Tahoe Keys.  

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 
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Project: Incline Village Beaches Water Quality Monitoring 
Investigator Incline Village General Improvement District 

Years Current 

Funders Incline Village General Improvement District 

Description IVGID monitors water quality at tributaries and in the nearshore of Lake Tahoe in and around 
its’ recreational beaches. 

Constituents 
Measured  

Temperature, turbidity, total coliform, fecal coliform, total dissolved solids, and dissolved 
oxygen 

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 

 

Project: Lake Tahoe “Clean Marina” Water Quality Monitoring 
Investigator Lahontan Water Quality Control Board and private 

Years All 

Funders Lahontan Water Quality Control Board and private 

Description Lahontan requires Lake Tahoe marinas on the California side to monitor discharge into the lake 
before and after storm events and in the surface waters of Lake Tahoe.  

Constituents 
Measured  

Stormwater: Total Nitrogen, Total Phosphorous, Iron, Turbidity, Oil and Grease, pH, Total 
Suspended Solids, Hardness, Aluminum, Copper, Lead, and Zinc 
Surface water: Total nitrogen, total phosphorus, turbidity, aluminum, copper, iron, lead, 
mercury, zinc, pH and hardness. Additional four samples between July 1 and August 1 of each 
year within five feet of the fueling docks for total petroleum hydrocarbon (gasoline and diesel), 
and (combined) oil and grease. Five samples must be taken between July 1 and August 1 of 
each year for bacteria (fecal and E. coli). 

Waterbody Lake Tahoe 

 

Project: Lake Tahoe Tributary Algae Monitoring 
Investigator Lahontan Water Quality Control Board 

Years 2000-current 

Funders Lahontan Water Quality Control Board 

Description The Lahontan Water Board occasionally monitors algal growth in tributaries to Lake Tahoe, as 
well as harmful bacteria such as fecal coliform if a problem is suspected.  

Constituents 
Measured  

Algae, fecal coliform 

Waterbody Tributaries  
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Project: Nevada Department of Environmental Protection Tributary Water Quality 
Monitoring 

Investigator Nevada Division Environmental Protection (NDEP) 

Years 1992-current 

Funders NDEP 

Description NDEP samples tributaries on the Nevada side of Lake Tahoe on a regular basis for bacteria, 
nutrients, as well as some biological elements such as dissolved oxygen. 

Constituents 
Measured  

Measurements are taken on chloride, nitrate, nitrite, phosphorus, sulfate, hardness, total 
dissolved solids (TDS), alkalinity, total coliform, fecal coliform, and Escherichia coli (E. coli), 
temperature, pH, and dissolved oxygen. Qualitative information is also collected on substances 
attributable to domestic or industrial waste or other controllable sources including settleable 
solids that form bottom or sludge deposits; floating debris, oil, grease, scum, and other floating 
materials; odor, color, turbidity, or other conditions.  

Waterbody Tributaries  

 

TABLE 5. NEARSHORE MONITORING NETWORK 
Investigator Public/ private partnership  

Years 2015-current 

Funders Public/ private partnership, Lahontan  

Description There are 11 continuous monitors deployed in Lake Tahoe’s nearshore which mostly focus on 
factors contributing to nearshore clarity decline. 

Constituents 
Measured  

turbidity, chlorophyll, DO, temp, EC, and wave height 

 

TABLE 6. PILOT IMPLEMENTATION OF LAKE TAHOE NEARSHORE MONITORING FRAMEWORK 
Investigator Desert Research Institute (DRI) 

Funders Nevada Division of State Lands (NDSL) 

Years 2017-current 

Description In this pilot program, DRI measures turbidity in the nearshore of Lake Tahoe. The focus of this 
effort is to develop and refine methods for data collection. 

Constituents 
Measured 

Turbidity, light transmissivity, chlorophyll 

 

  



Appendix A: Existing Environmental Monitoring Programs 
Page 36 

Air Quality Monitoring Programs 

Project: Tahoe Ambient Air Monitoring Program 
Investigator Desert Research Institute (DRI) / Tahoe Regional Planning Agency / UC Davis Nuclear 

Laboratory / US Forest Service 

Years  2011-Present 

Funders TRPA, US Forest Service 

Brief 
Description 

Baseline ambient air quality conditions and track air quality trends. 

Constituents 
Measured  

Ozone (O3), Oxides of Nitrogen (NO2), Carbon Monoxide (CO), Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 and 
PM 10) 

Monitoring 
location(s) 

There are 3 locations operated jointly by TRPA, DRI, and UC Davis, as well as one station that is 
operated with the US Forest Service’s help: 
• Stateline, NV station (TRPA / DRI): The station at Stateline monitors CO, NO2, O3, and PM 

2.5. 
• DL Bliss State Park, CA station (USFS / TRPA / DRI / UC Davis): The station on the west 

shore of Lake Tahoe monitors O3, PM2.5, PM 10, and visibility. It is also part of a national 
network of monitors (IMPROVE network) that analyze visibility at the nation’s most 
treasured visual resources, most of which are national parks. 

• Lake Tahoe Community College, CA station (TRPA / LTCC / DRI / UC Davis): This station in 
South Lake Tahoe monitors PM 2.5, PM 10, O3, and visibility. It is also part of a national 
network of monitors (IMPROVE network) that analyze visibility at the nation’s most 
treasured visual resources, most of which are national parks. 

 

Project: Local Jurisdiction Air Quality Monitoring 
Investigator California Air Resources Board (CARB), Washoe County, Placer County 

Years  2011-Present 

Funders California Air Resources Board, Washoe County, Placer County, TRPA 

Brief 
Description 

Baseline ambient air quality conditions and track air quality trends. 

Constituents 
Measured  

Ozone (O3), Particulate Matter (PM 2.5 and PM 10) 

Monitoring 
location(s) 

There are 3 locations operated by local jurisdictions in the Lake Tahoe Basin: 
• Incline Village, NV station (Washoe County): This site monitors ozone (O3). 
• Tahoe City, CA station (Placer County / TRPA): This site monitors O3 and PM 2.5. 
• South Lake Tahoe, CA station (CARB): This site monitors PM10.  
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Monitoring Site Site Administrator (s) 

Pollutant 

Visibility 
O3 CO NOx PM2.5 PM10 

Incline Village, NV (northeast) Washoe County X          

Sandy Way, South Lake Tahoe, 
CA CARB         X  

Tahoe City, CA (northwest) Placer County X     X    

Stateline (TRPA office), NV 
(Southeast) TRPA/DRI X X X X   

Bliss State Park, CA (west) TRPA/DRI/USFS/UC DAVIS X     X X 
X 

Lake Tahoe Community College, 
CA (south)  TRPA/DRI/UC DAVIS X     X X 

X 
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Letter A1: California Attorney General 
Proposed Revisions to 

Section 84.6.2(B)(3)(1) of the Final Draft 
Amended Shorezone Ordinances 

  





Attachment A 
 
From	Ch.	84.6.2	(B)(3):		Major	Projects.		Major	projects	may	be	approved	if	TRPA	makes	the	following	findings:	
	
a.	 All	requirements	for	minor	projects	as	set	forth	in	subsection	(1)	are	met;	and	

b.	 The	following	environmental	improvements	have	been	completed	at	the	marina:	

(vi)	 Provision	of	facilities	related	to	boater	education	of	600‐foot	no	wake	zone,	boater	safety,	and	clean	boating	
practices,	and	early	implementation	at	California	marinas	of	SB	941;	

(ii)	 Installation	of	stormwater	BMPs	that	treat	runoff	volumes	above	existing	TRPA	and,	if	in	California,	
Lahontan	RWCQB	requirements,	provided	that	the	proposed	BMPs	are,	at	a	minimum,	proportional	to	the	
proposed	project	impacts;	and	

(iii)	 Provision	of	dedicated	access	for	non‐motorized	boaters;	and	

c,	 One	or	more	of	the	following	environmental	improvements	has	been	completed	at	the	marina	or	is	
included	in	the	proposed	major	project:	

(i)	 Demonstration	of	water	flow	improvements,	if	applicable;		

(ii)	 Reduction	of	aquatic	invasive	species	habitat	conditions;		

(iii)	 Reduced	need	for	dredging;	

(iv)	 Provision	of	a	boating	rental	and	operations	fleet	that	meets	or	exceeds	the	most	current	EPA	and/or	CARB	
standards;	

(v)	 Access	improvements	pursuant	to	the	Americans	with	Disabilities	Act;	

	(vi)	 Provision	of	facilities	related	to	boater	education	of	600‐foot	no	wake	zone,	boater	safety,	and	clean	boating	
practices;	

(vii)	 Provision	of	public	access	to	marina	fueling	and/or	pump‐out	stations;	

	(viii)	 Installation	of	stormwater	BMPs	that	treat	runoff	volumes	above	existing	TRPA	and,	if	in	California,	
Lahontan	RWCQB	requirements,	provided	that	the	proposed	BMPs	are,	at	a	minimum,	proportional	to	the	
proposed	project	impacts;	

(ix)	 Provision	of	additional	scenic	improvements,	such	as	screening	of	storage	racks;	

(x)	 Provision	of	existing	boat	ramps	for	public	use.	If	a	ramp	is	not	functional	for	motorized	boating	due	to	low	
lake	level	conditions,	provide	access	for	non‐motorized	boaters;	

	(xi)	 Provision	of	dedicated	access	for	non‐motorized	boaters;	

(xii)	 Provision	of	non‐motorized	boat	storage	for	public;	

(xiii)	 Installation	of	an	electric	charging	station	for	cars;	

(xiv)	 Reduction	of	on‐site	coverage;	or	

(xv)	 Implementation	of	a	green	infrastructure	project.	

c.	 For	a	major	project	that	proposes	expansion	of	use	by	20	or	more	mooring	structures,	all	applicable	
improvements	listed	in	subsection	(2)(b)	above	shall	be	required	before	the	major	project	can	commence.		For	a	
major	project	that	proposed	expansion	of	use	by	less	than	20	mooring	structures,	the	greater	the	number	of	
moorings	proposed	the	greater	the	number	of	applicable	improvements	listed	in	subsection	(2)(b)	above	shall	be	
required	before	the	major	project	can	commence.	
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PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO SHOREZONE 

PROVISIONS IN THE TRPA CODE OF ORDINANCES 
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Code Amendment Reference Guide 

The proposed Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan updates regulations focused on structures to support 

water-dependent recreation within the Lake Tahoe shoreline and effective resource management to 

ensure environmental threshold attainment. The proposed amendments to the Tahoe Regional 

Planning Agency (TRPA) Code of Ordinances implement the policies proposed under Alternative 1 

analyzed in the Draft Shoreline Plan Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 

A reference guide to compare existing code provisions to those proposed is included in Table 1, Code 

Chapter Organization and Content and Table 2, Policy-Code Crosswalk. The majority of the provisions 

contained in Shorezone Chapters 80-85 have been revised and reorganized and these amended 

chapters are provided in full at the end of this document. Amendments proposed to provisions in 

remaining chapters are shown in Table 3, Proposed Amendments to Chapters 2, 10, 14, 50, 63, 66, 

and 90. 

The existing TRPA Code of Ordinances can be reviewed at:  

http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/code-of-ordinances/  

   
Current Code   
CH. 80: Review of 

Projects in the 

Shorezone 

  

CH. 81: 

Permissible Uses 

and Structures in 

the Shorezone 

and Lakezone 

  

CH. 82: Existing 

Structures 
  

CH. 83: Shorezone 

Tolerance Districts 

and Development 

Standards  

  

CH. 84: Development 

Standards Lakeward 

of High Water 

  

CH. 85: Development 

Standards in the 

Backshore 

  

CH. 86: Mitigation Fee 

Requirements 
  

 

http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/code-of-ordinances/
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Other Chapters   
Current 
Code 

  
CH. 2: 

Applicab

ility of 

the 

Code of 

Ordinan

ces 

  

CH. 10: TRPA 

Regional Plan 

Maps 

  

CH. 14: 

Specific and 

Master Plans 

  

CH. 50: 

Allocation of 

Development 

  

CH. 63: Fish 

Resources 
  

CH. 66: 

Scenic Quality 
  

CH. 90: 

Definitions 
  

 

Description of Substantive Amendments in Chapters 80-85 

Mooring Allocation, Permitting and Development Standards: Section 84.3 of the draft Code sets 

allocation and permitting rules for new buoys and other moorings. Development standards are 

differentiated between buoys within or outside of buoy fields, and by individual parcel, homeowner’s 

associations, and marinas. Provisions are included to allow adaptation for low lake level. 

Pier Allocation, Permitting and Development Standards: Section 84.4 of the Code creates a phased 

program to permit new piers. Allocation of piers is distributed by geographic quadrant. Development 

standards are differentiated between multiple use and single use piers, with priority given to those 

piers that retire future pier development rights. 

Marinas: The requirement for a marina master plan has been removed and replaced with Section 

84.6 that provides specific marina development standards. Provisions are made for low lake 

adaptation and flexibility in design. Environmental improvements are required at marinas based on 

the scale of the project and increase in capacity. 

Dredging: Section 84.9 was revised to apply standards similar to state and federal requirements for 

new dredging in marinas, public health and safety facilities and public boat ramps. 

Watercraft Concessions:  Under Section 84.10.2 of the revised ordinance, all existing concessions 

would be required to come under permit with TRPA; temporary permits would no longer be issued 

for yearly operations. Motorized boat rentals would only allow be permitted at marinas, with boats 

required to be moored on permitted buoys or buoy strings. Storage racks would be allowed for non-

motorized concessions provided they meet screening requirements. 

Low Lake Level Adaptation: Section 84.3.3 allows individual buoys and buoy fields to be moved 

further lakeward during low water. Section 84.6.2 and 84.9.3 gives marinas the flexibility to use 

temporary pier extensions and buoy anchors during low lake level conditions. 

Mitigation Requirements: The Shoreline Plan EIS identifies mitigation measures needed to 

ensure that the program would not result in significant environmental impacts. Mitigation 

measures incorporated into the code include the following: 
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• A requirement for non-motorized navigation around public piers longer than 600 

feet (Section 84.4.3.D) 

• Littoral drift analyses for piers with floating sections longer than 25 ft (Section 84.4.3.A.9) 

• An aquatic invasive species management plan requirement for all marinas (Section 84.6.2.B) 

• Scenic mitigation for buoys (Section 84.3.3.C) 

• Color standards for piers (Section 84.4.3.A.5) 

Exempt/Qualified Exempt:  Chapter 82 was revised to include exempt and qualified exempt activities, 

which will replace those shorezone-specific standards currently in Chapter 2 of the code. 
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Table 2 Policy-Code Crosswalk   
Policy 

Recomme
ndation 

  

MOORING
S 

  

Mooring 
Applicabilit
y 

  

Moorings 

per Littoral 

Parcel 

  

Mooring of 

Motorized 

Boats 

  

Boat Slips   

Mooring 
Conversion 

  

Marine 
Railways 

  

BUOYS84.784.3.3 Mooring Buoys includes eligibility and   

Buoys -
Enforceme
nt 

  

Buoy 
Allocation 

  

Buoy 
Permitting 

  

Buoy

s not 

withi

n a 

buoy 

field 

  

Legally 
Existing 
Buoys 

  

Buoy Fields 

(including 

marinas) 
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Private Harbors NA 84.3.3(F) Low Lake Level Adaptation. Allows additional 

permanent anchor blocks to accommodate low water 

conditions or inaccessibility. 

Buoys associated with 

Concessions 

Current definition 81.5.14 Definition in 81.5.14 amended.  

Concessions section included in 84.10.2 

PIERS 84.5 84.4 Piers. Includes: Applicability, Eligibility, 

Development Standards, Allocation and Permitting 

Piers-Applicability NA 84.4.3(A)(7) Fish Habitat Mitigation refers to 

Mitigation section 84.11 

Private Pier  

Distribution 

NA 84.4.4 Allocation and Permitting 

Pier Definitions 90 Definitions added/revised in CH. 90 

Pierhead line 84.5.1.D, 10.3.1 Revised language added to CH. 90 as well as 10.3.1.E. 

General -Pier 84.5 84.4.3 Development Standards 

Incentives for Multiple -

Use Pier 

NA 84.4.3(C) Additional Standards for Multiple-Use Piers 

Eligibility Restrictions Littoral Parcel definition in CH. 90 84.4.2 Eligibility 

Public Water Intakes 81.5.13, 81.3.1, 81.4 Added: 84.4.3(A)(3) 

Allocation and 

Distribution of 

Potential New Piers 

NA 84.4.4 Allocation and Permitting 

Prioritization NA 84.4.4(C)(2) Permit Review Priority for Multiple-

Parcel Piers; also addressed in 84.4.3(F) Expansion 

or Modification of Existing Piers. 

Scenic BMPs CH. 66 Reference to Ch 66 and requirement for Scenic BMPs 

added to 84.4.3(A)(4) under General Standards. 

Included cross reference to Level 3 in Chapter 66. 

Multiple Use Design 

Standards 

84.9 84.4.3(C) Additional Standards for Multiple-Use Piers 

Single Use Design 

Standards 

84.5 84.4.3(B) Additional Standards for Single-Use 

Piers; Chapter 90 updated w/revised definitions 

Public Piers 84.9 Multiple Use Facilities 84.4.3(D) Additional Standards for Public Piers 

Commercial and  

Tourist 

Accommodation Piers 

84.9 Multiple Use Facilities 84.4.3(E) Additional Standards for Commercial 

and Tourist Accommodation Piers 
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Pier Relocation and 

Transfer 

CH. 84 Location standards 84.4.3(G) Relocation and Transfer of Existing 

Piers. Definitions added to Chapter 90. 

Pier Conversion 84.5.1.C Added in Boat Ramps section, 84.5.3(F) covers 

conversion of an existing boat ramp to a pier. 

Expansion of Existing 

Piers 

CH. 84 84.4.3(F) Expansion and Modification of Existing Piers. 

Also included section in Marinas for extension of 

existing piers. 

Modification of Existing 

Piers 

CH. 82 84.4.3(F) Expansion and Modification of Existing Piers 

Mitigation CH. 86 Mitigation Fee Requirements- 

based on fisheries 

Fees and mitigation are currently 

described in partial permitting 

program- see website application 

materials: 

http://www.trpa.org/permitting/permit

- applications/ 

Scenic Mitigation requirements 

included in Ch. 66 

Chapter 86 deleted 

Chapter 84.11 Mitigation added/moved based on original 

Section 84.4, Fish Habitat and Spawning Study; applies 

generally to all projects undertaken in fish habitat. 

84.4.3(A)(7) Fish Habitat Mitigation. References also 

in 84.5.3(B) for boat ramps. 

Included cross reference to Level 3 in Chapter 66. 

Floating (Swim  

Platforms) 

CH. 90 definition for Floating Docks 

or Platforms 

84.8.1 Floating Platforms. No change made to 

Chapter 90 (none necessary). 

BOAT RAMPS New Section 84.5 Boat Ramps 

84.6.3(D) –Boat ramp section added for marinas. 

Boat Ramps 84.6 and Marina Master Plan  

Guidelines 

84.5.3 Development Standards; largely taken 

from vacated code. 

84.5.4 Allocation 
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OTHER 
ACTIVITIES/MISC 

TOPICS 

Marina applicability 

Marina definitions 

Referenced in other location of the 
TRPA Code 14.4, 39.2, 66.3 

Marina Master Plan Guidelines 
and 84.13 

NA, Marina Master Plan Guidelines 

Reference removed in 14.4. Reference modified in 
39.2.3.L. 

84.6.2 Eligibility. Defines minor and major marina 

projects. Furthermore, subsection B, Required Findings, 

outlines necessary and optional environmental 

improvements for marina projects. 

66.3.6 Ok as reference to marina master plan as 
some marinas may be operating under an existing or 
may propose a marina master plan 

Noted in “Applicability” under Section 84.6.1 

No more requirement for master plan guidelines. 

Definition in 81.5.6 revised based on definition in 
master plan guidelines 

MARINAS Revised Section 84.6 Marinas: Applicability, Eligibility, 

Development and Use Standards, Permitting 

 

Dredging 84.15.3 and CH. 4, 2-5-5 84.9 Filling and Dredging – Applicability, 

Eligibility, Development Standards 

Overnight Anchoring NA 84.10.1(A) Overnight Anchoring – in Other Activities and 

Uses. Existing sections in 84.17 Motorized Watercraft 

included under new 84.10 Other Activities and Uses 

No Wake Zone 84.17 84.10.1(C) No Wake Zones. Per consolidated policy 

document, no wake zone maintained at 600 feet 

from waterline; Emerald Bay zone added. 

Concessions 81.3.2 84.10.2 Water Oriented Outdoor Recreation Concessions: 

Applicability, Eligibility, Development and Use Standards 

Non-motorized boating NA 84.10.2(C)(2) under Development and Use Standards 

for concessions. 

84.6.2(B)(3) – list of major project requirement to 

include environmental improvements. This includes 

items related to non-motorized boating (ix), (x), and (xi) 

Personal Watercraft NA Definition added to Chapter 90 

Other Structures 84.12 From consolidated policy doc and reference to 84.12, 

this is about jetties/breakwaters/etc. Added to new 

section 84.7 Shoreline Protection: 84.7.2(A) Eligibility. 
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Low Lake Level 

Adaptation 

84.5.1 84.3.3(F) – applies to buoys 

84.5.3(D) and (E) – applies to boat ramps 

84.6.2(A) – applies to mooring structures in marinas 

84.9.3(B) – applies to dredging 

Low lake level adaptation not provided for piers in 

consolidated policy document. 

Direct Access 

towards Marinas and 

other Public Ramps 

NA 84.6.2 Eligibility 

Tolerance Districts and 

Permissible Uses 

CH. 83 No changes made 

Public Trust 

Easement in CA 

NA Statement added in 84.4.4(F), MOU Requirement in Piers 

section 

Tahoe Keys NA See statements of clarification made in 84.2.1, 

Applicability. 

Green Infrastructure NA Added as an example environmental improvement 

for marinas – 84.6.2(B)(3)(b)(xv). 

Environmental 

Improvement 

NA 84.6.2 Eligibility. Defines minor and major marina 

projects. Furthermore, subsection B, Required Findings, 

outlines necessary and optional environmental 

improvements for marina projects. Emphasis placed on 

including additional environmental improvements 

depending upon project scale. 

Structural Repair 82.3 Definitions of minor and major structural repair moved 

to CH. 90 and updated. 

Fish Habitat 82.4.5, 84.4,10.3.1, 63.3.1 Removed from CH. 82. 84.4 replaced with new 

mitigation section 84.11. Edit made to Section 63.3.1. 

Update 10.3.1 map to include official title of 

updated TRPA fish habitat layer 

Mitigation fees 86.3,4,5 Chapter 86 removed; New mitigation Section 84.11 

does not reference fees. 
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Commented [A1]: Recommend statement to be added in 

80.3.2.H. referencing the proposed MOU. 
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Table 3-Proposed Amendments to Chapters 2, 10,14, 
50,63,66, 90 

  

Code Section   
2.3 Exempt 

Activities 

(Shorezone) 

  

 
 

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  

  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  
  10.3.1.

A 

Regiona

l Plan 

Map 

Layers 

  

  
  
  
  
  
  

14.4 Eligible 

and Required 

Plans 

  

  

50.11 

Allocation of 

Shorezone 

Structures 
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    84.3 Mooring Structures 

84.4.Piers 

  
63.3.1 Fish Resources-Lake 

Habitat 

63.3.1.E The physical alteration of 

the substrate in areas of prime fish 

habitat is prohibited unless  

approved by TRPA. 

63.3.1.E The physical alteration of the substrate in 
areas of fish habitat is prime prohibited unless 

approved by TRPA. shall be mitigated. 

  

66.3.3.C Levels of Scenic 

Mitigation 

Level 3 

All projects on existing visible 

structures in the shoreland 

altering or increasing the 

lakefront façade area 20 percent 

or less and the result is 1,500 

square feet or less of lakefront 

façade or non-repair projects on 

structures adjacent and lakeward 

of the shoreland. The mitigation 

requirements for this level shall 

be the implementation of scenic 

BMPs in the shoreland. The 

BMPs shall bring the project area 

into conformance with a 

minimum contrast rating score of 

21 except where: 

Level 3 

All projects on existing visible structures in the 
shoreland altering or increasing the lakefront 

façade area 20 percent or less and the result is 
1,500 square feet or less of lakefront façade or 

non-repair projects on structures adjacent and 
lakeward of the shoreland, including pier structures 

per subsection 84.4.3(A)(4). The mitigation 

requirements for this level shall be the 

implementation of scenic BMPs in the shoreland. 

The BMPs shall bring the project area into 

conformance with a minimum contrast rating 

score of 21 except where: 

66.3.6 Marina Master Plans Marina Master Plans 

In developing and approving 

marina master plans pursuant to 

Chapter 14: Specific and Master 

Plans, the applicant shall use the 

contrast rating/visual magnitude 

system outlined in Appendix H,  

Visual Assessment Tool, of the 

Design Review Guidelines or an 

equal or superior method of 

evaluating scenic impacts. All  

significant scenic impacts shall be 

identified in the environmental 

document using an approved 

scenic impact analysis 

methodology and mitigation 

measures shall be proposed and 

incorporated into the master plan 

to ensure consistency with  

attainment and maintenance of 

environmental thresholds. 

Marina Master Plans and Projects 

In developing and approving marina master plans 

pursuant to Chapter 14: Specific and Master Plans, 

and projects within marinas the applicant shall use 

the contrast rating/visual magnitude system outlined 

in Appendix H, Visual Assessment Tool, of the Design 

Review Guidelines or an equal or superior method of 

evaluating scenic impacts. All significant scenic  

impacts shall be identified in the environmental 

document using an approved scenic impact analysis 
methodology and mitigation measures shall be  
proposed and incorporated into the master plan or 
project to ensure consistency with attainment and 

maintenance of environmental thresholds. 
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Littoral Parcel A parcel of land adjoining or 

abutting the high water elevation 

of a lake 

A parcel of land with fee ownership extending 

waterward to the high water mark. 

  
Marina NA Marina 

See subsection 81.5.6. 

  
Mooring NA Mooring 

A place where a watercraft is held fast with cables, 

lines, or anchors. 

  
Non-contiguous parcels NA Non-contiguous parcels 

Parcels that are not adjacent parcels and whose 
boundaries do not touch. 

  
Personal Watercraft NA Personal Watercraft 

Watercraft less than 13 feet in length designed to be 

operated by a person or persons sitting, standing, or 
kneeling on the craft rather than within the confines 

of a hull, and with a maximum capacity of three (3) 

people. 

  
Pier A fixed or floating structure 

extending from the backshore to 

beyond the line marking the high 

water elevation of a lake. 

A fixed or floating structure intended as a landing or 
temporary mooring for watercraft and either 

extending from the backshore to at least 10 feet 

beyond the line marking the high water elevation of 
a lake, or extending into Lake Tahoe to a depth of 
6,226.1 feet Lake Tahoe Datum, or a functionally 

similar depth on other lakes in the Region. 

  

Pier, Multiple-parcel NA Pier, Multiple-parcel 

A pier that retires pier development potential through 
deed restriction on one or more littoral parcels. A 

multiple-parcel pier may be built to either single- or 

multiple-use pier development standards. 

  
Pier, Multiple-use NA Pier, Multiple-use 

A pier that serves more than one parcel. 

  
Pier, Single-parcel NA Pier, Single-parcel 

Also referred to as a single-use pier. A pier that 
serves one littoral parcel, and that retires no 

development potential as part of a pier application 

process. 

  
Pier Relocation NA Pier Relocation 

The replacement of an existing pier with a new pier 

in a different location on the same parcel. 

  
Pier Transfer NA Pier Transfer 

The replacement of an existing pier with a new pier 
on a different parcel. 
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  NA Pierhead Line 

A line established on the adopted shorezone maps of 

TRPA and digitized for all areas around Lake Tahoe. 

  
Pump-out Facilities NA Pump-out Facilities 

Pump-out facilities consist of the equipment needed 

to pump or otherwise receive and transfer contents 

of vessel holding tanks into a sweage retention 
and/or disposal system approved by the permitting 

organizations. 

  
Revetment NA Revetment 

Sloping structure armored with stone or other 

material through which water may pass. 

  
Stacked Storage NA Stacked Storage 

Stacked storage refers to boats that are stored 
ashore, on racks or other structures either outdoors 

or inside a storage building, that can be retrieved for 

launching on demand or by reservation. 

  
Tour Boat Operation NA Tour Boat Operation 

Commercial use of a vessel rated by the U.S. Coast 

Guard for more than 30 passengers, where such 

passengers board and unboard at a single site. 

  
Unserviceable NA Unserviceable 

Unserviceable shall be defined as a structure that 

can no longer serve the function for which it was 

designed. In calculating the time period that a 

structure has been unserviceable, the period of time 
shall not be counted when TRPA was restrained from 

accepting applications for repairs to structures in the 

shorezone due to the preliminary injunction filed on 

August 9, 1984 in the matter of State of California/ 
League to Save Lake Tahoe v. TRPA. 
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 REVIEW OF PROJECTS IN THE SHOREZONE AND 
LAKEZONE 

80.1. PURPOSE 

The Shorezone Subelement, Conservation Element of the Goals and Policies identifies 
special qualities, including physical, biological and visual, that shall be considered when 
reviewing a project in the shorezone or lakezone. In accordance with those policies, this 
chapter sets forth findings that must be made by TRPA prior to approving a project in the 
shorezone or lakezone. 

80.2. APPLICABILITY 

All projects and activities in lagoons or the shorezone or lakezone of any lake in the Region 
shall comply with the provisions of this chapter. 

80.3. REQUIRED FINDINGS 

 80.3.1. Findings Required for Lakezone, Shorezone, and Lagoon Projects. No project or 
activity within the lakezone, shorezone, or lagoon of lakes in the Region, shall be 
approved unless TRPA makes all the applicable findings listed below. 

 80.3.2. Findings for All Projects. 

A. General Environmental Findings. TRPA must analyze and make the required 
environmental findings pursuant to Chapter 3, Environmental Documentation. In 
addition, such environmental findings must demonstrate that the project will not 
adversely impact: 

1. Littoral processes; 

2. Fish spawning; 

3. Backshore stability; or 

4. On-shore wildlife habitat, including wildfowl nesting areas. 

B. Accessory Facilities. TRPA must find that there are sufficient accessory facilities to 
accommodate the project. 

C. Compatibility. TRPA must find that the project is compatible with existing 
shorezone and lakezone uses or structures on, or in the immediate vicinity of, the 
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CHAPTER 80: REVIEW OF PROJECTS IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE  
80.3 Required Findings 

littoral parcel; or that modifications of such existing uses or structures will 
be undertaken to assure compatibility. 

D. Water Dependent Use. TRPA must find that the proposed use in the 
lakezone, nearshore, foreshore, or lagoon is water-dependent. 

E. Hazardous Materials. TRPA must find that measures will be taken to prevent 
spill or discharges of hazardous materials. 

F. Construction. Construction and access techniques will be used to minimize 
disturbance to the ground and vegetation. 

G. Navigation and Safety. TRPA must find that the project will not adversely impact 
navigation or create a threat to public safety pursuant to the determination of 
agencies with jurisdiction over the navigable waters in the Basin. 

H. Other Agency Comments. TRPA must find that it has solicited comments from 
those public agencies having applicable jurisdiction over the lakezone, 
shorezone, and lagoon, and that all comments received from such agencies were 
considered prior to taking action on the project. 

 80.3.3. Additional Findings for Special Use Projects. 

A. The project, and the related use, is of such a nature, scale, density, intensity, 
and type to be appropriate for the project area, and the surrounding area. 

B. The project, and the related use, will not injure or disturb the health, safety, 
environmental quality, enjoyment of property, or general welfare of the persons 
or property in the neighborhood, or in the Region. 

C. The project, and the related use, will not change the character of the 
neighborhood, detrimentally affect or alter the purpose of any applicable plan 
area statement, community, redevelopment, specific, or master plan. 

 80.3.4. Additional Findings for Public Outdoor Recreation Facilities Creating Coverage or 
Permanent Disturbance in the Backshore. 

A. The project is a necessary part of a public agency’s long range plans for 
public outdoor recreation. 

B. The project is consistent with the recreational element of the goals and policies. 

C. The project, by its very nature, must be sited in the backshore. 

D. There is no feasible alternative that avoids or reduces the amount of land coverage 
or disturbance proposed in the backshore. 
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CHAPTER 80: REVIEW OF PROJECTS IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE  
80.4 General Standards for Shorezone Projects 

 80.3.5. Additional Findings for Public Service Facilities Creating Coverage or Permanent 
Disturbance in the Backshore. 

A. The project is necessary for public health, safety, or environmental protection. 

B. There is no reasonable alternative that avoids or reduces the amount of 
land coverage or disturbance in the backshore. 

 80.3.6. Additional Findings for Coverage or Disturbance in the Backshore Created to 
Allow Access to Structures or Uses in the Nearshore or the Foreshore. The 
amount of land coverage is the minimum that is necessary when all Thresholds 
are taken into consideration to provide access to an approved or an existing 
structure or use located in the nearshore or foreshore. 

80.4. GENERAL STANDARDS FOR SHOREZONE PROJECTS 

In addition to applicable requirements elsewhere in Chapters 80 through 86, projects in the 
shorezone shall meet the following standards. 

 80.4.1. Vegetation. No naturally occurring vegetation shall be manipulated or disturbed 
except in accordance with Chapter 30. No planting of new vegetation, or 
manipulation of naturally occurring vegetation, shall be permitted in the 
shorezone, unless such activities comply with the standards in Chapter 30. 

 80.4.2. Special Project Conditions. Any special project conditions of approval shall be 
guided by the unique characteristics of the project area, and the nature of the 
backshore (utilizing Policies 1 and 2, Goal #1 of the Shorezone Subelement, 
Conservation Element of the Goals and Policies), as well as the following objectives: 

A. The protection of significant vistas. 

B. The preservation of the site and shorezone from environmental harm during 
and after construction. 

C. Protection of views of adjoining development. 

D. Providing sufficient space for proper infiltration of runoff and nutrient 
uptake through natural processes. 

 80.4.3. Backshore Coverage and Land Disturbance. 

A. No additional coverage or permanent land disturbance shall occur in the backshore 
unless it is for an authorized shorezone permissible use or accessory structure. 

B. The impacts from authorized coverage and disturbance must be mitigated through 
the application of BMPs, and the restoration at the rate of 1.5 times the backshore 
area covered or permanently disturbed by the project. Said restoration shall be in-  
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CHAPTER 80: REVIEW OF PROJECTS IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE  
80.4 General Standards for Shorezone Projects 

kind in the backshore and shall comply with the restoration standards in 
Chapter 30. 

C. The allowable base land coverage in the backshore is one percent (1%). However, 
it shall only be utilized outside of the backshore portion of the parcel unless it is 
for an authorized shorezone permissible use or accessory structure. 

D. No erosion control projects that create coverage or permanent disturbance in 
the backshore shall be permitted unless: 

1. The project, program, or facility is necessary for environmental 
protection; and 

2. There is no reasonable alternative that avoids or reduces the extent 
of encroachment in the backshore. 

 80.4.4. Projects in Fish Habitat. All projects undertaken in areas identified as, and 
adversely affecting, “Spawning Habitat” or “Feeding and/or Escape Cover Habitat” 
on TRPA’s Prime Fish Habitat Map, as of the effective date of the ordinance 
adopting this Chapter, as amended or areas meeting the applicable definition for 
“Spawning Habitat” or possessing similar characteristics for “feeding and/or 
escape cover habitat” shall comply with the provisions for mitigation set forth in 
Section 84.11 of Chapter 84. 

 80.4.5. Topline Fishing. No projects shall be permitted if such project shall create 
significant adverse impacts to topline fishing access that cannot be mitigated. 
TRPA shall make this determination in consultation with California Fish and Game 
and Nevada Division of Wildlife. 

 80.4.6. Projects that May Impact Historical/Cultural Resources. Projects that may impact 
historical/cultural resources shall comply with the mitigation, construction and 
survey measures in Chapter 29. Where appropriate, TRPA shall require signage to 
educate the public that explains the importance of the historical/cultural resources 
and the sensitivity to disturbances. However, in lieu of the above, at mapped 
historical Washoe Indian resource sites, TRPA shall, in coordination with the 
Washoe Tribe, provide educational materials to property owners aimed at 
encouraging protection of the resources associated with the sites. Adequate 
setbacks from TRPA’s designated, mapped, or eligible (pursuant to Chapter 29) 
historic sites, including submerged sites, shall be established in consultation with 
an qualified archaeologist, and if a Washoe site, the Washoe tribe. 

 80.4.7. Recreation Projects. All projects classified as recreation use shall be required to 
submit an operating plan or equivalent document demonstrating that spatial 
conflicts with other recreational uses will not be significant as a result of the 
project. TRPA shall ensure that shorezone recreational projects are designed 
to avoid overuse and to avoid conflicts between recreation users. 

 80.4.8. Projects that May Impact Sensitive or Uncommon Plants. Projects that have the 
potential to detrimentally impact sensitive or uncommon plants shall comply with 
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CHAPTER 80: REVIEW OF PROJECTS IN THE SHOREZONE AND 
LAKEZONE 80.4 General Standards for Shorezone Projects 

the mitigation, construction, and survey measures listed in Chapter 61, Section 
61.3.6, and the Tahoe Yellow Cress Conservation Strategy. Where appropriate, 
TRPA will require interpretive signs to educate the public, designated trails through 
high-use areas, and/or fenced enclosures to protect vulnerable plant populations. 

80.4.9. Review of Support Facilities. Whenever review of a structure, use, or activity is 
required by the terms of this chapter, such review shall encompass the structures, 
uses, and activities in the backshore, nearshore, foreshore, and on the adjacent 
littoral parcel to ensure adequacy of all facilities related to the structure, use, or 
activity. 
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 PERMISSIBLE USES AND STRUCTURES IN THE 
SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE 

81.1. PURPOSE 

This chapter sets forth the allowable uses and accessory structures in the shorezone and 
lakezone. The concept of "use" includes any activity within the Region, whether related to 
land, water, air or other resources of the Region. The primary uses are classified as 
"allowed," "special," and "nonconforming.” The applicability of such classification to a parcel 
is determined by reference to the applicable plan area statement and map, community plan, 
redevelopment plan, and specific or master plan. Generic primary uses and accessory 
structures for the shorezone and lakezone are set forth in Section 81.4. Provisions applicable 
to continuing existing uses in the shorezone and lakezone are set forth in Section 81.6. 

81.2. APPLICABILITY 

All existing and proposed uses within the shorezone, lakezone, and lagoons within the Region 
shall be identified as one or more of the primary uses listed in this chapter, except for parcels 
that are undeveloped or unimproved. Such parcels shall be considered vacant parcels. Vacant 
parcels are entitled to apply for a use pursuant to the provisions of this Code. Dispersed 
water-oriented outdoor recreational uses, as described in subsection 81.4.3, are considered 
an established primary use on littoral parcels. 

81.3. CLASSIFICATION OF USES AND STRUCTURES 

Primary uses are classified as “allowed (A),” “special (S),” and “nonconforming.” Any use 
that is not an allowed use, a special use, or a nonconforming use as defined in this section is 
prohibited, with the exception of temporary uses, structures, and activities authorized 
pursuant to Chapter 22. 

 81.3.1. Allowed Uses 

Uses listed in applicable plan area statements, community plans, redevelopment plans, 
specific or master plans or subsection 81.4.1 as "allowed" ("A") are appropriate uses for the 
specified area, and projects and activities pursuant to such uses may be permitted. Allowed 
uses are assumed to be compatible with the direction of the Regional Plan and surrounding 
uses. 

 81.3.2. Special Uses 

Uses listed in applicable plan area statements, community plans, redevelopment plans, 
specific or master plans or subsection 81.4.1 as "special" ("S"), may be found to be 
appropriate uses for the specified area, and projects and activities pursuant to such uses 
may be permitted. To allow a special use, TRPA shall conduct a public hearing in according 
to the procedures in TRPA's Rules of Procedure. Before issuing an approval, TRPA shall make 
the following findings: 
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CHAPTER 81: PERMISSIBLE USES AND STRUCTURES IN THE SHOREZONE AND 
LAKEZONE 81.4 Permissible Uses AND ACCESSORY STRUCTURES 

A. The project, to which the use pertains, is of such a nature, scale, density, intensity, and 
type to be an appropriate use for the parcel on which, and surrounding area in which, it 
will be located. 

B. The project, to which the use pertains, will not be injurious or disturbing to the health, 
safety, enjoyment of property, or general welfare of persons or property in the 
neighborhood, or in the region. 

C. The applicant has taken reasonable steps to protect the land, water, and air resources 
of both the applicant's property and that of surrounding property owners. 

D. The project, to which the use pertains, will not change the character of the 
neighborhood, detrimentally affect or alter the purpose of the applicable plan area 
statement, community, redevelopment, specific, or master plan as the case may be. 

 81.3.3. Nonconforming Uses 

 Uses legally commenced prior to the effective date of the ordinance adopting this Chapter, 
which would be prohibited if new, are nonconforming uses and may be continued, subject 
to the provisions of Section 81.6. Existing development in a special use category for which 
the findings in subsection 81.3.2 have not been or cannot be made shall be nonconforming 
uses. Nonconforming structures are addressed in Chapter 82. Uses legally commenced prior 
to the effective date of the ordinance adopting this Chapter, which would be prohibited if 
new, are nonconforming uses and may be continued, subject to the provisions of Section 
81.6. Existing development in a special use category for which the findings in subsection 
81.3.2 have not been or cannot be made shall be nonconforming uses. Nonconforming 
structures are addressed in Chapter 82. 

 81.3.4. Prohibited Uses 

Proposed uses not listed in applicable plan area statements, community plans, 
redevelopment plans, specific or master plans, or subsection 81.4.1 are prohibited. 
Proposed special uses for which the findings in subsection 81.3.2 cannot be made shall be 
prohibited uses. 

81.4. PERMISSIBLE USES AND ACCESSORY STRUCTURES 
 

This section identifies the permissible uses in the shorezone and lakezone. Each permissible 
use is defined in Section 81.5. Any use not listed in Section 81.4 is prohibited. Plan area 
statements, and community, specific, master, and redevelopment plans establish whether 
uses are allowed (A) or special (S) in all areas except the lakezone. Subsection 81.4.1 
establishes whether uses are allowed (A) or special (S) in the lakezone. 

81.4.1. Permissible Uses in the Lakezone 

The following list identifies the permissible uses in the lakezone: 

A. Safety and navigational facilities (A). 

B. Salvage operations (S). 

C. Seaplane operations (S). 

D. Tour boat operations (S). 
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E. Waterborne transit (A). 

F. Water intake lines (A). 

 81.4.2. Permissible Uses in the Shorezone 

The following list identifies the permissible uses in the shorezone: 

A. Beach recreation. 

B. Boat launching facilities. 

C. Construction equipment storage. 

D. Marinas. 

E. Safety and navigational facilities. 

F. Salvage operations. 

G. Seaplane operations. 

H. Tour boat operation. 

I. Waterborne transit. 

J. Water-oriented outdoor recreation concessions. 

 81.4.3. Permissible Uses in the Shorezone and Lakezone 

Dispersed water-oriented outdoor recreational uses which do not require developed facilities, 
and which occur in the shorezone or on lakes, such as recreational boating, windsurfing, 
ballooning, swimming, skin diving, snorkeling, sunbathing, and fishing are allowed uses in the 
shorezone and lakezone. Rental of equipment and services related to such uses are included 
in water oriented outdoor recreation concessions. Commercial boating, parasailing, fish 
habitat restoration, and scientific study projects are special uses in the shorezone and 
lakezone. Uses resulting from construction of the following structures or facilities are allowed 
uses in the shorezone and lakezone: 

A. Shoreline protective structures and other erosion control and environmentally oriented 
projects and facilities in accordance with subsection 85.5.3. 

B. Public service facilities in accordance with subsection 85.5.2. 

C. Public outdoor recreation facilities in accordance with subsection 85.5.1. 

D. Access to the foreshore in accordance with subsection 85.5.4. 

 81.4.4. Accessory Structures 
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B. Breakwaters or jetties. 

C. Buoys. 

D. Fences. 

E. Floating docks and platforms. 

F. Piers. 

G. Shoreline protective structures. 

H. Water intake lines. 

I. Storage racks for non-motorized watercraft. 

 

CHAPTER 81: PERMISSIBLE USES AND STRUCTURES IN THE SHOREZONE AND 
LAKEZONE 81.5 Use Definitions 

Accessory structures shall be regulated pursuant to the regulations applicable to the primary 
use upon which they are dependent in accordance with Chapter 21: Permissible Uses. The 
following structures may be permitted in the shorezone as an allowed (A) or special (S) use 
only if they are accessory to an existing, allowed use located on the same or adjoining littoral 
parcel. Structures not listed in this section are prohibited. Shoreline protective structures and 
water intake lines may be permitted independently of a primary use on the littoral parcel: 

A. Boat ramps. 

 
81.5. USE DEFINITIONS 

The following uses are defined as set forth below: 

81.5.1. Beach Recreation 

Recreational use of a beach, supported by developed facilities such as sanitation facilities, 
parking, picnic sites, piers, boat ramps, floating docks and platforms and mooring buoys. 

 81.5.2. Boat Launching Facilities 

Recreational establishments which provide boat launching, parking and short term trailer 
storage for the general public. Long-term storage, mooring, and maintenance of boats are 
included under "marinas." 

 81.5.3. Commercial Boating 

Commercial use of pleasure craft or other vessel on a body of water.  

 81.5.4. Construction Equipment Operation 

The operation of equipment, such as barges, pile drivers, and amphibious vehicles, for the 
purpose of repairing or constructing structures located in the shorezone. 

 81.5.5. Construction Equipment Storage 
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The storage of equipment, such as barges, pile drivers, and amphibious vehicles, used for 
the repair or construction of structures located in the shorezone. Construction equipment 
storage does not include stock piling of materials, except when the equipment is stored on 
or within other construction equipment. 

81.5.6. Marinas 

Establishments providing water-oriented services, such as yachting and rowing clubs; boat 
rentals; storage and launching facilities; sport fishing activities; excursion boat and 
sightseeing facilities; and other marina-related activities, including, but not limited to, fuel 
sales and boat and engine repair. Marinas contain water-oriented facilities and structures 
that are regulated and defined in Chapter 84. Condominiums, hotels, restaurants, and other 
such uses with accessory water-oriented multiple-use facilities are not considered marinas. 
Outside storage or display is included as part of the marina use. 

81.5.7. Recreational Boating 

Noncommercial use of pleasure craft on a body of water, including regattas and speedboat 
races. 

81.5.8. Safety and Navigation Facilities 

Structures in the shorezone or lakezone whose purpose is the protection of the public 
health, safety, and general welfare, such as navigational buoys, lighthouses, scientific 
monitoring devices, and radio communication devices. 

81.5.9. Salvage Operations 

The act of bringing a vessel, or its cargo to the water's surface.  

81.5.10. Seaplane Operations 

Use of a permanent facility for the landing and take-off of aircraft on a body of water. 
Includes the fueling, maintenance, and storage of such aircraft. 

81.5.11. Tour Boat Operation 

Commercial use of a vessel rated by the U.S. Coast Guard for more than 30 passengers, 
where such passengers board and unboard at a single site. 

81.5.12. Waterborne Transit 

Commercial use of a vessel rated by the U.S. Coast Guard for more than 30 passengers, 
where such passengers board and unboard at different sites. 

81.5.13. Water-Intake Lines 

Pipelines and accessory structures, located within a body of water, whose purpose is to 
draw in and transport water to the backshore or beyond. 
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81.5.14. Water-Oriented Outdoor Recreation Concessions 

Water-oriented outdoor recreation uses, such as food and beverage facilities at public 
beaches; fishing guide services; parasailing; recreation equipment rental (e.g., boats, wind 
surfing and beach equipment); but not including, boat slips, boat and engine repair or the 
sale of fuel. 

81.6. EXISTING USES 

Existing uses in the shorezone or lakezone shall be regulated as follows: 

 81.6.1. Right to Continue Existing Uses 

Uses legally commenced prior to the effective date of ordinance adopting this Chapter, are 
recognized as existing uses and may be continued, except as otherwise set forth in 
subparagraphs 81.6.1.A and 81.6.1.B. Continuation of an existing use includes a change in 
ownership, tenancy, or management, where the nature and character of the existing use 
remains substantially unchanged. Short-term or seasonal uses existing pursuant to legally 
issued TRPA permits may continue only for the duration of the permits authorizing them. 
Neither this section nor this chapter shall be construed as a limitation upon TRPA's authority 
to regulate all uses, present or future, by permit, prohibition or otherwise. 

A. Nonconforming Uses 
If an existing nonconforming use is discontinued for a period of one year or more, 
any subsequent use shall comply with the use regulations set forth in the plan area 
statement. Discontinuance of use for periods found by TRPA to be beyond the 
applicant's control, such as weather caused calamity, governmental seasonal 
regulations and periods during which TRPA was prohibited by court order from 
accepting applications for repairs related to the use, shall not be counted in 
establishing discontinuance of use pursuant to this section. 

B. Uses Subject to a Specific Program Requiring Discontinuance or Modification of 
the Uses 
A use subject to a specific program requiring discontinuance or modification of the 
use shall be discontinued or modified in accordance with the requirements of such 
program. Such specific programs shall be further defined and adopted by ordinance. 

 81.6.2. Changes, Expansions, or Intensifications of Existing Uses 

Expansions and intensifications of existing uses, or changes in use to the extent permitted by 
this chapter, are subject to the requirements for a permit set forth in Chapter 2: Applicability 
of the Code of Ordinances. Modifications, expansions and other changes to structures are 
governed by other provisions of the Code and also are subject to the requirements of Chapter 
2. 

 A. Allowed Uses 
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C. Nonconforming Uses 
Uses identified as nonconforming shall not be expanded or intensified. A 
nonconforming use shall not be changed unless the new use conforms to the use 
regulations set forth in this Code. Expansions of structures containing a  
nonconforming use shall not be permitted. Modifications may be permitted only 
when TRPA finds that the modifications do not increase the extent of nonconformity. 

CHAPTER 81: PERMISSIBLE USES AND STRUCTURES IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE 
81.6 Existing Uses 

Uses identified as allowed uses may be changed, expanded, or intensified in 
conformance with this Code. Any change, expansion, or intensification, resulting in a 
special use, shall be subject to the special use requirements. 

B. Special Uses 
Uses identified as special uses and for which the required findings pursuant to 
subsection 81.3.2 have been made by TRPA, may be changed, expanded, or 
intensified subject to subsection 81.3.2. 
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 EXISTING STRUCTURES AND EXEMPT ACTIVITIES  

82.1. PURPOSE 

Policy 11, Goal #1 of the Shorezone Subelement, Conservation Element of the Goals and 
Policies requires that TRPA regulate the maintenance, repair, and modification of piers and 
other existing structures in the nearshore and foreshore. Since some existing structures do 
not conform to the Code standards for new structures, the policy requires that, for 
maintenance, repair and modification, the Code set requirements, appropriate for the 
situation, to correct environmental and navigational problems. This chapter sets forth 
standards in accordance with that policy. 

82.2. APPLICABILITY 

Structures legally existing in the shorezone or lagoons in the Region prior to the effective date 
of the ordinance adopting this Chapter, or structures legally constructed after the effective 
date of the ordinance adopting this Chapter, are recognized as existing structures, provided 
the structure has not been unserviceable beyond the time limits set forth in subsection 82.7.4. 
The maintenance, repair, or expansion of existing structures in the shorezone or lagoons shall 
comply with the provisions of this chapter. 

82.3. GENERAL PROVISIONS 

All activities in the lakezones, shorezones, and lagoons of lakes within the Region shall 
comply with the following: 

 82.3.1. An activity which is not specifically exempt (pursuant to Section 82.4), qualified 
exempt (pursuant to Section 82.5), or a continuation of an existing use (pursuant to 
Section 81.6), is subject to TRPA review and approval. 

 82.3.2. All Activities that are not a permissible use (pursuant to Section 81.4), an accessory 
structure (pursuant to Section 81.4.4), or an existing use (pursuant to Section 81.6) 
are prohibited. 

 82.3.3. No project shall be approved unless the applicable findings can be made in 
compliance with Chapter 84, and no project shall be built unless the applicant pays 
all applicable fees. 

 82.3.4. Any maintenance, repair or reconstruction activity pursuant to this chapter shall 
comply with the shorezone design standards for color and roofs contained in 
Section 83.11. 

 82.3.5. An exempt or qualified exempt activity shall not create additional land coverage or 
relocate any existing land coverage. 

82.4. EXEMPT LAKEZONE, NEARSHORE, FORESHORE, AND LAGOON ACTIVITIES 

The following activities are exempt from TRPA review and approval: 
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CHAPTER 82: EXISTING STRUCTURES AND EXEMPT ACTIVITIES  
82.5 Qualified exempt activities 

 82.4.1. Ordinary maintenance and repair of an existing structure, or the 
demolition/removal of an existing structure less than 50-years old in a manner 
that does not affect or disturb the backshore, lake substrate, or Tahoe Yellow 
Cress habitat. This includes the replacement and repair of windows, doors, siding, 
roofing, decking, and electrical and mechanical equipment. To obtain possible 
credit for land coverage or existing development, TRPA verification is required 
prior to any demolition/removal. An exempt activity must meet all of the following 
standards: 

A. The structure is in accordance with the design standards in Chapter 83.11; 

B. Temporary construction best management practices are implemented, and all 
below-water construction activities occur from October 1 through April 30, if 
the structure is within fish spawning habitat; 

C. No discharge to the waters of the region and no disturbance of the backshore, lake 
substrate or Tahoe Yellow Cress habitat occurs; and 

D. The structure is legally existing with respect to TRPA requirements and has not 
been unserviceable for the last three years. 

 82.4.2. The consolidation of one or more parcels, provided that 

A. A deed restriction that permanently consolidates the parcels is recorded by 
the affected owners; 

B. No parcel is subdivided or has its boundaries changed (other than by the 
elimination of the boundary line(s) separating the consolidated parcels); and 

C. No reduction in recreational access occurs through the consolidation. 

 82.4.3. Water-oriented outdoor recreational (dispersed) uses that do not require the 
construction of permanent structures. 

 82.4.4. Water-oriented public service uses that are law enforcement activities that do not 
require the construction of permanent structures. 

 82.4.5. Temporary activities which do not create threshold impacts, and which comply 
with Subsection 2.3.6. 

 82.4.6. Water-oriented scientific studies and research projects that do not require the 
discharge of substances or the placement of structures or the disturbance of 
land or lake bottom in the lakezone, lagoon or shorezone of the Region. 

 82.4.7. Beach raking activities covered by an MOU entered into pursuant to Section 2.6. 

 82.4.8. Replacement of buoy floats and chains for buoys permitted by TRPA. 

82.5. QUALIFIED EXEMPT ACTIVITIES 

No TRPA review and approval is necessary for the following activities if the activity fully meets 
one or more of the categories in this section and the applicant files a properly completed 
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CHAPTER 82: EXISTING STRUCTURES AND EXEMPT ACTIVITIES  
82.5 Qualified exempt activities 

TRPA Qualified Exempt declaration form pursuant to Section 2.3.7 with TRPA at least five 
working days before the activity begins. 

82.5.1. Maintenance, repair, or reconstruction of an existing structure, or the 
demolition/removal of an existing structure less than 50-years old. Such activities 
do not include the relocation of existing structures. To obtain possible credit for 
land coverage or existing development, TRPA verification is required prior to any 
demolition/removal. Upon the discretion of the Executive Director, TRPA may 
require special conditions upon submittal of a Qualified Exempt declaration. A 
qualified exempt activity must meet all the following standards: 

A. The activity shall not result in a change of use or an increase in the area or 
dimensions of the structure, including height, width, length or overall area. Any 
associated excavation, filling or backfilling located above the highwater line 
(elevation 6,229.1 Lake Tahoe Datum) elevation or the elevation of the equivalent 
highwater line at other lakes is completed within 48-hours, has a volume of no 
more than three cubic yards, and is stabilized to prevent erosion. This exemption 
shall not be construed to exempt a series of excavations that viewed as a whole 
would constitute a project. 

B. No excavation, grading, or filling occurs below the highwater line (elevation 6,229.1 
Lake Tahoe Datum or the equivalent highwater line at other lakes). 
Notwithstanding this limitation, the following activities would not be considered 
excavation, grading, or filling: 

1. Driving or removing piles; 
2. Reconstruction or repair of rock crib structures when performed 

in compliance with all applicable TRPA shorezone BMPs; or, 

3. Repair of jetties or breakwaters when performed in compliance with all 
applicable TRPA shorezone BMPs. 

C. The structure is legally existing and has not been unserviceable for the last three 
years; 

D. The activity does not involve the replacement of vertical revetments; 

E. The applicant shall submit to TRPA together with the Qualified Exempt Declaration, 
a Certificate of Completion for water quality BMPs for the project area unless the 
activity constitutes an emergency repair pursuant to Rules of Procedure Article 
5.20, and compliance plans for temporary or construction BMPs; 

F. Any impact to fish habitat from the driving or removing of piles is mitigated and any 
areas of fish habitat previously disturbed by removing piles is restored. In shorezone 
areas containing spawning gravels, construction can only occur from October 1 
through April 30 unless TRPA conducts a site analysis in coordination with other 
appropriate agencies and finds that the proposed activity will not have a 
detrimental effect on the spawning habitat, spawning fish, incubating eggs, or fry. 
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CHAPTER 82: EXISTING STRUCTURES AND EXEMPT ACTIVITIES  
82.5 Qualified exempt activities 

Such analysis and findings shall be incorporated as a Special Condition of 
the Qualified Exempt activity; 

G. Reconstruction of a jetty or breakwater shall not be considered a qualified 
exempt activity; 

H. The applicant certifies that it has contacted all appropriate public agencies or 
private entities, including those to ensure that any element of the activity will not 
affect any underground utilities. Adaptions made to promote public access after 
consultations with other agencies that will affect reconstructions under this 
provision may be included as a qualified exempt activity; 

I. Prior to Qualified Exempt Declaration submittal, the applicant shall request from 
TRPA or other qualified individual or entity a Tahoe Yellow Cress survey during the 
growing season immediately prior to the date of proposed activity if the activity 
will result in impacts to the shorezone landward of lake bottom elevation 6,227 
feet Lake Tahoe Datum. The growing season shall be considered June 15th through 
September 30th. If Tahoe Yellow Cress is found, the permittee shall submit an 
appropriate plan (flag/avoid or mitigation) to TRPA staff upon Qualified Exempt 
Declaration submittal. Tahoe Yellow Cress mitigation, if necessary, shall be 
incorporated as a Special Condition of the Qualified Exempt activity. The applicant 
certifies that the activity will not adversely affect after mitigation, if necessary, 
Tahoe Yellow Cress or other sensitive plant species. A Qualified Exempt activity 
that will not impact the shorezone or backshore landward of 6,227 feet Lake Tahoe 
Datum shall not be required to conduct a Tahoe Yellow Cress survey; and 

J. The structure is in accordance with the design standards in Chapter 83.11 and 
development standards in Chapter 84 if it is to be reconstructed. 

 82.5.2. The demolition of structures 50 years or greater in age, provided that: 

A. The demolition meets all the requirements in subsection 82.5.1.A; 

B. The structure, improvement or facility is not designated, pending or eligible 
for designation, on the Historic Resource Map; and 

C. The Qualified Exempt Declaration is accompanied by the results of a TRPA historic 
determination. 

 82.5.3. The repair or replacement of an existing anchoring device for a mooring buoy 
authorized by a TRPA permit. 

 82.5.4. The repair of an existing fence that complies with the applicable standards for 
fences in Chapter 84. 

 82.5.5. The repair or reconstruction of legally existing piers, slips, floating swim platforms 
and shoreline protective structures in Tahoe Key lagoons. 

 82.5.6. A change in operation that generates less than 100 additional vehicle trips and 
adds less than five additional motorized watercraft, provided there is no change 
from one use classification to another, the resulting use is allowed by this Chapter, 
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CHAPTER 82: EXISTING STRUCTURES AND EXEMPT ACTIVITIES  
82.6 Loss of exemption 

there is no increase in threshold impacts (e.g., noise, water quality, etc.), and the 
applicant pays the applicable TRPA air quality mitigation fee. 

82.5.7. Placement above highwater of signs that relate to navigation, public access, or 
resource protection and no more than one additional sign for another purpose. All 
signs shall be up to 12" x 18" in size in accordance with the sign standards in 
Chapter 38. 

 82.5.8. Relocation of boulders for navigational purposes provided that the character and 
habitat function throughout the project area is maintained and the relocation is 
consistent with Chapter 67. This provision does not apply to removal or destruction 
of boulders. 

 82.5.9. Placement above highwater of racks for the storage of non-motorized watercraft 
by homeowner’s associations, provided that screening from the lakeshore and 
adjacent public roadway, as applicable, is demonstrated. 

82.6. LOSS OF EXEMPTION 

An exempt or a qualified exempt shorezone activity shall lose its exemption and be 
reclassified as a project if TRPA finds that the activity meets the criteria set forth in Section 
2.3.8. 

82.7. EXISTING STRUCTURES IN THE NEARSHORE OR FORESHORE 

 82.7.1. Nonconforming Structures 

A. Structures that were legally established and are used for a conforming use but are 
nonconforming with regard to applicable location and design standards may 
continue as legal nonconforming structures and may be maintained and repaired. 

B. Expansion of nonconforming structures shall be prohibited. 

C. Modification of nonconforming structures may be permitted if the modification: 

1. Results in a material net environmental benefit; 

2. Brings the structure into greater compliance with location and 
design standards; 

3. Does not increase the degree of nonconformance of the structure with any 
standard; and 

4. In the case of a structure interfering with littoral processes, materially 
reduces such adverse effects. 

 82.7.2. Compliance with Best Management Practices (BMPs) 

No approval shall be granted under the provisions of subsection 82.7.1, unless the project 
complies with the requirements to install BMPs as set forth in Section 60.4. 

 82.7.3. Permit Requirement for Mooring Buoys 
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Repair, reconstruction, modification, expansion, and relocation of existing structures located 
in the backshore shall be regulated in accordance with the standards set forth in Chapters 21 
and 2. When a structure in the foreshore extends into the backshore, that portion of the 
structure in the backshore shall be regulated pursuant to Section 82.3 and Chapter 85. 

CHAPTER 82: EXISTING STRUCTURES AND EXEMPT ACTIVITIES  
82.8 Existing Structures in the Backshore 

No mooring buoy may be placed or maintained in the waters of the Lake Tahoe Region 
unless it is authorized by a permit from TRPA. 

82.7.4. Mooring Buoys Identification 

TRPA approved mooring buoys shall display a TRPA Buoy Identification at all times. 

82.8. EXISTING STRUCTURES IN THE BACKSHORE 
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 SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS AND 
DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS 

83.1. PURPOSE 

Policies 4, 5, 6, and 7, Goal 1 of the Shorezone Subelement, Conservation Element of the 
Goals and Policies establish management strategies and development restrictions with 
respect to the eight shorezone tolerance districts described in the 1973 Shorezone Plan for 
Lake Tahoe. Policy 9, Goal #1 of the Shorezone Subelement requires TRPA to regulate 
structures in the foreshore and nearshore to avoid interference with the attainment of 
scenic thresholds. Policy 15, Goal #1 of the Shorezone Subelement permits the designation 
of shorezones as man-modified and sets forth the findings necessary for designation. In 
accordance with these policies, this chapter sets forth development standards for the eight 
tolerance districts, standards for designating shorezones as man-modified, design standards 
and standards for other related matters. 

83.2. APPLICABILITY 

All projects and activities within the shorezone shall comply with the regulations and 
standards applicable within the shorezone tolerance district in which the project or activity 
is located. 

83.3. ESTABLISHMENT AND EFFECT 

There are eight shorezone tolerance districts identified along the shorelines of Lake Tahoe, 
Fallen Leaf Lake, and Cascade Lake. These districts are described in the 1973 Shorezone Plan 
for Lake Tahoe and are depicted on TRPA Shorezone Tolerance District and Land Capability 
Overlay Maps, pursuant to Chapter 10: TRPA Regional Plan Maps. The 1973 Shorezone Plan 
was used as a guideline in establishing the use and development standards and regulations 
as set forth in this chapter. 

83.4. PRECISE BOUNDARIES 

The location of precise boundaries of shorezone tolerance districts shall reflect the physical 
and other considerations that led to the classifications of the lands in the districts that the 
boundary lines separate. Determinations of precise boundaries on a parcel may be made by 
TRPA as part of a project approval without amendment to the shorezone maps consistent 
with the procedures for field verification in Chapter 30. Such determinations may not result 
in a major adjustment of the boundaries (i.e., creation of new districts, elimination of 
districts, etc.) that would otherwise require an amendment pursuant to Section 83.5. 
Boundary line determinations shall be consistent with the criteria set forth in the report 
entitled Toward a Shore-Zone Plan For Lake Tahoe, Orme, A.R., 1972. 

83.5. SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICT CHALLENGE 
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CHAPTER 83: SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  
83.5 Shorezone Tolerance District Challenge 

In the event TRPA or the owner of a littoral parcel is of the opinion the shorezone adjacent 
to the parcel is not properly classified pursuant to Section 83.3, either may initiate a 
shorezone tolerance district challenge with respect to such parcel. The person or entity 
initiating the challenge shall bear the cost thereof. For parcels one acre or less in size, the 
cost to be charged an owner initiating the challenge shall not exceed an amount prescribed 
by resolution of the Governing Board. 

 83.5.1. Team of Experts 

A team of experts retained by TRPA shall evaluate the shorezone tolerance district challenge. 
Depending on the nature of the challenge, the team may include, as determined by TRPA, a 
geomorphologist, soil scientist, geologist, hydrologist, and fisheries biologist, selected by 
TRPA. Such persons shall be recognized as possessing special qualifications to evaluate soils, 
geomorphology, hydrology, fisheries, vegetation and other characteristics and related 
environmental factors pertinent to the subject shorezone area. TRPA shall consider data 
provided by experts retained by the owner, and TRPA's team of experts shall comment on 
the accuracy of the owner's data. No expert retained by the owner shall be a member of 
TRPA's team. 

 83.5.2. Shorezone Tolerance District Report 

TRPA's team of experts shall prepare a shorezone tolerance district report analyzing the 
shorezone tolerance district challenge. The report shall include: 

A. A description of the parcel. 

B. Detailed information concerning topography; soil capabilities and limitations; 
compositional and geometric properties; surface and ground water conditions; 
geomorphology; vegetation characteristics and related environmental factors 
pertinent to the subject shorezone area. 

C. An analysis identifying limitations on use and disturbance in the shorezone due to: 
compositional and geometric properties; surface and subsurface hydrologic 
conditions; erosion hazard; littoral processes and lake bottom material 
composition; biological characteristics such as fish, wildlife and vegetation; and 
visual and aesthetic factors. 

D. Identification by a qualified expert of the shorezone tolerance district generally 
exhibiting the characteristics of the section of shorezone analyzed in the report. 

E. Additional information required by TRPA to properly assess the merits of the 
application. 

 83.5.3. Review of and Action on the Report 

The Executive Director shall review the shorezone tolerance district report and, if it 
recommends no change in shorezone district, may deny the shorezone tolerance district 
challenge, subject to an appeal to the Governing Board. If the report recommends a change 
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CHAPTER 83: SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  
83.5 Shorezone Tolerance District Challenge 

in shorezone tolerance district, the change shall be approved or denied by the Governing 
Board. The challenge may be approved if the Governing Board finds that the pertinent 
shorezone, due to natural characteristics specifically identified, properly belongs in a 
shorezone tolerance district other than that in which it is presently classified. 

 83.5.4. Notification Procedure 

An appeal of the Executive Director's denial of a shorezone tolerance district challenge and 
the action by the Governing Board upon a report recommending a change in shorezone 
tolerance shall be pursuant to notification to affected property owners in accordance with 
TRPA's Rules of Procedure. 

 83.5.5. Procedure After Action on Shorezone Tolerance District Challenge 

Once TRPA has completed its action on the shorezone tolerance district challenge, it shall: 

A. Give written notification to the owners of all parcels affected by the action taken; 

B. Include the information set forth in the report prepared pursuant to subsection 
83.5.2 and the action pursuant to subsection 83.5.3 in TRPA's data base for 
purposes of Chapter 5; 

C. Recognize the action pursuant to subsection 83.5.3 as superseding the TRPA 
Shorezone Tolerance District Overlays with respect to the pertinent parcel; and 

D. Affix a symbol to the shorezone tolerance district overlays denoting the action 
pursuant to subsection 83.5.3 as applicable to all parcels affected by the action. 

 83.5.6. Amendment of Shorezone Tolerance District Overlay Maps 

Amendments to the tolerance district overlay maps shall be processed as amendments to 
the Regional Plan. 

A. Minimum Land Area 
Amendments to the shorezone tolerance district overlay maps shall be limited to 
sections of shoreline that are 400 feet or greater in length. 

B. Line Adjustments 
Adjustments of existing shorezone tolerance district lines, other than minor 
adjustments which occur under Section 83.4 shall require amendment to the 
shorezone tolerance district maps. Such adjustments shall not create new or 
eliminate existing districts; however, the adjustment may substantially affect 
permitted uses and apply to more than one property. 

C. New Shorezone Tolerance Districts 
The creation of a new shorezone tolerance district shall require amendment to the 
shorezone tolerance district maps. New shorezone tolerance districts shall include 
all the adjoining land area which exhibits the characteristics of the new district. 
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CHAPTER 83: SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  
83.6 Man-Modified Challenge 

83.6. MAN-MODIFIED CHALLENGE 

The Shorezone Tolerance District Overlay Maps may be amended for man-modified areas 
through an amendment of the Regional Plan in the manner set forth in this subsection. The 
amendment may be initiated by TRPA or the owner of the pertinent land, provided there is 
sufficient information demonstrating a reasonable possibility the requirements of this 
subsection can be met. 

 83.6.1. Team of Experts 

A team of experts retained by TRPA shall evaluate the man-modified challenge in 
accordance with the requirements of subsection 83.5.1. 

 83.6.2. Man-Modified Report 

TRPA's team of experts shall prepare a man-modified report in accordance with the 
requirements of subsection 83.5.2. In addition to the foregoing information, the report 
shall contain information showing that the area in question was modified by man's 
placement of fill, dredging or grading, in so substantial a fashion as to generally exhibit the 
characteristics of a shorezone tolerance district other than the one depicted for said land 
on TRPA's Shorezone Tolerance District Overlay Maps. In the case where the shorezone has 
been so modified that it no longer exhibits characteristics similar to any of the established 
tolerance districts, the report shall recommend the limitations, standards, and regulations 
that should be applied within the new tolerance district. 

 83.6.3. Criteria 

An amendment to the shorezone tolerance district maps may be approved only if TRPA 
finds that: 

A. Further development will not exacerbate the problems caused by development in 
shorezones that the original tolerance rating was meant to avoid; 

B. The area no longer exhibits the characteristics of the original shorezone tolerance 
rating; 

C. Restoration of the area is infeasible because of factors such as the cost thereof, a 
more positive cost-benefit ratio would be achieved by offsite restoration, onsite 
restoration would cause environmental harm, restoration onsite would interfere 
with an existing legal use, and the area is not identified for restoration by any TRPA 
program; 

D. The impacts from further development will be mitigated offsite; 

E. Mitigation to offset the losses caused by modification of the area and pertinent 
shorezone tolerance district, shall be as follows: 

1. Onsite and offsite mitigation; 
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CHAPTER 83: SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  
83.7 Shorezone Tolerance District 1 

2. Pursuant to a maintenance program, including a schedule of maintenance 
proposed by the owner and approved by TRPA; and 

3. Collection of a security, if deemed necessary by TRPA, to guarantee 
mitigation; and 

F. The area in question was modified to the extent being recognized prior to February 
10, 1972. 

 83.6.4. Review and Action 

The man-modified report shall be reviewed and acted upon in accordance with subsection 
83.5.3. 

 83.6.5. Notification Procedure 

Notification procedures shall be in accordance with subsection 83.5.4.  

 83.6.6. Procedure After Action on Man-Modified Challenge 

After action is taken on a man-modified challenge, TRPA shall comply with the provisions of 
subsection 83.5.5. 

 83.6.7. Amendment of Shorezone Tolerance District Overlay Maps 

Amendment to the shorezone tolerance district overlay maps resulting from a man-
modified challenge shall be in accordance with the provisions of subsection 83.5.6. 

83.7. SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICT 1 

Shorezone Tolerance District 1 is described and regulated as follows: 

 83.7.1. Nature of District 

The beach that forms the shoreline in these districts is a low sandy barrier that separates 
the lake proper from marshes and wetlands. Generally, the shorezone is ecologically fragile 
and any substantial use or alteration can lead to excessive sedimentation, beach erosion, 
and water turbidity. 

 83.7.2. Development Standards 

In addition to the standards set forth in Chapters 84 and 85, the following standards shall be 
applicable to Shorezone Tolerance District 1: 

A. Vertical access to the shoreline shall be restricted to planned footpaths which 
minimize the impact to the backshore. 

B. Vegetation shall not be manipulated or otherwise disturbed except when 
permitted under Chapter 85. 
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CHAPTER 83: SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  
83.8 Shorezone Tolerance Districts 2 and 3 

C. No drainage or modification of backshore wetlands shall be permitted. 

D. New development in the backshore of a Shorezone Tolerance District 1 shall be 
regulated in accordance with the regulations in this Code for stream environment 
zones. 

E. Replacement of existing land coverage in the backshore of a Shorezone Tolerance 
District 1 shall be in accordance with the regulations for replacing existing land 
coverage in stream environment zones. 

83.8. SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS 2 AND 3 

Shorezone Tolerance Districts 2 and 3 are described and regulated as follows: 

 83.8.1. Nature of The Districts 

The natures of the districts are: 

A. Tolerance District 2 
Tolerance District 2 is typically volcanic and morainic debris shorezones with slopes 
30percent and over and alluvial soils at nine to 30 percent slopes. Potential for 
disturbance in the nearshore is high as is potential for erosion and cliff collapse in 
the backshore. 

B. Tolerance District 3 
Tolerance District 3 is armored granite shorezones with slopes exceeding 30 
percent. The erosion potential is high immediately above the shore, with moderate 
potential for disturbance in the steep nearshore zone. Removal of vegetation in the 
backshore may lead to mass movement and erosion. 

 83.8.2. Development Standards 

In addition to the standards set forth in Chapters 84 and 85, the following standards shall 
be applicable to Shorezone Tolerance Districts 2 and 3: 

A. Permitted development or continued use may be conditioned upon installation and 
maintenance of vegetation to stabilize backshore areas and protect eroding areas 
from further destruction. 

B. Projects shall not be permitted in the backshore unless TRPA finds that such project 
is unlikely to accelerate or initiate backshore erosion. 

C. Access to the shoreline shall be restricted to stabilized access ways which minimize 
the impact to the backshore. 

83.9. SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS 4 AND 5 

Shorezone Tolerance Districts 4 and 5 are described and regulated as follows: 
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83.10 Shorezone Tolerance Districts 6, 7, and 8 

 83.9.1. Nature of Districts 

The natures of the districts are: 

A. Tolerance District 4 
Tolerance District 4 exhibits volcanic rock shorelines with moderate potential for 
erosion. The potential increases where colluvium of volcanic debris is present and 
stoney, sandy loams lie on 15 to 30 percent slopes; on morainic debris shorezones with 
high erosion potential above the shoreline; and alluvial shorezones where the 
shoreline is characterized by steep, crumbling cliffs with continuing erosion problems. 

B. Tolerance District 5 
Tolerance District 5 exhibits armored granite shorezones with 15 to 30 percent slopes 
with less erosion potential than similar lands in Shorezone Tolerance District 4. 

 83.9.2. Development Standards 

In addition to the standards set forth in Chapters 84 and 85, the following standards shall 
be applicable to Shorezone Tolerance Districts 4 and 5: 

A. Permitted development or continued use maybe conditioned upon installation and 
maintenance of vegetation to stabilized backshore areas and protect existing cliffs 
from accelerated erosion. 

B. Projects shall not be permitted in the backshore unless TRPA finds that such project 
is unlikely to require the cliff area to be mechanically stabilized or that the project 
will not accelerate cliff crumbling, beach loss or erosion. 

C. Access to the shoreline shall be restricted to stabilized access ways which minimize 
the impact to the backshore. 

D. Access to buoys shall be designed to cause the least possible environmental harm 
to the foreshore and backshore. 

E. Access to piers, floating platforms and boat ramps shall be designed to cause the 
least possible alteration to the natural backshore. 

83.10. SHOREZONE TOLERANCE DISTRICTS 6, 7, AND 8 

Shorezone Tolerance Districts 6, 7, and 8 are described and regulated as follows: 

83.10.1. Nature of Districts  

The natures of the districts are: 

A. Tolerance District 6 
Tolerance District 6 is underlain by weathered volcanic or morainic debris with slopes 
of five to 15percent. 
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83.11 Design Standards Within the Shorezone 

B. Tolerance District 7 
Tolerance District 7 is comparatively level shorezone underlain by morainic and 
alluvial materials with slopes of zero to nine percent. 

C. Tolerance District 8 
Tolerance District 8 is gently sloping, armored granite shorezone with high capability 
for development. Shorelines are in equilibrium and potential for erosion in 
foreshore and nearshore is low. Backshore possesses a moderate erosion potential 
in some cases. 

83.10.2. Development Standards 

In addition to the standards set forth in Chapters 84 and 85, the standards set forth in 
subsection 83.9.2 for Tolerance Districts 4 and 5 shall be applicable to Tolerance Districts 6, 
7, and 8. The following standards also shall apply: 

A. Vehicular access to the shoreline shall not be permitted except where TRPA finds 
that such access will not cause environmental harm. 

B. Boat launching facilities and marinas shall be located where the nearshore shelf is 
of sufficient width to enable construction and use without potential for significant 
shelf erosion. 

83.11. DESIGN STANDARDS WITHIN THE SHOREZONE 

Design standards within the shorezone are as follows: 

 83.11.1. Color 

The color of structures, including fences, shall be compatible with its surroundings. Subdued 
colors in the earthtone and woodtone ranges shall be used for the primary color of the 
structure. Hues shall be within a range of natural colors that blend, rather than contrast, 
with the existing vegetation and earth hues. Earthtone colors are considered to be shades of 
reddish-brown, brown, tan, ochre, umber, sand, and dark green. Colors shall be medium to 
dark and shall meet the Munsell® Color value as set forth in Appendix G, TRPA Approved 
Earthtone Colors, of the Design Review Guidelines or other color systems that are 
equivalent to the adopted hues, values, and chromas of Appendix G. Structures in the 
shoreland that were constructed prior to January 1, 1950 may maintain their historic colors 
when doing exempt maintenance and repair. 

 83.11.2. Roofs 

Roofs shall be composed of non-glare earthtone or wood tone materials that minimize 
reflectivity. Metal roofs shall be compatible with their surroundings and composed of non-
glare earthtone colors. Metal roofs colors shall meet the Munsell® Color value as set forth in 
Appendix G, TRPA Approved Earthtone Colors, of the Design Review Guidelines that have a 
value and chroma of 0-4 or other color systems that are equivalent to the adopted hues, 
values, and chromas of Appendix G. 
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83.11 Design Standards Within the Shorezone 

83.11.3. Fences 

Wooden fences shall be used whenever possible. If cyclone fence must be used, it shall be 
coated with brown or dark green vinyl, including fence poles. 
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 DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF 
HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND 

LAKEZONE 

84.1. PURPOSE 

The Shorezone Subelement, Conservation Element of the Goals and Policies requires TRPA to 
regulate the placement of new piers, buoys, and other structures in the nearshore and 
foreshore to avoid degradation of fish habitats, creation of navigation hazards, interference 
with littoral drift, interference with the attainment of scenic thresholds and other relevant 
concerns. The Goals and Policies also requires TRPA to conduct studies, as necessary, to 
determine potential impacts to fish habitats and apply the results of such studies and previous 
studies on shoreline erosion and shorezone scenic quality in determining the number of, 
location of, and standards of construction for facilities in the nearshore and foreshore. The 
Shorezone Subelement indicates that provisions should be made to allow multiple-use piers 
when such uses are intended to reduce the number of single use piers on adjoining properties. 
This chapter sets forth standards and provisions in accordance with these policies. 

84.2. APPLICABILITY 

 84.2.1. All projects and activities in the nearshore, foreshore, or in lagoons of Lake Tahoe 
shall comply with the standards and provisions set forth in this chapter, with the 
exception that the standards and provisions set forth in this chapter shall not apply 
to the lagoons within the Tahoe Keys Homeowners Association. Development 
Standards for the lagoon area within the Tahoe Keys Homeowners Association will 
be established in a memorandum of understanding between TRPA and the 
Homeowners Association. 

 84.2.2. Whenever review of a structure, use, or activity is required pursuant to the terms 
of this chapter, review shall encompass the structures, uses, and activities in the 
backshore, nearshore, foreshore and on the adjacent littoral parcel to ensure 
adequacy of all facilities related to the new or expanded structure, use, or activity. 

 84.2.3. Structures and Uses in Lakes and Lagoons other than Lake Tahoe. All projects and 
activities permitted by this chapter in the nearshore and foreshore of Lake Tahoe 
may be permitted by TRPA in other lakes and lagoons in the region pursuant to the 
permissible use regulations set forth in the plan area in which the project or 
activity is located. The location, design, and construction standards for such 
structures shall be determined using the standards in this chapter as guidelines. 

 84.2.4. Structures and uses subject to this Chapter shall also be subject to all applicable 
regulations and required approvals by authorities other than TRPA, including state 
and federal agencies. 

84.3. MOORING STRUCTURES 
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CHAPTER 84: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE  
84.3 Mooring Structures 

 84.3.1. Applicability 

A. The provisions of this Section apply to the construction of additional mooring 
structures and to the relocation and conversion of existing mooring structures. 

B. As used in this Section, mooring structures include buoys, boat slips, boat houses, 
and boat lifts. 

C. For the purposes of this Section, a mooring structure is considered “additional” if it 
is to be created pursuant to a TRPA approval issued on or after the effective date of 
the ordinance adopting this Chapter. The following are not “additional” mooring 
structures: 

1. The authorization of a legally existing buoy pursuant to 84.3.3(A)(3) of this 
Section; 

2. The repair, reconstruction, or replacement, in the same location on the 
same parcel, of a legally existing mooring structure; 

3. The modification or expansion, on the same parcel, of a legally existing 
mooring structure; 

4. The relocation of a legally existing mooring structure on the same parcel; 

5. The conversion of a legally existing mooring structure to a different mooring 
structure pursuant to subsection 84.3.2.E; 

6. Essential public health and safety facilities, as defined in Chapter 90. 

 84.3.2. General Standards 

A. Moorings per Littoral Parcel. Unless otherwise allowed under this Chapter, a 
littoral parcel not associated with a homeowner’s association or marina shall be 
permitted a maximum of two moorings. 

B. Watercraft per Mooring. Only one watercraft shall be allowed per mooring, 
unless otherwise allowed as a permitted concession associated with a marina per 
subsection 84.10.2, Concessions. 

C. Boat houses. 

1. Additional boat houses shall be prohibited. 

2. Legally existing boat houses are allowed to be repaired and maintained. 

3. Modification or expansion of legally existing boat houses may be allowed 
pursuant to subsection 84.4.3. 

D. Conversion of Existing Mooring Structures. Subject to the following 
conditions, certain legally existing mooring structures may be converted from 
one type of structure to another. 
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84.3 Mooring Structures 

1. Converted mooring structures shall comply with all applicable 
development standards for additional mooring structures in this Chapter. 

2. Allowed Conversions. 

a. A serviceable, legally existing marine railway may be converted to a 
buoy or boat lift. A boat lift converted from a marine railway pursuant 
to this subsection shall not be subject to the maximum number of boat 
lifts per single-use pier as set forth in Section 84.4.3(B)(2), not to exceed 
two boat lifts total per pier. The converted boat lift shall be considered 
an additional mooring per subsection E below. Conversion of a marine 
railway to a pier shall be prohibited. 

b. A legally existing boat slip within a marina or public facility may 
be converted to a buoy within the same facility, and vice-versa. 

c. A legally existing buoy may be converted to a boat lift, and vice-versa, 
consistent with the maximum number of mooring structures and buoys 
set forth in 84.3.2(A) and 84.3.3(A)(1) of this Section, respectively, and 
the provisions for additional boat lifts set forth in 84.3.2(E)(5) of this 
Section. 

E. Allocation and Permitting 

 1. Maximum Number of Additional Moorings. TRPA may permit up to a 
maximum of 2,116 additional moorings following the date of adoption of 
this Chapter. 

 2. Allocation of Additional Moorings. Of the additional moorings authorized in 
this Section: 

a. 1,486 moorings shall be used for private moorings as either buoys 
or boat lifts. 

b. 330 moorings shall be allocated for use by marinas as either buoys or 
boat slips. 

c. 300 moorings shall be allocated for use by public agencies (for use as 
buoys or boat slips). The Executive Director may utilize this allocation 
for private applicants once the moorings available under subsection (a) 
are exhausted and subject to finding that sufficient capacity exists for 
public agency anticipated use. 

 3. Phasing of Applications for Additional Private Moorings 

a. Permit Review Priority. TRPA shall give first permitting priority to those 
applicants with previous state or federal approvals or pending project 
applications with TRPA. Following completion of review for priority 
applicants, new project applications shall be reviewed in the order they 
are received. 
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84.3.3. Mooring Buoys 

CHAPTER 84: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE 
84.3 Mooring Structures 

b. Homeowners Association Buoy Fields. From the effective date of the 
ordinance adopting this Chapter and continuing for five years, new buoy 
permits for homeowner’s associations shall be subject to the following 
provisions: 

(i) Only those homeowner’s associations with the number of legally 
existing buoys totaling less than 50 percent of the total number of 
housing units shall be eligible for new buoys; and 

(ii) The number of new buoys requested per year shall not exceed 20 
percent of the total number of legally existing mooring structures, 
up to 50 percent of the total number of housing units. 

 4. Allocation of New Boat Slips 

a. New private boat slips shall be prohibited. 

b. TRPA may permit new boat slips in lieu of new buoys for marinas and 
public agencies, subject to the buoy allocation provisions set forth in 
(A)(1) of this subsection. 

 5. Additional Boat Lifts. TRPA may permit additional boat lifts subject to the 
total number of moorings allowed in subsection 84.3.2, and the pier 
development standards in subsection 84.4.3. 

 6. Adaptive Management. Following release of the 2021 Threshold Evaluation 
Report, TRPA shall review and revise as necessary the allocation of moorings 
as set forth in this Section. The review of allocation does not include 
adjustments to the maximum number of additional moorings identified in 
subsection A.1 above. Subsequent reviews, pursuant to subsection A.1 
above, shall occur every eight (8) years thereafter. 

 
In addition to the general standards in 84.3.2 of this Section, mooring buoys are subject to 
the following standards: 

A. Removal or Relocation. The removal of buoy anchors or the relocation of 
buoy anchors shall follow best management practices. 

B. Location. The placement of a mooring buoy shall be prohibited within 200 feet of 
the stream inlets of the creeks and rivers listed in section 84.4.3.A.1. 
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C. Scenic Mitigation. Each additional buoys shall mitigate a minimum of 83 square 
feet of visible mass according to the following provisions; 

 1. In Visually Dominated Areas, as identified on the official TRPA Shoreline 
Conditions Map, the scenic mitigation ratio shall be 1:1.5; 

 2. In Visually Modified Areas, as identified on the official TRPA Shoreline 
Conditions Map, the scenic mitigation ratio shall be 1:2.0; 

 3. In Visually Sensitive Areas, as identified on the official TRPA Shoreline 
Conditions Map, the scenic mitigation ratio shall be 1:3.0; 

 4. The location of scenic mitigation shall occur in the following order of 
decreasing preference: 

a. On the littoral parcel and within the shorezone; 

b. On the littoral parcel and within the upland area; 

c. On a different littoral parcel within the same unit and within the 
shorezone; 

d. On a different littoral parcel within the same unit and within the upland; 
and 

e. In a different non-attainment unit. 

 5. Alternative to providing on-site or off-site scenic© mitigation, an applicant 
may opt to provide an in-lieu fee as directed by TRPA. 

D. Mooring Buoys Not Associated with a Buoy Field. 

 1. Eligibility. Private, single-family littoral parcels shall be eligible for mooring 

buoys according to the following provisions: 

a. Littoral parcels shall be eligible for a maximum of two mooring buoys 
per parcel, provided the development standards in subsection (C.2) 
are met. 

b. For constricted parcels that are unable to meet the development 
standards in subsection (C.2), below, TRPA may adjust the spacing 
requirement from adjacent littoral parcel boundaries on a case-by-
case basis. 

c. Where parcel boundary projection lines within a cove environment 
prevents a littoral parcel from meeting the spacing requirement 
from adjacent littoral parcel boundaries per subsection (C.2) below, 
TRPA may adjust the projection lines on a case-by-case basis to 
allow up to one mooring buoy on the affected parcel. 

 2. Development Standards. Mooring buoys not associated with a permitted 
buoy field shall be located: 
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a. At least 50 feet from another mooring buoy; 

b. No greater than 600 feet lakeward from elevation 6,220 feet Lake 
Tahoe Datum, as measured horizontally, or no farther lakeward than 
elevation 6,210 feet Lake Tahoe Datum, whichever is less; and 

c. At least 20 feet from adjacent littoral parcel projection line boundaries. 

 3. Existing Buoys. TRPA may authorize existing mooring buoys offshore of a 
littoral or non-littoral parcel according to the following provisions, 
notwithstanding the actual number of buoys present offshore of the subject 
parcel: 

a. TRPA may authorize a maximum of two existing buoys for a littoral 
parcel with less than 50 linear feet of lake frontage, or three existing 
buoys for a littoral parcel with 50 linear feet or more of lake frontage; 
provided: 

(i) The littoral parcel owner provides a valid buoy permit issued by a 
federal or state agency with appropriate jurisdiction prior to the 
date of adoption of this Chapter; or 

(ii) The littoral parcel owner provides clear evidence of the existence of 
the buoy(s) prior to February 10, 1972. 

b. TRPA may authorize a maximum of one existing buoy for a non-littoral 
parcel, provided: 

(i) The non-littoral parcel owner provides clear evidence of the existence 
of the buoy prior to February 10, 1972; or 

(ii) The non-littoral parcel owner provides a valid authorization from the 
applicable California or Nevada state agency with jurisdiction at Lake 
Tahoe. 

c. Existing buoys shall comply with the development standards in A.2 of 
this subsection, above, unless TRPA concludes that relocation would 
create unnecessary additional environmental impacts; that the 
existing buoy is at least 50 feet from any other buoy or structure; and 
that the existing buoy does not unreasonably interfere with potential 
buoy locations on adjacent littoral parcels. 

E. Buoy Fields. 

 1. Eligibility. 

a. No additional buoy fields or the expansion of an existing buoy field for a 
homeowners association shall be permitted by TRPA. This includes any 
change in use which increases the development potential of a parcel. 
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b. The total number of homeowners association mooring structures, 
including buoys within buoy fields, shall not exceed the total number of 
residential units served by the association. 

c. The total number of buoys allowed within a buoy field shall not exceed 
the buoy field capacity within the area defined by the lake frontage, 
not including side setbacks, multiplied by 300 feet. The capacity within 
the calculated buoy field area shall be limited by a 50-foot grid spacing 
pattern. 

2. Development Standards. The following provisions apply to additional 
buoys in legally existing buoy fields. TRPA may allow deviation from these 
standards based on site-specific conditions, including neighboring uses and 
structures; State agency compliance; Coast Guard consultation; navigation; 
substrate, including obstacles; or bathymetry. Buoy fields in marinas are 
also subject to the provisions of 84.6.3.D of this Chapter. 

a. Buoys within a buoy field shall be located at least 50 feet from all 
legally existing buoys (50-foot grid spacing); 

b. Buoys within a buoy field shall be located no greater than 600 feet 
lakeward from elevation 6,220 feet Lake Tahoe Datum, as measured 
horizontally; and 

c. Buoys within a buoy field shall be located at least 20 feet from adjacent 
littoral parcel projection lines boundaries. 

F. Low Lake Level Adaptation. TRPA may authorize additional permanent anchor 
blocks to accommodate low water levels or when harbors are inaccessible due to 

sediment accumulation, according to the following provisions: 

1. Mooring Buoys not within a Buoy Field. TRPA may authorize one additional 
anchor block per littoral parcel, for a maximum of three anchor blocks per 
littoral parcel. The additional anchor block shall be located lakeward of other 
additional or legally existing buoys to the extent practicable and shall comply 
with the development standards in A.2 of this subsection. 

2. Buoy Fields. TRPA may authorize up to one additional row of anchor blocks 
within an existing buoy field. The additional anchor blocks shall be located 
lakeward of other additional or legally existing buoys to the extent 
practicable and shall comply with the development standards in (B)(2) of 
this subsection. 

3. Buoys Associated with Private Harbors. TRPA may authorize additional 
anchor blocks outside of private harbors, as part of an existing buoy field or 
in exchange for boat slips, for up to two seasons. 

4. For a given littoral parcel, buoy field, or private harbor, the total number of 
mooring buoys attached to anchor blocks shall not exceed the number of 
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mooring buoys permitted by TRPA for the littoral parcel, buoy field, 
or private harbor. 

G. State and Federal Standards. In addition to the provisions of this Section, buoys 
shall comply with the construction specifications set forth in the California 
Waterway Marking System or as otherwise recommended by the U. S. Army Corps 
of Engineers or Coast Guard. 

 
84.4. PIERS 

 84.4.1. Applicability 

A. The provisions of this Section apply, exclusive of marinas, to the construction of 
additional piers and to the relocation, transfer, modification, or expansion of 
existing piers. Piers within marinas shall be subject to Section 84.6, Marinas. 

B. Single-use piers, single-parcel piers, multiple-use piers, and multiple-parcel 
piers shall be defined here as in Chapter 90. 

C. For the purposes of this Section, a pier is considered “additional” if it is to be 
created pursuant to a TRPA approval issued on or after the effective date of the 
ordinance adopting this Chapter. The following are not “additional” piers when 
considering the allocation of additional piers per Section 84.4.4: 

1. The repair, reconstruction, or replacement, on the same parcel, of 
an existing pier; 

2. The modification or expansion, on the same parcel, of an existing pier; 

3. The relocation or transfer of an existing pier, and 

4. The conversion of a boat ramp to a pier, as set forth in Section 84.5, Boat 
Ramps. 

 84.4.2. Eligibility 

 A. A private littoral parcel shall be eligible for an additional pier provided the 
following requirements are met: 

1. No pier exists on the parcel at the time of project application; 

2. Pier development potential on the parcel is not restricted via a deed 
restriction pursuant to 84.4.4(E) of this Section, or other restrictive policy or 
covenant; 

3. The parcel is not located in a Shorezone Preservation Area; 
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4. All applicable development standards set forth in 84.4.3 of this Section 
shall be met; and 

5. If the private littoral parcel has access to an existing homeowner’s 
association pier, the parcel shall be eligible for an additional multiple-
parcel pier only and subject to the deed restriction requirements set forth 
in 84.4.4(E)(2) of this Section. 

B. A littoral parcel owned by a public entity shall be eligible for a new pier provided 
the requirements set forth in (A) of this subsection are met, with the exception 
that requirement (A)(3) may be waived subject to environmental review. 

C. A commercial or tourist accommodation use located on a littoral parcel shall be 
eligible for an additional pier provided the associated upland includes a commercial 
use and the requirements set forth in (A) of this subsection are met. 

 84.4.3. Development Standards 

 A. General Standards 

1. The placement of a pier shall be prohibited within 200 feet of the stream 
inlets of the following creeks and rivers: 

a. Third Creek; 
b. Incline Creek; 
c. Wood Creek; 

d. Slaughterhouse Creek; 
e. Upper Truckee River; 
f. Taylor Creek; 
g. Tallac Creek; 
h. Cascade Creek; 
i. Eagle Creek; 
j. Lake Tahoe Tributary at Mouth of Paradise Flat; 
k. Lonely Gulch Creek; 
l. Meeks Creek; 
m. General Creek; 
n. McKinney Creek; 
o. Quail Creek; 
p. Madden Creek; 
q. Blackwood Creek; 
r. Ward Creek; 
s. Truckee River; 
t. Dollar Creek; 
u. Watson Creek; 
v. Griff Creek; 
w. Baldy Creek; and 
x. Snow Creek. 
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 2. Within Visually Sensitive Areas, the placement of a pier other than a 
multiple-parcel pier shall be prohibited. 

 3. For an additional pier located within one-quarter mile of a public drinking 
water intake, TRPA shall notify and consult with the appropriate water 
purveyor(s) as part of the application process. 

 4. In accordance with the provisions set forth in Chapter 66 for Scenic Quality 
Review in the Shoreland, a project application for an additional pier 
shall meet the following requirements: 

a. The project area shall initially score a minimum of 21 points based 
on the Contrast Rating System; and 

b. No later than six months following project application submittal, the 
project area shall score a minimum of 25 points based on the Contrast 
Rating System, unless the project applicant demonstrates that a score 
of 25 points is infeasible. 

 5. Pier color. All new or expanded piers shall be matte medium to dark grey. 
TRPA may require alternate colors depending on the background view 
of the project site. 

 6. Scenic Mitigation. Additional piers and expansions of existing piers shall 
mitigate additional visible mass according to the following provisions; 

a. In Visually Dominated Areas, as identified on the official TRPA 
Shoreline Conditions Map, the scenic mitigation ratio shall be 1:1.5; 

b. In Visually Modified Areas, as identified on the official TRPA Shoreline 
Conditions Map, the scenic mitigation ratio shall be 1:2.0; 

c. In Visually Sensitive Areas, as identified on the official TRPA 
Shoreline Conditions Map, the scenic mitigation ratio shall be 1:3.0; 

d. The location of scenic mitigation shall occur in the following order of 
decreasing preference: 

(i) On the littoral parcel and within the shorezone; 

(ii) On the littoral parcel and within the upland area; 

(iii) On a different littoral parcel within the same unit and within the 
shorezone; 

(iv) On a different littoral parcel within the same unit and within the 
upland; and 

(v) In a different non-attainment unit. 

e. Scenic Credits. Scenic Credits are defined as the difference between the 
existing visible mass and the proposed visible mass associated with 
shorezone structures. Banking of scenic credits may be allowed subject 
to the following provisions: 
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(i) Scenic credits may be used to offset additional visible mass only for 
projects in the same Scenic Unit; and 

(ii) Scenic credits may only be used on the parcel on which scenic 
improvement is achieved. 

7. Fish Habitat Mitigation. Pier construction in spawning habitat shall 
comply with the mitigation requirements in Section 84.11, Mitigation. 

8. Lighting on Private Piers. Lighting on additional private use piers shall be 
directed downward and only onto the pier deck, and shall not exceed two 
feet in height above the deck. Lighting shall be the minimum illumination 
necessary to ensure safety, and shall comply with all applicable standards 
set forth in Chapter 36, Design Standards. Pier lights for navigational 
purposes must be approved by the United States Coast Guard and the 
Army Corps of Engineers. 

9. Floating Piers. Applications for new piers and pier extensions that include 
floating piers or floating portions longer than 25 feet must submit a site-
specific littoral drift and wave analysis which evaluates the sediment 
movement along the lake bottom during low, mid, and high lake levels. The 
lake level condition with the greatest effect on littoral transport and 
backshore stability shall be used to design the floating pier section so that 
wave heights are not reduced by more than 50 percent and the floating 
pier section is no greater than 50 percent of the length of the site-specific 
design wavelength. 

10. Accessory Structures. 

a. Boatlifts, handrails, and other allowable accessory structures and 
safety devices shall not extend more than four feet above the pier 
deck, with the exception of flag poles. 

b. A maximum of one flagpole is permitted on any private pier. Flag 
poles shall be medium or dark in color and shall have a value of 4 or 
less on the Munsell Color Chart. Flagpoles shall have a non-reflective 
finish, shall be a maximum of 20 feet high above the pier deck and 
have a maximum diameter at the base of 6 inches. 

c. Allowable visible mass as set forth in subsections B and C shall include 
any catwalk but shall exclude the visible mass of a boat lift, 
watercraft on a boat lift, and other allowed accessory structures. 

d. Visible mass used to calculate required scenic mitigation for piers as set 
forth in 84.4.3(A)(5) of this Section shall include all accessory 
structures, including boat lift and watercraft on a boat lift. 

11. Prohibited Structures on Piers. Superstructures, permanent umbrellas, 
canopies, storage racks for non-motorized watercraft, plant containers, 
and furniture other than benches shall be prohibited on piers. 
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12. Signage. In addition to the requirements set forth in 84.8.5 of this Chapter, 
signs on piers shall not be larger than 12 inches high by 18 inches wide by 2 
inches thick, unless otherwise required to meet safety regulations. Signs 
shall not exceed the standard railing height and shall be mounted on railings 
or on the pier rim joists. 

B. Additional Standards for Single-Use Piers 

1. Applicability. The provisions of this subsection apply to: 

a. Piers on littoral parcels serving one to two residential units on the 
same parcel; and 

b. Piers on littoral parcels serving a single primary residence with 
ownership of more than one adjacent vacant littoral parcel. Such piers 
shall be allocated as multiple-parcel piers pursuant to 84.4.4 of this 
Section. 

2. Development Standards. Piers shall be constructed consistent with the 
following provisions: 

a. Pier orientation shall be perpendicular to the shoreline, as 
feasible, according to property boundary projection lines; 

b. Piers shall extend no farther lakeward than elevation 6,219 feet Lake 
Tahoe Datum or the pierhead line, whichever is more limiting. Up to an 
additional 15 feet in length lakeward may be permitted provided: 

(i) the project applicant demonstrates that the additional length is 
necessary for the functionality of the pier, and 

(ii) average grade of the lake bottom beneath the additional pier length is 
a minimum of three percent; 

c. Pier width shall be a maximum of 10 feet, not including a catwalk; 

d. Allowable visible mass shall not exceed 220 square feet; 

e. Piers shall be setback a minimum of 40 feet from all other piers, as 
measured from the pierhead; and 

f. Piers shall be setback from each adjacent property boundary projection 
line by a minimum of 20 feet. 

g. To permit free circulation of water, piers shall be floating, or shall 
be built on an open piling foundation, but in no case shall a pier be 
supported on a foundation that is less than 90 percent open. 

h. Pier decks shall not extend above elevation 6,232.0 feet, Lake Tahoe 
Datum. Pier decks may extend up to elevation 6,234.0 feet in limited 
situations where TRPA finds that the additional height is necessary for 
safety reasons, local wave characteristics that represent a real threat 
to the integrity of the structure, or to provide lateral public access. 
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i. Catwalks. One catwalk allowed, up to three feet wide and 30 feet long. 

j. Boat lifts. One boat lift allowed per single-use pier. Mitigation 
depends upon the capacity of the boat lift. 

C. Additional Standards for Multiple-Use Piers 

 1. Applicability. The provisions of this subsection apply to: 

a. Piers on littoral parcels serving three or more residential units on the 
same parcel, including multifamily housing, condos, and homeowners 
associations; and 

b. Piers on littoral parcels serving two or more primary residential littoral 
parcels, subject to the deed restriction provisions in 84.4.4(E) of this 
Section. 

 2. Development Standards. Piers shall be constructed consistent with the 
following provisions: 

a. Length. The landward end of the pier catwalk may extend to elevation 
6,219 feet Lake Tahoe Datum or 30 feet lakeward of the pierhead line, 
whichever is more limiting. 

b. Pier width shall be a maximum of 15 feet, not including catwalks. 

c. Pier orientation shall be perpendicular to the shoreline. 

d. To permit free circulation of water, piers shall be floating, or shall 
be built on an open piling foundation, but in no case shall a pier be 
supported on a foundation that is less than 90 percent open. 

e. Pier decks shall not extend above elevation 6,232.0 feet, Lake Tahoe 
Datum. Pier decks may extend up to elevation 6,234.0 feet in limited 
situations where TRPA finds that the additional height is necessary for 
safety reasons or that local wave characteristics represent a real threat 
to the integrity of the structure. 

f. Allowable visible mass shall be as follows: 

(i) For a pier serving two primary residential littoral parcels or serving 
three or four residential units on the same parcel, a maximum of 400 
square feet; 

(ii) For a pier serving three primary residential littoral parcels or serving 
five to 20 residential units on the same parcel, a maximum of 460 
square feet; and 

(iii) For a pier serving four or more primary residential littoral parcels or 
serving more than 20 residential units on the same parcel, a maximum 
of 520 square feet. 

g. Catwalks 
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(i) Allowed accessory structures include up to two catwalks, subject to 
the provisions of this subsection. 

(ii) Catwalks shall be no more than three feet wide. 

(iii) Catwalk length shall be a maximum of 30 feet for piers serving two 
primary residential littoral parcels, and a maximum of 45 feet for piers 
serving three or more primary residential littoral parcels. For a pier 
serving three or more residential units on the same parcel, catwalk 
length shall be as necessary to accommodate multiple users, but no 
more than 45 feet. 

h. Boat lifts 

(i) One boat lift per littoral parcel served shall be allowed, up to a 
maximum of four boat lifts. Mitigation depends upon the capacity of 
the boat lift. 

D. Additional Standards for Public Piers 

 1. Public piers shall be designed as necessary to accommodate their intended 
function, subject to review by TRPA on a case-by-case basis, with 
the following limitations: 

a. Pier length shall be contained within the 600-foot no-wake zone and 
allow for a minimum of 10 feet between the end of the pier and the no-
wake zone boundary unless the pier is designed to allow non-motorized 
recreationists to have lateral access underneath the pier during high 
lake level conditions; and 

b. Navigational buoys shall be installed to identify the location of the 
no-wake zone relative to the pier. 

 2. Permanent moorage on public piers shall be prohibited, except where  
permitted for commercial or tourist accommodation watercraft. 

E. Additional Standards for Commercial and Tourist Accommodation Piers 

1. Commercial or tourist accommodation facilities eligible for an additional 
pier under 84.4.2(C) of this Section and deed restricted to be open to the 
public may comply with the additional standards for multiple-use piers 
serving four or more littoral parcels, as set forth in (C) of this subsection. 

2. Commercial or tourist accommodation facilities eligible for an additional 
pier under 84.4.2(C) of this Section that are not deed restricted to be open 
to the public shall comply with the additional standards for single-use 
piers, as set forth in (B) of this subsection. 

F. Expansion or Modification of Existing Piers. Subject to the following provisions, a 
legally existing pier may be expanded or modified. These provisions apply to legally 
existing piers outside of marinas; expansion or modification of legally existing piers 
within marinas is subject to 84.6.3(F) of this Chapter. 
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1. Modification of a conforming pier. An existing pier that conforms to the 
applicable development standards set forth in this Section may be modified 
if the modification results in an environmental benefit and is consistent with 
the applicable development standards set forth in this Section. 

2. Modification of a non-conforming pier. An existing pier that does not 
conform to the applicable development standards set forth in this Section 
may be modified provided all of the following conditions are met: 

a. The modification results in a material environmental benefit; 

b. The modification brings the structure into greater compliance with 
applicable development standards set forth in this Section; and 

c. The modification does not increase the degree of nonconformance with 
any applicable development standard set forth in this Section. 

3. Expansion of a conforming pier. An existing pier that conforms to the 
applicable development standards set forth in this Section may be 
expanded to the extent allowed by the applicable development standards 
set forth in this Section. 

4. Expansion of a non-conforming pier. An existing pier that does not 
conform to the applicable development standards set forth in this Section 
shall not be expanded except if all of the following conditions are met: 

a. The expansion is limited to an existing boat house and does not increase 
the extent to which the boat house is non-conforming; 

b. The expansion shall not increase the functional capacity of the pier; 

c. The effect of the expansion is to increase the contrast rating of the 
structure; and 

d. The expansion is the minimum necessary to accomplish the 
scenic quality improvement set forth in (c) of this subsection. 

G. Relocation and Transfer of Existing Piers. Subject to the following provisions, a 
legally existing pier may be replaced with a pier in a different location on the same 
parcel (pier relocation) or with a pier on a different parcel (pier transfer): 

1. A legally existing pier may be relocated or transferred to a littoral parcel 
within the same Scenic Unit or to a littoral parcel within a different Scenic 
Unit that is in scenic attainment. The transfer of an existing pier to a littoral 
parcel within another Scenic Unit that is out of attainment is prohibited. 

2. A relocated or transferred pier shall conform with the applicable 
development standards for an additional pier set forth in 84.4.3 of this 
Section. 
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 3. Boat lifts transferred to a different parcel as part of a pier transfer shall not 
be subject to the maximum number of mooring structures per parcel as set 
forth in 84.3.2(A) of this Chapter. 

 4. Both littoral parcels involved in a pier transfer (sending and receiving) shall 
comply with the requirements for Scenic Quality set forth in 84.4.3(A)(4) of 
this Section. 

 5. A littoral parcel to which an existing pier is relocated or transferred 
(receiving parcel) shall comply with the eligibility requirements for 
an additional pier set forth in 84.4.2 of this Section. 

 6. A pier relocation or transfer to a less visually sensitive area, including away 
from a stream inlet listed in 84.4.3(A)(1) of this Section, shall be eligible for 
one or more of the following: 

a. Application of development standards for a multiple-use residential pier 
serving two littoral parcels, as set forth in 84.4.3(C) of this Section; or 

b. Additional allowable upland visible mass equal to the visible mass of the 
relocated or transferred pier, consistent with subsection (A)(5) of this 
Section, Scenic Mitigation, to be used wholly by either the sending or 
receiving parcel. 

 7. The following are required components of a pier relocation or transfer 
project application: 

a. The legally existing pier shall be fully removed from the sending parcel; 

b. The area of the former legally existing pier shall be restored; and 

c. For pier transfer, a deed restriction shall be placed on the sending 
parcel to extinguish future pier development potential. 

 
A. Maximum Number of Additional Piers. TRPA may permit a maximum of 10 

additional public piers and 128 additional private piers following the date of 
adoption of this Chapter. Of the maximum number of additional private piers, no 
more than 20 percent (25 piers) shall be single-parcel piers. 

B. Permit Release Schedule 

1. For 16 years from the effective date of the ordinance adopting this Chapter 
and continuing, a maximum of 12 additional piers shall be permitted every 
two years, pursuant to the schedule set forth in Table 84.4.4-1. 

2. If fewer than 12 additional piers are permitted in a given two-year period, 
remaining piers from that two-year allocation shall be available during the 
subsequent two-year period within their respective multi-use or single-
use categories. 
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a. Implementation Years Total Multiple-Parcel 
1-2 12 7 

3-4 12 8 

5-6 12 9 

7-8 12 11 

 

5 
4 
3 
1 

8-year implementation review per 84.4.4(G) 
9-10 12 11 1 
11-12 12 11 1 
13-14 12 11 1 
15-16 12 10 2 
Total 96 78 18 

Maximum New Private Piers 
Single-Parcel 
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Table 84.4.4-1. 16-Year Release Schedule for New Private Piers 

 
 3. Following the initial 16-year period defined in (1) above, TRPA may permit 

three additional piers for every eight littoral parcels which retired future 
pier development potential through new deed restrictions, up to the 128-
pier maximum listed in subsection A.1. 

C. Permit Review Priority 

 1. Single-Parcel Piers. If the number of applications for single-parcel piers 
received in a given two-year period exceeds the allocation for that two-year 
period as set forth in Table 84.4.4-1, single-parcel piers shall be permitted 
by TRPA using a lottery system. 

 2. Multiple-Parcel Piers. Applications for additional multiple-parcel piers shall 
be reviewed and prioritized according to the following criteria, listed 
in order of decreasing priority: 

a. Number of littoral parcels for which the project retires pier 
development potential within the same Scenic Character Type and the 
same Scenic Unit as the subject parcel; 

b. Number of littoral parcels for which the project retires 
pier development potential; and 

c. Piers located in less sensitive scenic character types; Visually Dominated 
is less sensitive than Visually Modified which is less sensitive than 
Visually Sensitive scenic character type. 

d. A proposal for an additional multiple-parcel pier on a littoral parcel with 
access to an existing homeowners association or similar entity multiple-
use pier will be assigned lowest priority. 

D. Distribution of Additional Piers. TRPA shall permit the 128 maximum additional 
private piers according to geographic divisions and the location of Visually Sensitive 
Areas as set forth in Table 84.4.4-2. 

Table 84.4.4-2. Geographic Distribution of Additional Private Piers on Lake Tahoe. 
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State Quadrant 

Placer 
California 

El Dorado 

Washoe 

Nevada Douglas/Carson 
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Maximum Additional Private Piers 
 

Total 
In Visually Sensitive 

Areas 

58 7 

28 6 

21 3 

21 3  

E. Deed Restrictions Required. 
 1. An additional multiple-parcel pier shall extinguish future pier development  

potential through deed restriction on all parcels served by the pier, 
including adjacent and non-adjacent parcels, with the exception of the 
littoral parcel on which the additional pier is permitted. 

 2. An additional multiple-parcel pier on a littoral parcel with access to an 
existing homeowners association pier on a different parcel, and serving only 
one residential unit, shall extinguish future potential pier development as 
follows: 

a. If the subject littoral parcel is located outside of a Visually Sensitive 
Area, future pier development potential shall be retired from a 
minimum of one littoral parcel; 

b. If the subject littoral parcel is located within a Visually Sensitive Area, 
future pier development potential shall be retired from a minimum of 
two littoral parcels, including one littoral parcel located within the same 
Scenic Unit as the subject littoral parcel. 

 3. Retirement of pier development potential pursuant to this subsection shall 
be established through the recordation by the owner of permanent deed 
restrictions or other covenants running with the land, reflecting use 
agreements and development limitations approved by TRPA on the affected 
properties. 

F. MOU Requirement. No permits shall be issued for new pier construction, non-

exempt modification, or expansion in California until TRPA has a valid agreement 
with the California State Lands Commission governing pier development activities 
within the shorezone in California. This requirement for such an agreement only 
governs and applies to the California side of Lake Tahoe, and in no way affects, or is 
intended to affect, the Nevada side of Lake Tahoe or the sovereign interests of the 
State of Nevada. 

G. Adaptive Management. Following release of the Threshold Evaluation Report, 
TRPA shall review and revise as necessary the allocation of piers as set forth in this 
Section every four (4) years under the Threshold Evaluation process as well as 
every eight (8) years together with a review of buoy permitting activity. 
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84.5. BOAT RAMPS 

 84.5.1. Applicability 

A. The provisions of this Section apply to the construction of additional boat ramps 
and to the relocation, modification, or expansion of existing boat ramps, exclusive 
of marinas. 

B. A boat ramp is considered “additional” if it is to be created pursuant to a TRPA 
approval issued on or after the effective date of the ordinance adopting this 
Chapter. The following are not “additional” boat ramps: 

1. The repair, reconstruction, or replacement, on the same parcel, of 
an existing public boat ramp; 

2. The modification or expansion, on the same parcel, of an existing 
public boat ramp; and 

3. The relocation of an existing public boat ramp. 

 84.5.2. Eligibility. 

 A. A public littoral parcel shall be eligible for a maximum of one additional boat ramp, 
provided: 

1. No boat ramp exists at the time of project application; and 

2. The applicant demonstrates the need for an additional boat ramp. 

B. Additional boat ramps on private littoral parcels are prohibited. Existing boat 
ramps on private littoral parcels may be maintained and repaired consistent with 
the provisions set forth in Chapters 80 and 82. 

 84.5.3. Development Standards 

A. Location. The placement of an additional boat ramp shall be prohibited within 
200 feet of the stream inlets of the creeks and rivers listed in 84.4.3(A)(1) of this 
Chapter. 

B. Fish Habitat. Additional boat ramp construction in spawning habitat shall 
be prohibited. 

C. Water Quality Mitigation. A water quality mitigation plan that meets the 
TRPA BMP requirements and that is approved by TRPA shall be required prior 
to approval of an additional boat ramp. 

D. Dimensional and Construction Standards. Additional public boat ramps shall 
be constructed consistent with the following provisions: 

1. Width. Boat ramp width shall be a maximum of 24 feet; 
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2. Length. Ramp length shall be the minimum necessary to provide access, 
including access during periods of low water levels down to elevation 6,220 
feet Lake Tahoe Datum; 

3. Gradient. No boat ramp shall be located where the slope gradient exceeds 
15 percent; 

4. Location. Additional public boat ramps shall be located in areas exhibiting 
shoreline conditions, including depth and bathymetry that can 
accommodate access during periods of low lake levels down to elevation 
6,220 feet Lake Tahoe Datum; and 

5. Excavation associated with boat ramp construction shall be the minimum 
necessary. Unless TRPA determines it infeasible, construction shall be 
accomplished by placing a steel grid foundation onto piles and cross 
members, and by placing pre-cast concrete sections onto the grid or other 
equally environmentally protective method. 

E. Relocation, Modification, and Expansion of Existing Boat Ramps 

 1. Relocation. A legally existing public boat ramp may be relocated to a littoral 
parcel better suited to accommodate low lake levels, subject to the 
following provisions: 

a. The littoral parcel to which the boat ramp is relocated shall comply 
with the eligibility requirements for a new boat ramp set forth in 84.5.2 
of this Section; and 

b. The relocated boat ramp shall comply with the development standards 
for new boat ramps set forth in 84.5.3 of this Section. 

 2. Expansion. A legally existing public boat ramp may be extended lakeward in 
order to operate during periods of low lake levels, provided the applicant 
demonstrates such extension is feasible and meets the length standards 
set forth in subsection (D). 

F. Conversion. A legally existing boat ramp may be converted to a pier, provided the 
converted boat ramp (pier) and littoral parcel receiving the pier shall comply with 
the applicable eligibility and development provisions for additional piers set forth 
in 84.4.2 and 84.4.3, respectively, of this Chapter. 

84.5.4. Allocation 

A. Maximum Number of Additional Boat Ramps. Additional private boat ramps shall 
be prohibited. TRPA shall permit a maximum of two (2) additional public boat 
ramps from the effective date of ordinance adopting this Chapter. 

B. Distribution of Additional Boat Ramps. Additional public boat ramps shall be 
located in areas that promote geographic distribution of lake access, and to the 
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extent feasible, shall be associated with clustered development and/or 
transportation hubs. 

84.6. MARINAS 

84.6.1. Applicability. The provisions of this Section apply to the modification or expansion 
of existing marinas. New marinas are prohibited. Marinas with existing 
approved Marina Master Plans may continue to implement the Master Plans. 

 84.6.2. Eligibility. 

 A. Definition of Minor and Major Projects. A proposed modification or expansion to 
an existing marina not defined as exempt or qualified exempt under Chapter 82 
shall be defined as a minor or major project pursuant to this subsection. Those 
proposed projects not addressed in this subsection shall be subject to definition as 
minor or major projects by TRPA staff. For the purpose of this subsection, 
“expansion of use” shall include the addition of new structures or the extension of 
existing structures. 

1. A minor project shall be defined as a project that includes any of the 
following and does not include any element of a major project as defined in 
subsection (A)(2): 

a. Reconfiguration or conversion of existing facilities without expansion 
of use; 

b. Establishment of concessionaires without expansion of use; 

c. Low lake level adaptation, including placement of additional buoy 
anchors in deeper water and temporary pier extensions, but not 
including new dredging; or 

d. Improvements listed in subsection (B)(2)(b) of this Section. 

2. A major project shall be defined as a project that includes any of the 
following: 

a. Expansion of use; 

b. New dredging; 

c. Reconfiguration of existing facilities which results in a change or 
addition to existing structures without expansion of use; 

d. Conversions of temporary pier extensions to permanent pier 
extensions; 

e. Alterations which accommodate public health and safety access; or 

f. Establishment of waterborne transit facilities. 

B. Required Findings. 
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 1. Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plans. All marinas shall prepare and 
implement an Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan within three years 
of the effective date of the ordinance adopting this Chapter. The 
Management Plan shall, at a minimum: 

a. Identify strategies to prevent the establishment of invasive 
macrophytes and Asian clams within the marina or where aquatic 
invasive species are already present, identify measures to control or 
eradicate the species, or reduce the potential for their spread; 

b. Include an aquatic invasive species monitoring and early detection 
program within the marina and, where feasible, partner with 
appropriate resource management agencies or organizations; and 

c. Include a public education component. 

 2. Minor Projects. Minor projects may be approved if TRPA makes the 
following findings: 

a. The marina has an approved aquatic invasive species control plan; 

b. The marina has a current NPDES permit with Lahontan, if applicable; 

c. The marina has a current lease with State Lands, if applicable; 

d. The marina has received a Clean Marina Certification recognized by 
TRPA; and 

e. The marina has a BMP certificate in good standing from TRPA. 

 3. Major Projects. Major projects may be approved if TRPA makes the 
following findings: 

a. All requirements for minor projects as set forth in subsection (1) are 
met; and 

b. One or more of the following environmental improvements has been 
completed at the marina or is included in the proposed major project: 

(i) Demonstration of water flow improvements, if applicable; 

(ii) Reduction of aquatic invasive species habitat conditions; 

(iii) Reduced need for dredging; 

(iv) Provision of a boating rental and operations fleet that meets or 
exceeds the most current EPA and/or CARB standards; 

(v) Access improvements pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act; 

(vi) Provision of facilities related to boater education of 600-foot no wake 
zone, boater safety, and clean boating practices; 

(vii) Provision of public access to marina fueling and/or pump-out 
stations; 
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(viii) Installation of stormwater BMPs that treat runoff volumes 
above existing TRPA and, if in California, Lahontan RWCQB 
requirements, provided that the proposed BMPs are, at a minimum, 
proportional to the proposed project impacts; 

(ix) Provision of additional scenic improvements, such as screening of 
storage racks; 

(x) Provision of existing boat ramps for public use. If a ramp is not 
functional for motorized boating due to low lake level conditions, 
provide access for non-motorized boaters; 

(xi) Provision of dedicated access for non-motorized boaters; 

(xii) Provision of non-motorized boat storage for public; 

(xiii) Installation of an electric charging station for cars; 

(xiv) Reduction of on-site coverage; or 

(xv) Implementation of a green infrastructure project. 

c. For a major project that proposes expansion of use by 20 or more 
mooring structures, all applicable improvements listed in subsection 
(2)(b) above shall be required. For a major project that proposed 
expansion of use by less than 20 mooring structures, the greater the 
number of moorings proposed the greater the number of applicable 
improvements listed in subsection (2)(b) above shall be required. 

C. Accessory Uses. Accessory uses in marinas shall be as defined in Chapter 90, 
Definitions. Examples of accessory uses related to marinas include: marine sales 
and repairs, parking lots, maintenance facilities, employee facilities, secondary 
residence, water-oriented outdoor recreation concessions such as fishing guide 
services; parasailing; and recreation equipment rental; bars and restaurants, 
water-oriented services such as rowing clubs; boat rentals; storage and launching 
facilities; sport fishing activities; excursion boat and sightseeing facilities; and 
other marina-related activities, including but not limited to fuel sales and boat and 
engine repair. 

84.6.3. Development and Use Standards 

A. General Standards. 

1. Support Facilities. Any expansion of marina moorage capacity shall provide 
the following facilities and conditions: 

a. Public restrooms, fueling facilities, trash receptacles, and pump-out 
facilities for boat sewage. 

b. Boat washing facilities connected to a sewer system or an acceptable 
alternate. 
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c. Gas pumping facilities that include emergency and standard shut-
off systems to avoid gas leakage to the lake. 

d. Adequate parking or active transportation measures to accommodate 
all uses and activities associated with a marina. 

e. Water treatment system for lake waters contained within a 
marina enclosure; 

f. Driveways and launching ramps shall be kept clean. Any petroleum 
products, chemicals, or soil removed from such surfaces shall be 
intercepted to avoid runoff into the lake; 

g. Marina lighting shall be adequate for safety and security while 
avoiding glare. Low level light fixtures shall be used; 

h. Fire extinguishers at intervals specified by local regulations or no more 
than 200 feet along main walkways. Cabinets for storage of such 
chemicals shall be painted red for easy identification; 

i. Piers at marinas shall not be used for permanent moorage; and 

j. Piers at marinas shall be subject to the provisions for Scenic Mitigation 
set forth in 84.4.3(A)(5) of this Chapter. 

2. Commercial Facilities. All commercial and tour boat facilities shall be 
located at a marina facility. 

3. Fueling Facilities. Fueling facilities shall only occur within a marina. 

4. Temporary Access during Low Lake Levels. Temporary floating structures 
that provide lake access for boats shall be allowed during periods of lake 
levels below elevation 6,225 feet Lake Tahoe Datum, provided that such 
structures be removed following a period of six consecutive months of 
lake levels above elevation 6,225 feet Lake Tahoe Datum. 

B. Applicable Development Standards for Shorezone Structures and Uses. 

 1. In addition to the provisions of this Section, marinas shall be subject to all 
applicable provisions for specific shorezone structures and uses set forth 
in the following Sections of this Chapter: 

a. Mooring Structures (Section 84.3); 
b. Shoreline Protection (Section 84.7); 
c. Other Structures (Section 84.8); 
d. Filling and Dredging (Section 84.9); 
e. Other Activities and Uses (Section 84.10); and 
f. Mitigation (Section 84.11). 

 2. Unless otherwise specified in this Section, marinas shall not be subject to 
the provisions for Piers set forth in Section 84.4 or the provisions for Boat 
Ramps set forth in Section 84.5 of this Chapter. 
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C. Mooring Structures. In addition to the provisions set forth in Section 84.3, 
Mooring Structures, the following provisions apply to mooring structures in 
marinas. 

1. Relocation or conversion of existing mooring structures or construction of 
new mooring structures in marinas may be designed and operated to 
accommodate access during periods of low lake levels down to elevation 
6,220 feet Lake Tahoe Datum. 

2. Boat Slips. Boat slips in marinas shall be subject to the following provisions: 

a. Support pilings shall be constructed of metal or concrete; 

b. Decks shall be non-skid or similar surface; 

c. Main walkway piers should be a minimum of six feet wide to allow the 
use of carts and allow passing room; and 

d. Floating finger piers should be a minimum of two feet wide, with 
additional width provided for fixed finger piers and those 
supporting double-wide boat slips. 

D. Boat Ramps. 

1. Additional boat ramps shall be prohibited at marinas. 

2. Existing marina boat ramps may be reconstructed, relocated, or 
modified according to the following provisions: 

a. Marina boat ramps may be relocated on the same parcel if the 
relocation is determined to improve water access during periods of low 
lake levels, all impacts are mitigated to the maximum extent, and the 
development standards listed in subsection 84.6.3.A are met; and 

b. Marina boat ramps may be extended lakeward in order to operate 
during periods of low lake levels, provided the applicant demonstrates 
such extension is feasible and shall be the minimum necessary to 
provide reasonable access, down to elevation 6,220 feet Lake Tahoe 
Datum. 

E. Piers. 

1. Additional Piers. Additional piers at marinas shall be subject to the 
development standards for multiple-use piers serving more than 20 
residential parcels, as set forth in Section 84.4.3(C)(2)(b-f) of this Chapter. 

2. Permanent Extension of Existing Piers. Permanent lakeward extension 
of existing piers at marinas may be permitted, subject to the following 
provisions: 

a. The pier shall serve the public; 

b. The proposed pier extension shall not have detrimental impacts to 
navigation; 
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c. All impacts associated with pier extension shall be mitigated; 

d. An existing marina pier may be extended 15 feet lakeward if the 
substrate slope within the additional length is a minimum of three 
percent. Additional extensions may be allowed if the average substrate 
slope in the area being extended is a minimum of three percent; and 

e. The total length of the pier shall not exceed 1,000 feet. 

84.6.4. Permitting 

A. Phasing Plan. As applicable and to the extent feasible, applications for major 
marina projects shall include a phasing plan for comprehensive marina 
improvements, including both short- and long-term environmental improvements, 
low lake level adaptation strategies, and plans for additional capacity. 

B. Monitoring Information Requirements. Monitoring of water quality, current 
patterns and intensities, wind patterns, shore alterations, and any other conditions 
which may be altered by the proposed marina project may be required by TRPA for 
a reasonable period after completion of project construction. Remedial measures 
shall be required to mitigate adverse impacts, when necessary. 

84.7. SHORELINE PROTECTION 

84.7.1. Shoreline Protective Structures 

A. Eligibility. Shoreline protective structures, as defined in Chapter 90, may be 
approved by TRPA to prevent erosion in the backshore if TRPA makes the following 
findings: 

1. Structures in the backshore or environmental threshold values will be 
enhanced by the construction and maintenance of the protective structures; 

2. The protection of structures in the backshore or the enhancement of 
environmental threshold values more than offset the adverse 
environmental effects of the construction and maintenance of the shore 
line protective structures; 

3. Each protective structure has been designed to be sloping and permeable; 
provided, however, that this finding is not necessary if TRPA concurrently 
makes the findings required under subsection (B) below; and 

4. Each protective structure has been designed so that backshore erosion on 
adjacent properties will not be accelerated as a result of the erection of the 
protective structure. 

B. Development Standards 

1. Sloping permeable revetments are the preferred design for shoreline 
protective structures. Bulk heads, gabions, and other vertical revetments 
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shall not be permitted unless, in addition to the findings required under 
subsection (A) above, TRPA finds that; 

a. A sloping permeable revetment is not feasible; and 

b. The alternative structure will not cause significant erosion or 
modification of the foreshore. 

2. Where a shoreline protective structure is necessary, it shall be of sufficient 
strength and depth to prevent movement of backfill materials into lake 
waters; and 

3. Shoreline protective structures shall be constructed of natural materials to 
blend with the surrounding backshore or, if man-made materials are 
necessary, will be of earthtone colors. 

84.7.2. Jetties, Breakwaters, Rock Cribs, and Fences 

A. Eligibility. New breakwaters, jetties, rock cribs, and other similar structures shall be 
prohibited unless conducted as a component of a permitted environmental 
improvement project, including an environmental improvement associated with a 
marina project. 

B. Development Standards. 

 1. Except as provided in (2) of this subsection, jetties and breakwaters shall 
have openings which allow adequate free circulation of water and sediment. 

 2. No jetty or breakwater shall be a solid or nearly solid structure unless the 
applicant demonstrates that the structure will not interfere with littoral 
processes, cause shoreline erosion, or harm water quality or clarity and: 

a. The structure is a necessary part of an approved marina project; or 

b. The structure is necessary to protect the safety of persons using a public 
boat launching facility. 

 3. The size, number, and locations of openings shall be sufficient to avoid 
interference with littoral drift, shoreline erosion, harm to underlying land, 
and harm to water quality and clarity. 

 4. Fences in the nearshore or foreshore shall be at least 90 percent open and 
shall be maintained to be kept free of debris. 

 5. Rock and other material for construction of structures permitted under this 
subsection shall not be obtained within the shorezone or lakezone in 
the Region. 

TRPA Code of Ordinances 

Adopted by Governing Board December 12, 2012 | Proposed Amendments May 8, 2018| Page 84-27 

77 AGENDA ITEM NO. V.A 



 

CHAPTER 84: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE 
84.8 Other Structures 

84.8. OTHER STRUCTURES 

 84.8.1. Floating Platforms 

A. Eligibility 

1. A maximum of one floating platform may be permitted per littoral parcel in 
lieu of a mooring buoy. 

B. Development and Use Standards 

1. The placement of a new floating platform is prohibited within 200 feet of 
the stream inlets of creeks and rivers listed in subsection 84.4.3(A)(1). 

2. Floating platforms shall not extend beyond lake bottom elevation 6,219.0 
feet, Lake Tahoe Datum, or beyond the pierhead line, whichever is more 
limiting. 

3. Floating platforms shall be located at least 20 feet from adjacent littoral 
parcel projection line boundaries and no closer than 50 feet from another 
mooring buoy. 

4. A floating platform shall be attached to a permanent anchor block. 

5. Floating platforms shall not exceed an area of 100 square feet, and shall be 
a maximum of 10 feet wide by 10 feet long. 

6. Floating platforms shall not project more than three feet above the water 
surface. 

7. Anchoring, tethering, or otherwise attaching a floating platform to 
the backshore or further landward shall be prohibited. 

8. Superstructures shall not be permitted on floating platforms. 

9. Mooring of motorized watercraft to floating platforms shall be prohibited. 

 84.8.2. Safety and Navigation Devices. Essential Public Safety Facilities within the 
Shorezone provide lake access and egress for public safety and emergency 
response. 

A. New safety and navigational structures may be permitted only upon the 
recommendation of the Army Corps of Engineers or the U.S. Coast Guard. 

B. One Essential Public Safety Facilities in the Shorezone may be designated within 
each of El Dorado, Placer, Washoe, and Douglas Counties, and one for the U.S. 
Coast Guard. 

C. Essential Public Safety Facilities in the Shorezone shall comply with the location, 
design and construction standards set forth in subsections 84.4.2, 84.4.3(A), and 
84.4.3(C) for piers, subsections 84.5.2(A) and 84.5.3 for boat ramps, subsection 
84.3.3(A) for mooring buoys, and subsection 84.8.1 for floating platforms; except 
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that a facility recognized by TRPA as an Essential Public Safety Facility pursuant to 
this subsection may deviate from location, design and construction standards set 
forth in the following subparagraphs, when necessary for functionality: 84.4.2(A), 
84.4.3(C)(2)(b), 84.4.3(C)(2)(c), 84.5.2(A), 84.5.3(D)(1), 84.3.3(A)(1)(a), 
84.3.3.A.2(b), 84.8.1(A)(1), 84.8.1(B)(2), 84.8.1(B)(5). 

 D. If an Essential Public Safety Facility ceases to be used for public service, any portion 
of the structure allowed to deviate from general location, design or 
construction standards pursuant to this subsection must be removed or brought 
into conformance with development standards. 

84.8.3. Retaining Walls and Erosion Control. Retaining walls and erosion control 
structures within the shorezone or along the backshore-upland boundary shall 
comply with the following provisions. 

A. Retaining walls and erosion control structures shall be constructed with natural 
stone arranged in a natural pattern without hard outlines or straight edges, and 
shall be laid back at a natural angle of repose. Vertical walls and all other materials 
shall be prohibited except in the case of emergency where no practical alternative 
exists, as determined by TRPA. 

B. All walls shall include vegetation that shall be planted in accordance with the TRPA 
Design Review Guidelines. 

84.8.4. Fences. 

 A. Fences shall be 90 percent open, and shall be maintained free of debris. 

 B. Fences shall not be placed lakeward of the highwater line, unless TRPA determines 
that such a location is necessary: 

1. To protect the health or safety of the general public or to prevent trespass 
on private property from adjacent areas of public access in the shorezone, 
but only if a TRPA-approved signage plan has proven ineffective to 
prevent trespass to protect public health and safety and provided such 
fence is approved by agencies having jurisdiction; or 

2. To protect sensitive species or identified cultural resources. 

 C. Any fence approved below the highwater line shall be designed so that it can be 
retracted or telescoped landward. Such a fence must be telescoped landward 
whenever lake levels rise in order to prevent it from extending into the Lake. 

 D. A fence extending below the highwater line that was legally existing prior to the 
effective date of the ordinance adopting this Chapter may be repaired or replaced 
provided the fence telescopes landward, or is modified to so telescope, and is 
telescoped landward whenever necessary in order to prevent the fence from 
extending into the Lake. 
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 84.8.5. Signage. Signs in the shorezone shall comply with Chapter 38. Signs that may 
discourage the use of public access areas are prohibited. 

 84.8.6. Access Structures. Structures or projects in the backshore that provide access to 
the nearshore or foreshore shall be sized no larger than necessary to provide safe 
and functional access and shall meet all applicable mitigation requirements. When 
feasible, access structures shall be built at grade level. 

84.9. FILLING AND DREDGING 

 84.9.1. Applicability. The provisions of this Section apply to filling and dredging in the 
shorezone and lakezone. Excavation and grading in the backshore is subject to the 
provisions of Chapter 33, Grading and Construction. 

 84.9.2. Eligibility 

A. There shall be no fill placed in the lakezone or shorezone, except as otherwise 
associated with approved bypass dredging, shoreline protective structures, or 
beach replenishment projects, or otherwise found by TRPA to be beneficial to 
existing shorezone conditions or water quality and clarity. 

B. New dredging shall be permitted in association with the following facilities only 
where previous approved uses exist, provided all environmental impacts shall 
be mitigated: 

1. Legally existing marinas; 

2. Essential public health and safety facilities; and 

3. Public boat ramps, provided the applicant demonstrates that new dredging 
shall increase the functionality of the boat ramp. 

C. Maintenance dredging shall be allowed according to the following provisions: 

1. The maintenance dredging is located in a facility that has been 
previously legally dredged; 

2. The applicant demonstrates that dredging is necessary to maintain an 
existing use; and 

3. The maintenance dredging is limited to the previously dredged footprint. 

84.9.3. Development Standards 

A. Maintenance Dredging. Maintenance dredging shall comply with TRPA’s 
approved dredging BMPs and shall include the installation of all upland BMPs 
pursuant to Chapter 60, Resource Management and Protection. 

B. Low Lake Level Adaptation. In lieu of dredging at marinas, temporary floating 
structures that provide for boat access may be permitted during periods of low 
lake levels as set forth in 84.6.3(G) of this Chapter. 
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C. Artificial Beach Replenishment. If beaches are to be artificially replenished, only 
non-organic, chemically, and biologically inert material shall be used. The 
preferred method of beach replenishment is bypass dredging. 

D. Disposal of Dredged Material. Where dredging, other than bypass dredging, is 
permitted, spoil materials shall not be deposited in the lakezone or shorezone, in 
wetlands, or within the 100-year floodplain of any tributary to a lake except as 
provided under 84.9.2(A) of this Section, but shall be deposited in an approved 
upland location. 

E. Prohibition of Siltation of Spawning Habitat. No dredging, filling, or other project 
may be permitted which results in the permanent siltation of spawning habitat. 
Disturbances shall not occur between May 1 and September 30. Temporary 
siltation associated with construction activities may be permitted provided that the 
spawning area disturbed is subsequently restored within 60 days or before May 1 
when the spawning season begins, whichever is sooner. 

F. Additional Requirements. New fill and dredging in the shorezone or lakezone shall 
comply with federal, state, and regional requirements for ensuring protection of 
Lake Tahoe’s water quality and clarity and Outstanding National Resource Water 
designation, including but not limited to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers federal 
standards for new dredging and applicable state permit requirements under 
sections 404 and 401, respectively, of the Clean Water Act. 

 

84.10. OTHER ACTIVITIES AND USES 

84.10.1. Watercraft. The operation of watercraft shall be subject to the following 
standards except that operation of watercraft for the protection of public health 
and safety shall be exempt from the provisions of this Section. 

A. Overnight Anchoring. Watercraft which remain in the shorezone or lakezone 
overnight shall be moored to legally existing buoys, boatlifts, boat slips, or other 
legally existing watercraft storage facilities. The following types of overnight 
mooring, including anchoring, are exempt from this provision: 

1. Mooring of construction watercraft in active use for TRPA-
authorized construction activities; 

2. Mooring of public service watercraft for public health and safety purposes; 
and 

3. Mooring of private watercraft up to 72 hours within a two-week period. 

B. Beaching of Motorized Watercraft. Beaching of motorized watercraft in 
spawning habitat, as identified by TRPA fish habitat maps, is prohibited during the 
spawning season. 
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CHAPTER 84: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE  
84.10 Other Activities and Uses 

C. No Wake Zones. The following No Wake Zones and associated standards are 
established: 

1. The creation of a wake or speeds in excess of five MPH by 
motorized watercraft within 600 feet of the waterline of Lake Tahoe 
shall be prohibited. 

2. Within Emerald Bay, all areas are designated as a no wake zone. The 
creation of a wake or speeds in excess of five (5) MPH by motorized 
watercraft within Emerald Bay is prohibited, except that tour boats may 
be permitted to use speeds up to seven (7) MPH. 

D. Prohibition of Motorized Watercraft on the Tributaries of the Region. The 
operation of a motorized watercraft on the tributaries of the Region, exclusive of 
other lakes in the Region, shall be prohibited. The prohibition shall commence at a 
line across the mouth of the tributary representing an extension of the existing 
water line across the mouth. 

84.10.2. Water Oriented Outdoor Recreation Concessions 

A. Applicability 

1. The provisions of this subsection apply only to those concessions 
located and/or operated within the shorezone and lakezone. 

2. Unless otherwise specified under this subsection, the provisions of this 
subsection apply to non-motorized and motorized boating concessions. 

B. Eligibility 

1. New concessions may be allowed only as an accessory to a permitted 
upland commercial or public facility or use, provided the applicant 
demonstrates that upland parking availability for the use is not 
constrained, and that the function of the concession requires a shorezone 
location. TRPA permits shall specify the number and type of watercraft(s) 
and structure(s) authorized in support of a permitted concession. 

2. New motorized boat concessions may be allowed only within an existing 
marina. 

3. TRPA shall only issue permits for permanent concessions. 

C. Development and Use Standards 

1. Concessions shall comply with all applicable TRPA BMPs, including 
fueling BMPs, as well as applicable local health and safety regulations 
and permit requirements. 

2. Storage racks for non-motorized watercraft shall be allowed as accessory 
structures. Racks shall be located above high water unless infeasible, and 
shall be designed and operated to maximize lake access. 
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CHAPTER 84: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE 
84.11 Mitigation 

3. Concessions and accessory structures, including storage racks, shall comply 
with the provisions for Scenic Quality as set forth in Chapter 66. Required 
mitigation shall use the Visual Magnitude System outlined in Appendix H, 
Visual Assessment Tool, of the Design Review Guidelines. 

4. Mooring. Concessions providing watercraft moorings shall comply with the 
following provisions: 

a. Concessions shall moor on legally permitted mooring structures; 

b. Unless otherwise allowed under this subsection, only one 
watercraft shall be moored per buoy or slip; 

c. Concessions shall comply with the provisions for mooring structures 
set forth in Section 84.3 of this Chapter, including the allocation of new 
moorings, with the exception that boat concessions associated with a 
marina may be allowed one watercraft string storing no more than 12 
personal watercraft. 

84.10.3. Man-made Lagoons and Artificial Islands. Construction of man-made lagoons 
connected to any lake in the Region and artificial islands is prohibited. 

84.11. MITIGATION 

 84.11.1. Applicability 

This section applies to projects undertaken in areas identified as, and adversely affecting, 
“Spawning Habitat” or “Feeding and/or Escape Cover Habitat” as designated on the TRPA 
Prime Fish Habitat Map, as of the effective date of the ordinance adopting this Chapter, as 
amended, or areas meeting the applicable definition for “Spawning Habitat” or possessing 
similar characteristics for “feeding and/or escape cover” habitat. 

 84.11.2. Mitigation Required 

A. All projects located in spawning habitat as verified by TRPA and that have the 
potential to detrimentally impact spawning fish, spawning gravels, the incubating 
eggs, or the emerging fry shall be subject to a case-by-case review by TRPA and 
the appropriate Fish and Wildlife Agency regarding the applicability of the October 
1 through April 30 construction window and to determine whether project 
impacts can be mitigated. 

B. As a condition for project approval, all permanent impacts to substrate in 
designated spawning habitat areas associated with new or expanded structures 
shall be mitigated at a ratio of 1.5 to 1 using one of the following methods, or a 
combination thereof, as determined appropriate by TRPA: 

1. Replacement “in-kind” with similar spawning gravels where gravels 
previously existed. Such replacement shall replace the equal or 
greater function and value either on-site or off-site. 
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CHAPTER 84: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS LAKEWARD OF HIGH WATER IN THE SHOREZONE AND LAKEZONE 
84.11 Mitigation 

2. Construction of complementary habitat adjoining the remaining 
spawning gravels on-site, where it can be demonstrated that the 
complementary habitat will restore or enhance the spawning habitat by 
substantially increasing its function and value. 

C. In addition to the mitigation obligation set forth in (B) of this Section, any impacts 
to existing feeding and/or escape cover habitat shall be fully mitigated. 

D. Mitigation required pursuant to this Section shall include implementation and 
funding of an approved monitoring and remedial action program that will ensure 
the effectiveness of the mitigation. 
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CHAPTER 85: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THE BACKSHORE  
85.1 Purpose 

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THE BACKSHORE 

85.1. PURPOSE 

Policies 1 and 2, Goal #1 of the Shorezone Subelement, Conservation Element of the Goals 
and Policies, establish limitations on disturbance to vegetation and construction activity 
within the backshore. Policy 1 recognizes that the existing vegetation in the backshore; (1) is 
the last naturally occurring measure for stabilizing soils and absorbing nutrients in runoff 
from upland areas; (2) prevents accelerated shoreline erosion due to wave action; (3) 
reduces the need for engineered structures to stabilize eroding cliffs; (4) is an important 
element of wildlife and fish habitats occurring in the shorezone; and (5) provides screening 
of development adjacent to the backshore. Policy 1 generally defines the backshore as the 
zone that includes backshore cliffs and other unstable lands influenced, in part or in total, by 
littoral or wave processes. In addition, Policy 2 requires that buildings be set back from the 
backshore to minimize the risk of accelerated erosion, cliff collapse, or slumping. This 
chapter sets forth standards and regulations in accordance with these policies. 

85.2. APPLICABILITY 

In addition to the provisions of Chapter 84 all projects and activities located within the 
backshore shall comply with the standards and regulations set forth in this chapter. 

 
85.3. LIMITS OF BACKSHORE 

The limits of the backshore shall be established using the following criteria, whichever 
establishes the wider backshore. The lakeward limit of the backshore shall be at the high 
water elevation. 

 85.3.1. Wave Run-Up 

The area of wave run-up, plus ten feet;  

 85.3.2. Instability 

The area of instability, plus ten feet. The area of instability shall be established pursuant to 
the following procedures; 

A. The area of instability shall be measured landward from the high water line a 
horizontal distance equal to 1.5 times the height of the bluff located adjacent to 
the shoreline. The height of the bluff shall be the difference between the high 
water elevation and the elevation of the top of the bluff; or 

B. The area of instability as identified in a report submitted by the applicant and 
prepared by a licensed geological, geotechnical or soils engineer or engineering 
geologist. The area of instability established under this provision may be greater or 
less than such area established under subparagraph A, above. 
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CHAPTER 85: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THE BACKSHORE  
85.4 Allowable Land Coverage 

85.4. ALLOWABLE LAND COVERAGE 

The allowable base land coverage in the backshore shall be one percent. The allowable base 
land coverage in the backshore may be combined with the allowable base land coverage for 
the remainder of the littoral parcel to establish a total allowable base land coverage for the 
parcel. A portion of the total allowable base land coverage may be used to allow construction 
in the backshore in accordance with Section 85.5. 

85.5. PROHIBITION OF NEW LAND COVERAGE 

Additional land coverage or other permanent land disturbance shall not be permitted in 
the backshore, except as follows: 

 85.5.1. Public Outdoor Recreation 

Land coverage and land disturbance may be permitted in the backshore for public outdoor 
recreation facilities if TRPA finds that: 

A. The project is a necessary part of a public agency's long range plans for public 
outdoor recreation; 

B. The project is consistent with the Recreation Element of the Goals and Policies; 

C. The project, by its very nature, must be sited in the backshore; 

D. There is no feasible alternative which avoids or reduces the amount of land 
coverage or disturbance proposed in the backshore; and 

E. The impacts of the coverage and disturbance are mitigated to the extent feasible 
through means including, but not limited to, the following: 

1. Application of BMPs; and 

2. Restoration in accordance with subsection 30.5.3 of land in the backshore 
or a stream environment zone in the amount of 1.5 times the area of land in 
the backshore covered or disturbed for the project beyond that permitted 
in Section 85.4. 

 85.5.2. Public Service 

Land coverage and land disturbance may be permitted in the backshore for public service 
facilities if TRPA finds that: 

A. The project is necessary for public health, safety or environmental protection; 

B. There is no reasonable alternative which avoids or reduces the amount of land 
coverage or disturbance in the backshore; and 

C. The impacts of coverage and disturbance are mitigated in the manner prescribed in 
subparagraph 85.5.1.E. 

 85.5.3. Erosion Control and Similar Projects 
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CHAPTER 85: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THE BACKSHORE  
85.6 Replacement of Excess Land Coverage 

Land coverage and land disturbance may be permitted in the backshore for erosion control 
projects, habitat restoration projects, forest management programs, wetland rehabilitation 
projects, stream environment zone restoration projects and similar projects, programs, and 
facilities if TRPA finds that: 

A. The project, program, or facility is necessary for environmental protection; and 

B. There is no reasonable alternative, which avoids or reduces the extent of 
encroachment in the backshore. 

85.5.4. Access to Structures or Uses in The Nearshore or Foreshore 

Land coverage and land disturbance may be permitted in the backshore to provide access to 
an approved or legally existing structure or use located in the nearshore or foreshore, 
provided TRPA finds that the amount of land coverage proposed is the minimum necessary 
to provide access to the structure or use and the impacts of coverage and disturbance are 
mitigated in the manner prescribed in subparagraph 85.5.1.E. Land coverage and land 
disturbance associated with an approved or legally existing pier, boat ramp, or other 
shorezone structure may be permitted in the backshore provided TRPA finds that the 
amount of land coverage proposed is the minimum necessary for the structure. 

85.6. REPLACEMENT OF EXCESS LAND COVERAGE 

The replacement or modification of existing, excess land coverage in the backshore shall be 
in accordance with Chapter 30: Land Coverage. 

85.7. VEGETATION 

Indigenous vegetation, appropriate to the backshore shall not be removed or damaged in 
the backshore, unless otherwise authorized under TRPA permit pursuant to Section 85.5 or 
subsection 61.3.3. Landscaping installed for the purpose of scenic quality may be 
maintained pursuant to subsection 61.3.3. Species used in the backshore for revegetation or 
landscaping shall be those listed on the TRPA-approved plant list as species appropriate for 
the backshore type and site conditions (e.g. barrier beach, sedimentary bluff). 

85.8. PROJECT REVIEW 

In imposing special conditions of approval on projects in the backshore, TRPA shall be guided 
by an appraisal of the nature of the backshore, as set forth in Section 85.1 and 67.3, in relation 
to the unique characteristics of the project area and shall consider the following objectives 

 85.8.1. The protection of significant vistas; 

 85.8.2. Minimizing the visual impact of the proposed project on the shorezone and area 
surrounding the project; 

 85.8.3. The preservation of the site and shorezone from environmental harm both during 
and after construction; 
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CHAPTER 85: DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS IN THE BACKSHORE  
85.9 Man-Modified Backshore 

 85.8.4. Protection of views of adjoining development; and 

 85.8.5. Providing sufficient space for proper infiltration of runoff and nutrient uptake 
through natural processes. 

85.9. MAN-MODIFIED BACKSHORE 

Areas recognized by TRPA as man-modified pursuant to subsection 83.5.2 shall be regulated 
in accordance with the recommendations contained in the man-modified report approved 
by TRPA. 
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MEMORANDUM 

Date: May 15, 2018 

To: TRPA Regional Plan Implementation Committee 

From: TRPA Staff 

Subject: Summary of Upcoming Topics for Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee Consideration 

Requested Action: This item is for informational purposes only and no action is required. 

Background: This report provides a summary of topics anticipated to come before the Regional 
Plan Implementation Committee (RPIC) within the next three months, based on priorities 
established by the Governing Board and current staff resources. Because all members of RPIC 
are also members of the Development Rights Working Group, those meetings are also listed. All 
topics and dates are subject to change. 

MONTH ITEM(S) 

June 2018 No RPIC items are scheduled at this point in time 

July 2018 Shoreline Public Draft EIS 

August 2018 Thresholds Update: Vegetation 
Development Rights Working Group meeting is scheduled  

Contact Information: If you have any questions, please contact John Hester, Chief 
Operating Officer, at (775) 589-5219, or jhester@trpa.org. 
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Letter O1: TRPA Regional Implementation 
Plan Committee Meeting Minutes 

Feldman McLaughlin Thiel LLP Proposed 
EIP Incentive Program Language 

  



View this email in your browser

Submit Your Final Comments
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

by 5pm TODAY

 
You can review and submit a comment on the Draft

 

 

https://mailchi.mp/776f7170d101/httpshorelineplanorg-569151?e=325ef7583d


Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) here.
 

The public’s feedback is an important part of the planning process and your
deadline to submit comments is fast approaching.

The public comment period ends today at 5pm PST. Get your comments in
ASAP while you still can.
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Appendix C 
Revised Watercraft 

Emissions Calculations 
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CEPAM: 2016 SIP - Standard Emission Tool

Emission Projection By Emission Inventory Code (EIC)
Oxides of Nitrogen

LAKE TAHOE AIR BASIN 
OTHER MOBILE SOURCES 

840-RECREATIONAL BOATS
REPORT TYPE:    GROWN AND CONTROLLED

SEASON:    SUMMER
BASE YEAR:    2012

All emissions are represented in Tons per Day and reflect the most current data provided to ARB  
Download this data as a comma delimited file.

EMISSIONS INVENTORY CATEGORY 2017 2035
840-864-1100-6157   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6157-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6158   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6158-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6159   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6159-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6161   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6161-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-25-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6162   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6162-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-25-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6256   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6256-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-25-Exhaust

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6258   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6258-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6259   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6259-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6260   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6260-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-50-Exhaust

0.001 0.001

840-864-1100-6262   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6262-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6263   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6263-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6264   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6264-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-120-Exhaust

0.001 0.001

840-864-1100-6266   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6266-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-175-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6267   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6267-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6268   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6268-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-175-Exhaust

0.002 0.002

840-864-1100-6270   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6270-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-250-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6271   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6271-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6272   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6272-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-250-Exhaust

0.003 0.004
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840-864-1100-6274   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6274-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-500-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6275   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6275-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6276   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6276-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-500-Exhaust

0.005 0.006

840-864-1100-6278   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6278-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-750-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6279   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6279-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-CARB-750-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6280   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6280-Vessel W/inboard Engine G4-FI-750-Exhaust

0.009 0.011

840-864-1100-6288   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6288-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6289   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6289-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6292   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6292-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-25-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6293   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6293-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-25-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6296   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6296-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6297   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6297-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6300   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6300-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6301   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6301-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6306   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6306-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-175-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6307   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6307-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6310   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6310-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-250-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6311   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6311-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6351   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6351-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-500-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6352   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6352-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6355   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6355-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-750-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-6356   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6356-Vessel W/inboard Engine G2-FI-750-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6361   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6361-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-CARB-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6362   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6362-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-CARB-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6363   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6363-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6364   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6364-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6381   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6381-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-CARB-250-Exhaust

0.003 0.001

840-864-1100-6382   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6382-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-CARB-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6383   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6383-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-250-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6384   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6384-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6385   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6385-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-CARB-500-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-6386   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6386-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-CARB-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6387   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6387-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-500-Exhaust

0.011 0.007

840-864-1100-6388   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6388-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6391   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6391-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-750-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6392   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6392-Vessel W/jet Engine G4-FI-750-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6519   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6519-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-CARB-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6520   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6520-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-CARB-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6521   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6521-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6522   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6522-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6523   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6523-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-CARB-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6524   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6524-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-CARB-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6525   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6525-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6526   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6526-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6529   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6529-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-175-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6530   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6530-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6533   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6533-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-250-Exhaust

0.000 0.001

840-864-1100-6534   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6534-Vessel W/outboard Engine G4-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6660   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6660-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-CARB-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6661   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6661-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-CARB-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6664   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6664-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-CARB-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6665   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6665-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-CARB-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6666   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6666-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-FI-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6667   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6667-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-FI-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6670   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6670-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-FI-175-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6671   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6671-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-FI-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6674   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6674-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-FI-250-Exhaust

0.001 0.001

840-864-1100-6675   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6675-Vessel W/outboard Engine G2-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6688   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6688-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-15-Exhaust

0.001 0.001

840-864-1100-6689   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6689-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6692   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6692-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-25-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-6693   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6693-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-25-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6694   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6694-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-25-Exhaust

0.001 0.001

840-864-1100-6695   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6695-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-25-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6696   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6696-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-50-Exhaust

0.002 0.001

840-864-1100-6697   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6697-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6698   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6698-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-50-Exhaust

0.003 0.005

840-864-1100-6699   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6699-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6702   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6702-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-120-Exhaust

0.002 0.002

840-864-1100-6703   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6703-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6704   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6704-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-175-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6705   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6705-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6706   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6706-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-175-Exhaust

0.002 0.002

840-864-1100-6707   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6707-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6710   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6710-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-250-Exhaust

0.003 0.005

840-864-1100-6711   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6711-Vessel W/PWC G4-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6724   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6724-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-15-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-6725   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6725-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6728   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6728-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-25-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-6729   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6729-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-25-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6732   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6732-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-50-Exhaust

0.002 0.000

840-864-1100-6733   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6733-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6734   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6734-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.001

840-864-1100-6735   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6735-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6736   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6736-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-120-Exhaust

0.004 0.001

840-864-1100-6737   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6737-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6738   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6738-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-120-Exhaust

0.002 0.003

840-864-1100-6739   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6739-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6740   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6740-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-175-Exhaust

0.002 0.000

840-864-1100-6741   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6741-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6742   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6742-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-175-Exhaust

0.002 0.003

840-864-1100-6743   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6743-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6744   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6744-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-250-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-6745   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6745-Vessel W/PWC G2-CARB-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6746   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6746-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-250-Exhaust

0.010 0.005

840-864-1100-6747   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6747-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6750   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6750-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-500-Exhaust

0.003 0.003

840-864-1100-6751   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6751-Vessel W/PWC G2-FI-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6756   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6756-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-2-Exhaust

0.001 0.001

840-864-1100-6757   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6757-Vessel W/PWC G4-CARB-2-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6760   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6760-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-CARB-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6761   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6761-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-CARB-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6774   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6774-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-120-Exhaust

0.001 0.004

840-864-1100-6775   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6775-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6778   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6778-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-175-Exhaust

0.011 0.007

840-864-1100-6779   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6779-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-6782   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6782-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-250-Exhaust

0.006 0.011

840-864-1100-6783   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6783-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-6786   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6786-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-500-Exhaust

0.000 0.001

840-864-1100-6787   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
6787-Vessel W/sterndrive G4-FI-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-7581   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7581-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-CARB-25-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-7582   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7582-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-CARB-25-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-7585   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7585-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-CARB-50-Exhaust

0.002 0.000

840-864-1100-7586   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7586-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-CARB-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-7587   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7587-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-FI-50-Exhaust

0.003 0.001

840-864-1100-7588   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7588-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-FI-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-7589   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7589-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-CARB-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-7590   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7590-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-CARB-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-7591   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7591-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-FI-120-Exhaust

0.012 0.002

840-864-1100-7592   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
7592-Vessel W/sterndrive G2-FI-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-8135   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8135-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8136   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8136-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8137   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8137-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8141   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8141-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-25-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8203   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8203-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8205   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8205-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8206   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8206-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8207   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8207-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8209   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8209-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-175-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8210   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8210-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8211   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8211-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-175-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-8293   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8293-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-250-Exhaust

0.001 0.003
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840-864-1100-8294   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8294-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8295   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8295-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-250-Exhaust

0.001 0.001

840-864-1100-8297   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8297-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-500-Exhaust

0.007 0.006

840-864-1100-8298   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8298-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8331   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8331-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-500-Exhaust

0.002 0.001

840-864-1100-8333   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8333-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-750-Exhaust

0.000 0.001

840-864-1100-8334   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8334-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-CARB-750-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8335   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8335-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G4-FI-750-Exhaust

0.004 0.002

840-864-1100-8421   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8421-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-15-Exhaust

0.001 0.000

840-864-1100-8422   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8422-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8565   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8565-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-175-Exhaust

0.012 0.003

840-864-1100-8566   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8566-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-175-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1100-8569   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8569-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-250-Exhaust

0.013 0.010

840-864-1100-8570   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8570-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-250-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1100-8655   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8655-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-500-Exhaust

0.002 0.000

840-864-1100-8656   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1100-GASOLINE 
8656-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine G2-FI-500-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-7972   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
7972-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine D-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-7973   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
7973-Sailboat Auxiliary Engine D-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-9558   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9558-Vessel W/inboard Engine D-15-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-9559   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9559-Vessel W/inboard Engine D-15-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-9560   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9560-Vessel W/inboard Engine D-25-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-9561   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9561-Vessel W/inboard Engine D-25-Evap.

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-9562   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9562-Vesses W/inboard Engins D-50-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-9563   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9563-Vesses W/inboard Engins D-50-Evap.

0.000 0.000
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840-864-1210-9566   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9566-Vessel W/inboard Engine D-120-Exhaust

0.000 0.000

840-864-1210-9567   
864-RECREATIONAL BOATS 
1210-DIESEL (UNSPECIFIED) 
9567-Vessel W/inboard Engine D-120-Evap.

0.000 0.000

 
 
GRAND TOTAL FOR LAKE TAHOE 0.161 0.121
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Summary of Operational Emissions under the Shoreline Plan Alternatives

Net Change in Mobile‐Source Emissions under Alternative 1, Including Interim Years

Emissions Source NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 units source

Existing Boating Activity (2017) 322 1,376 5,536 90 68 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Boating Activity in 2024  299 992 5,413 66 51 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2024 3.7 3.6 40.1 0.4 0.2 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss; See Note 1

Net Change in 2024 ‐19 ‐380 ‐83 ‐23 ‐17 lb/day calculation

Boating Activity in 2029  281 758 5,311 52 39 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2029 2.2 2.7 27.7 0.3 0.1 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss; See Note 1

Net Change in 2029 ‐39 ‐615 ‐197 ‐37 ‐29 lb/day calculation

Boating Activity in 2034  273 624 5,427 42 31 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2034 1.5 1.8 21.3 0.2 0.1 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss; See Note 1

Net Change in 2034 ‐48 ‐750 ‐87 ‐47 ‐37 lb/day calculation

Boating Activity in 2040  270 611 5,488 43 32 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2040 1.0 0.7 10.2 1.2 0.5 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss

Net Change in 2040 ‐51 ‐765 ‐38 ‐46 ‐36 lb/day calculation

Notes

1

Net Change in Mobile‐Source Emissions under Alternative 2

Emissions Source NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 units source

Existing Boating Activity (2017) 322 1,376 5,536 90 68 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Boating Activity in 2040  344 777 6,985 54 40 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel 4.3 2.9 44.0 5.0 2.0 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss

Net Change 26 ‐596 1,493 ‐31 ‐26 lb/day calculation

Net Change in Mobile‐Source Emissions under Alternative 3

Emissions Source NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 units source

Existing Boating Activity (2017) 322 1,376 5,536 90 68 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Boating Activity in 2040  249 562 5,055 39 29 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel 0.7 0.5 6.8 0.8 0.3 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss

Net Change ‐72 ‐813 ‐474 ‐50 ‐39 lb/day calculation

Net Change in Mobile‐Source Emissions under Alternative 4

Emissions Source NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 units source

Existing Boating Activity (2017) 322 1,376 5,536 90 68 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Boating Activity in 2040  240 542 4,876 38 28 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss

Net Change ‐82 ‐834 ‐660 ‐52 ‐40 lb/day calculation

Net Change in Mobile‐Source Emissions under Alternative 1, Including Interim Years, with Twice the Percentage Increase in Watercraft Activity

Emissions Source NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 units source

Existing Boating Activity (2017) 322 1,376 5,536 90 68 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Boating Activity in 2024  319 1,056 5,761 71 55 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2024 3.7 3.6 40.1 0.4 0.2 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss; See Note 1

Net Change in 2024 0 ‐317 265 ‐19 ‐13 lb/day calculation

Boating Activity in 2029  304 821 5,749 57 42 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2029 2.2 2.7 27.7 0.3 0.1 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss; See Note 1

Net Change in 2029 ‐15 ‐552 240 ‐33 ‐25 lb/day calculation

Boating Activity in 2034  302 690 6,001 47 35 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2034 1.5 1.8 21.3 0.2 0.1 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss; See Note 1

Net Change in 2034 ‐19 ‐684 486 ‐43 ‐33 lb/day calculation

Boating Activity in 2040  301 679 6,104 48 35 lb/day wksht: WC Emiss Inventory CA

Increased On‐Road Vehicle Travel in 2040 1.0 0.7 10.2 1.2 0.5 lb/day wksht: On‐Rd Veh Emiss

Net Change in 2040 ‐20 ‐696 578 ‐41 ‐32 lb/day calculation

Notes

1

Peak‐Day Emissions (lb/day)

The emission estimates for the increase in on‐road vehicle activity for years 2024, 2029, 2034, and buildout (2040) assume that all the new vehicle 

trips associated with all the new moorings and boat ramps would occur.

Peak‐Day Emissions (lb/day)

Peak‐Day Emissions (lb/day)

Peak‐Day Emissions (lb/day)

Peak‐Day Emissions (lb/day)

The emission estimates for the increase in on‐road vehicle activity for years 2024, 2029, 2034, and buildout (2040) assume that all the new vehicle 

trips associated with all the new moorings and boat ramps would occur.



Projections of Recreational Boat Emissions

Daily Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (without implementation of the Shoreline Plan)

Calendar Year NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5 NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5

Existing (2017) 0.161 0.688 2.768 0.045 0.034 0.115 0.490 1.977 0.032 0.024

2024 0.140 0.464 2.532 0.031 0.024 0.100 0.331 1.808 0.022 0.017

2029 0.129 0.348 2.437 0.024 0.018 0.092 0.248 1.740 0.017 0.013

2034 0.122 0.279 2.427 0.019 0.014 0.087 0.199 1.733 0.013 0.010

2035 0.120 0.271 2.436 0.019 0.014 0.086 0.193 1.740 0.013 0.010

Notes

1

2 These emisson projections do not account for boats registered in Nevada or other places outside of California.

Daily Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (without implementation of the Shoreline Plan)

Calendar Year NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5

Existing (2017) 322 1,376 5,536 90 68

2024 280 928 5,064 62 48

2029 258 696 4,874 48 36

2034 244 558 4,854 38 28

2035 240 542 4,872 38 28

Source: mass conversion calculation

value units source Annual Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin

mass conversion rate 2,000 lb/ton wksht: Conv Rts

time conversion rate 365 days/year wksht: Conv Rts Calendar Year NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5

2017 42.0 178.9 721.6 11.7 8.8

2035 31.4 70.4 635.1 4.7 3.7

Source: calculation using time conversion rate

Growth in Boating Activity under the Shoreline Plan Alternatives (Baseline to 2040)

2017 to 

2024

2017 to 

2029

2017 to 

2034

2017 to 

2035

2017 to 

2024

2017 to 

2029

2017 to 

2034

2017 to 

2035

Baseline +  Alternative 1 6.9% 9.0% 11.8% 12.6% 5.9% 8.4% 12.1% 15.9%

Baseline +  Alternative 2 — — — 43.4% — — — 51.7%

Baseline +  Alternative 3 — — — 3.8% — — — 3.7%

Baseline +  Alternative 4 — — — 0.1% — — — 0.0%

Source: wksht: WC Activity Levels

Adjusted Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin

Buildout Scenario NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5

Alternative 1

in 2024 299 992 5,413 66 51

in 2029 281 758 5,311 52 39

in 2034 273 624 5,427 42 31

in 2035 270 611 5,488 43 32

Alternative 2 in 2035 344 777 6,985 54 40

Alternative 3 in 2035 249 562 5,055 39 29

Alternative 4 in 2035 240 542 4,876 38 28

Source: These values are based on calculations that incorprate the additional growth in boating activity under the Shoreline Plan Alternatives (Baseline to 2040).

Notes

Growth in Boating Activity under the Shoreline Plan Alternatives (Baseline to 2040), With Twice the Percent Increase

2017 to 

2024

2017 to 

2029

2017 to 

2034

2017 to 

2035

Baseline +  Alternative 1 13.8% 17.9% 23.6% 25.3%

Source: wksht: WC Activity Levels

Adjusted Emissions Inventory Projections for Recreational Boats in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin

Buildout Scenario NOx ROG CO PM10 PM2.5

Alternative 1

in 2024 319 1,056 5,761 71 55

in 2029 304 821 5,749 57 42

in 2034 302 690 6,001 47 35

in 2035 301 679 6,104 48 35

Daily, Summer (lb/day)

Source: These values are based on calculations that incorprate the additional growth in boating activity under the Shoreline Plan Alternatives (Baseline to 2040), and then 

doubled.

The estimates of emission levels generated by boating activity in 2040 are based on CARB’s projected inventory for 2035, which is the latest calendar year for which CARB 

projects future emission levels. These estimates account for the expected growth in boating activity by boats registered in California as well as increases resulting from this 

alternative (as shown in Table 10‐6). 

This emissions inventory only accounts for boats registered in the California side of the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. Emission projections for future years take into 

account the projected increase in boat ownership in California, the turnover in the fleet of recreational boats over time, and the more stringent emissions 

standards to which new model‐year  recreational boats will be subject over time.

Peak Summer Day (ton/day) Average Annual Day (ton/day)

Source: California Air Resources Board. 2017. CEPAM: 2016 SIP ‐ Standard Emission Tool, Emission Projections By Summary Category, Base Year: 2012. Available: 

https://www.arb.ca.gov/app/emsinv/fcemssumcat/fcemssumcat2016.php. Accessed January 25, 2018. Web page last updated February 15, 2017. 

Peak Day (summer) (boat‐hour/day)

Daily, Summer (lb/day)

Peak Summer Day (lb/day)

Peak Day (summer) (boat‐hour/day) Annual (boat‐hr/year)

Annual Emissions (ton/year)



Projected Boating Activity Levels

Baseline

boat‐hr/day boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

Baseline Conditions 12,512 — — — — — — — —

Baseline +  Alternative 1 13,374 6.9% 13,635 9.0% 13,990 11.8% 14,094 12.6%

Baseline +  Alternative 2 — — — — — — 17,939 43.4%

Baseline +  Alternative 3 — — — — — — 12,982 3.8%

Baseline +  Alternative 4 — — — — — — 12,521 0.1%

Baseline

boat‐hr/day boat‐hr/year

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/year

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/year

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/year

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

Baseline Conditions 489,155 — — — — — — — —

Baseline +  Alternative 1 517,895 5.9% 530,327 8.4% 548,539 12.1% 566,814 15.9%

Baseline +  Alternative 2 — — — — — — 742,260 51.7%

Baseline +  Alternative 3 — — — — — — 507,368 3.7%

Baseline +  Alternative 4 — — — — — — 489,155 0.0%

Source: Values from Project Description, Table 2‐4; % change based on calculations; Values for interim years 2024, 2029, and 2034 are from wksht: Phased Release Alt 1

Peak‐Day Boating Levels for interim years were only estimated fro Alternative 1. 

Projected Boating Activity Levels, Doubling the Percent Increase

Baseline

boat‐hr/day boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

boat‐hr/day

% change 

from 

Baseline 

(2017)

Baseline Conditions 12,512 — — — — — — — —

Baseline +  Alternative 1 14,235 13.8% 14,757 17.9% 15,468 23.6% 15,676 25.3%

Baseline +  Alternative 2 — — — — — — 17,939 43.4%

Baseline +  Alternative 3 — — — — — — 12,982 3.8%

Baseline +  Alternative 4 — — — — — — 12,521 0.1%

Factor for doubling the percentage increase: 2

Peak‐Day Boating Activity

2024 2029 2034 2035

2024 20352029 2034

Peak‐Day Boating Activity

Annual Boating Activity

2024 2029 2034 2035



Phased Release of Moorings for Alternative 1
       2,116 

released/ yr total % /yr

new boat 

ramps new slips new lifts

new 

buoys

 additional engine hours 

(peak day)

Total additional engine hours for 

yr 5, 10, 15, and 20 (peak day)

Existing+Additiona

l Engine Hours on 

Peak Day

Percent 

Increase

0 Existing: 12,512                   

1 317 317 0.15 65 45 207 181

2 270 587 270 135

3 229 817 229 115

4 195 1011 195 97

5 166 1177 1 166 334 861.6 13,374                    6.9%

6 141 1318 141 70

7 120 1438 120 60

8 102 1539 102 51

9 86 1626 86 43

10 74 1699 74 37 1122.7 13,635                    9.0%

15 208 1908 1 208 355 1477.9 13,990                    11.8%

20 208 2116 208 104 1582.0 14,094                    12.6%

Source: TRPA and Joint Fact Finding Committee, August 2018

Year



On‐Road Motor Vehicle Emissions

On‐Road Vehicle Activity Levels at Buildout (2040)

VMT Trips Veh Involved VMT Trips Veh Involved

mile/day trips/day veh‐days/day mile/year trips/year veh‐days/year

Alternative 1 11,368 632 316 373,841 20,769 10,385

Alternative 2 49,007 2,723 1,362 1,662,124 92,340 46,170

Alternative 3 7,613 423 212 299,771 16,654 8,327

Alternative 4 0 0 0 0 0 0

Notes/Sources

1

2

3

4 It is conservatively assumed there is one vehicle‐day associated for every two trips: 2

Composite Emission Factors for On‐Road Vehicles

year units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5 Source

2024 g/mile 0.1455 1.5983 0.1487 326.2268 0.0164 0.0064 wksht On‐Rd Comp Emfacs 2024

2029 g/mile 0.1074 1.1047 0.0893 271.4966 0.0111 0.0054 wksht On‐Rd Comp Emfacs 2029

2034 g/mile 0.0735 0.8480 0.0599 238.5398 0.0079 0.0045 wksht On‐Rd Comp Emfacs 2034

2040 g/mile 0.0272 0.4073 0.0402 213.7683 0.0463 0.0189 wksht On‐Rd Comp Emfacs 2040

Source: wksht On‐Rd Comp Emfacs 2017

value units source

mass conversion rate 453.59 g/lb wksht: Conversion Rates

mass conversion rate 907,185 g/ton wksht: Conversion Rates

mass conversion rate 1,000,000 g/MT wksht: Conversion Rates

Peak‐Day Emissions from On‐Road Motor Vehicle Activity, 2040

ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5 Source

units: lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day lb/day

Alternative 1

in 2024 3.6 40.1 3.7 8,176 0.4 0.2 See Note 1

in 2029 2.7 27.7 2.2 6,804 0.3 0.1 See Note 1

in 2034 1.8 21.3 1.5 5,978 0.2 0.1 See Note 1

in 2040 0.7 10.2 1.0 5,357 1.2 0.5 See Note 1

Alternative 2 2.9 44.0 4.3 23,096 5.0 2.0

Alternative 3 0.5 6.8 0.7 3,588 0.8 0.3

Alternative 4 0.0 0.0 0.0 0 0.0 0.0

Source: calculation, and conversion calculation for totals

1

Annual Emissions from On‐Road Motor Vehicle Activity, 2040

ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5

units: ton/year ton/year ton/year MT/year ton/year ton/year

Alternative 1 0.001 0.009 0.001 4.4 0.001 0.0004

Alternative 2 0.003 0.041 0.004 19.7 0.005 0.002

Alternative 3 0.0005 0.007 0.001 3.6 0.001 0.0003

Alternative 4 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.0 0.000 0.000

The emission estimates for years 2024, 2029, 2034, and buildout (2040) assume that all the new vehicle trips 

associated with all the new moorings and boat ramps would occur.

Annual Activity

On‐road vehicle activity was determined by the traffic analysis.

The number of trips and VMT for Alternative 4 is zero

The estimates of VMT only include travel in the Tahoe Basin (both the California and Nevada sides). Some trips 

may include additional travel outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin; however, there is no reliable method for estimating 

this amount of travel.

Peak Day Activity



On‐Road Mobile‐Source Emission Rates, Lake Tahoe Air Basin, 2017, Annual

Vehicle Model Year: Aggregated

Speed: Aggregated

Fleet: Heavy trucks are not included. Only passenger vehicles and typically sized trucks used for towing are included.

EMFAC Output

VehClass Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX

g/trip n/a # miles/day trips/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile

LDA GAS 8,935 372,838 55,160 0.0318 0 0.353171108 0.230258109 0.514336101 0.125662844 0.219636582 1.291122333 0 4.363466671 0.113910881

LDA DSL 105 4,288 625 0.0472 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.439112971 0 0 0.375150477

LDA ELEC 60 3,879 392 0.0000 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.00127348 0.006411651 0 0 0 0

LDT1 GAS 1,724 46,629 9,860 0.1189 0 0.979415379 0.604338592 2.588927553 0.334944841 0.620418192 4.565728647 0 12.94182385 0.351848518

LDT1 DSL 9 185 49 0.1566 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.061633991 0 0 1.515513989

LDT1 ELEC 0 7 1 0.0000 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.001407833 0.006970088 0 0 0 0

LDT2 GAS 6,396 231,756 39,368 0.0403 0 0.462177743 0.256533063 1.036879283 0.141709528 0.244389797 1.787598832 0 6.079700097 0.236992046

LDT2 DSL 9 429 59 0.0296 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.253098339 0 0 0.161218747

LHDT1 GAS 798 25,318 11,892 0.2368 0.366328368 0.832839354 0.224828126 2.364162651 0.017134218 0.041615326 5.841820536 3.088080379 9.78046243 0.80102933

LHDT1 DSL 707 25,492 8,887 0.2475 0.109759705 0 0 0 0 0 1.18997743 0.909745076 0 5.373113546

MDV GAS 5,253 151,853 31,899 0.0861 0 0.848753243 0.305563938 1.171629401 0.170517079 0.282977059 3.095381824 0 9.817831107 0.444189451

MDV DSL 41 1,679 249 0.0296 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.354709501 0 0 0.130438166

Source: wksht EMFAC Output 2017

Totals: 24,037 864,353 158,440

Composite Emission Factors (for all vehicle types)

ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile

0.0606 0.0154 0.5321 0.2599 1.0111 0.1463 0.2544 2.0358 0.1293 6.5458 0.3941

Source: calculations of weighted averages based on VMT/day, trips/day, or vehicle population

Composite Emission Factors by Activity

units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5 Crosscheck

Combined per‐VMT emissions g/mile 0.0606 2.0358 0.3941 421.3050 0.0514 0.0227 522.5941

Combined per‐trip emissions g/trip 1.8032 6.5458 0.5632 81.1561 0.0037 0.0034 522.5941

Combined per‐vehicle emissions g/vehicle/day 0.4161 0.1293 0.0771 8.0249 0.0008 0.0008 100% Crosscheck Okay

value units source

averge trip length 18.0 miles/trip traffic analysis

trips/vehicle‐day 2.0 tirps/veh‐day assumption

Composite Emisson Factors by VMT units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5

g/mile 0.1724 2.4030 0.4276 426.0366 0.0517 0.0229



NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0 0.240181168 313.7298491 0 68.43448319 0.002418379 0 0.003720246 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.002225493 0 0.003429893 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 307.1698906 0 0 0.028081844 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.026867036 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0.50632854 382.4119858 0 82.67965401 0.005248641 0 0.00828378 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.004835478 0 0.007651451 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 417.0373874 0 0 0.116842267 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.111787722 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0.48213137 442.5901878 0 94.86546905 0.002259321 0 0.003125777 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.002078156 0 0.002877436 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 405.2302925 0 0 0.011717307 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.011210421 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.030549792 2.252852235 854.9339484 116.3298466 55.32392233 0.004567481 0 0.002954897 0.008000002 0.076440022 0.004202226 0 0.002721879 0.002000001 0.032760009

2.589759138 0 592.0324304 141.5938488 0 0.050569854 0.028549406 0 0.012000003 0.076440022 0.048382224 0.027314371 0 0.003000001 0.032760009

0 0.790892706 576.9103194 0 121.5026568 0.002716839 0 0.004195028 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.002500694 0 0.003865625 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 518.3569959 0 0 0.015444068 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.014775965 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.0771 0.5632 421.3050 8.0249 81.1561 0.0042 0.0008 0.0037 0.0081 0.0391 0.0040 0.0008 0.0034 0.0020 0.0167



EMFAC2014 (v1.0.7) Emission Rates

Region Type: Air Basin

Region: Lake Tahoe

Calendar Year: 2017

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEROG_IDLEXROG_STREXROG_HOTSROG_RUNLROG_RESTLROG_DIUR TOG_RUNETOG_IDLEXTOG_STREXTOG_HOTS TOG_RUNLTOG_RESTLTOG_DIURN

Lake Tahoe 2017 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 6.337695 673.4604 126.8046 1.138093 0 3.044436 0.116408 0.513289 0.009781 0.018349 1.658826 0 3.333025 0.116408 0.513289 0.009781 0.018349

Lake Tahoe 2017 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 181.7022 20152.32 0 0.166868 3.006841 0 0 0 0 0 0.189966 3.423059 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDA AggregatedAggregatedGAS 8935.03 372837.6 55159.62 0.031783 0 0.353171 0.230258 0.514336 0.125663 0.219637 0.04382 0 0.38636 0.230258 0.514336 0.125663 0.219637

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDA AggregatedAggregatedDSL 104.7788 4288.205 625.3244 0.047185 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.053717 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDA AggregatedAggregatedELEC 60.31106 3878.763 391.5045 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001273 0.006412 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001273 0.006412

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1723.549 46628.84 9859.765 0.118862 0 0.979415 0.604339 2.588928 0.334945 0.620418 0.161753 0 1.071128 0.604339 2.588928 0.334945 0.620418

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 9.297967 184.7388 48.61327 0.156631 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.178314 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 0.143854 7.29612 0.903489 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001408 0.00697 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001408 0.00697

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 6395.559 231755.8 39368.4 0.04026 0 0.462178 0.256533 1.036879 0.14171 0.24439 0.057727 0 0.505907 0.256533 1.036879 0.14171 0.24439

Lake Tahoe 2017 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 9.456142 428.8747 59.08469 0.029616 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.033716 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 798.194 25318.07 11891.9 0.236842 0.366328 0.832839 0.224828 2.364163 0.017134 0.041615 0.340941 0.534059 0.911637 0.224828 2.364163 0.017134 0.041615

Lake Tahoe 2017 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 706.5285 25491.94 8887.239 0.24753 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.281796 0.124954 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 70.56562 2623.544 1051.323 0.180439 0.37288 0.687539 0.170915 1.850871 0.014126 0.034229 0.263203 0.544095 0.752764 0.170915 1.850871 0.014126 0.034229

Lake Tahoe 2017 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 183.9437 7440.013 2313.78 0.198928 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.226466 0.124954 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 MCY AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1014.064 7365.376 2027.925 3.343116 0 3.647633 0.882014 4.07339 0.378446 0.841185 3.929214 0 3.962429 0.882014 4.07339 0.378446 0.841185

Lake Tahoe 2017 MDV AggregatedAggregatedGAS 5253.486 151853.2 31898.77 0.086094 0 0.848753 0.305564 1.171629 0.170517 0.282977 0.120633 0 0.928905 0.305564 1.171629 0.170517 0.282977

Lake Tahoe 2017 MDV AggregatedAggregatedDSL 40.62431 1679.293 249.3701 0.029586 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.033682 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 MH AggregatedAggregatedGAS 203.5937 1685.875 20.36751 0.667411 0 1.362611 0.154295 4.453634 0.033232 0.096932 0.866525 0 1.487307 0.154295 4.453634 0.033232 0.096932

Lake Tahoe 2017 MH AggregatedAggregatedDSL 49.08579 474.5728 4.908579 0.168215 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.191501 0 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 53.26957 2478.714 1065.818 0.389013 0.774178 1.830951 0.174515 1.117009 0.016201 0.036479 0.553278 1.122573 2.00233 0.174515 1.117009 0.016201 0.036479

Lake Tahoe 2017 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 309.5568 14525.27 0 0.251898 0.095467 0 0 0 0 0 0.286767 0.108682 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 23.41876 1392.764 468.5626 0.28244 0.588186 1.250212 0.048271 0.670983 0.013647 0.034412 0.397873 0.851657 1.366063 0.048271 0.670983 0.013647 0.034412

Lake Tahoe 2017 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 16.6943 1697.462 0 0.218444 1.600826 0 0 0 0 0 0.248682 1.822418 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 3.443281 171.6206 13.77313 0.607268 8.036486 4.297506 0.274874 3.296407 0.017919 0.057483 0.886124 11.72682 4.705228 0.274874 3.296407 0.017919 0.057483

Lake Tahoe 2017 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 16.88823 643.5279 0 0.195928 0.400806 0 0 0 0 0 0.223049 0.456287 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2017 UBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1.570819 255.4441 6.283276 5.673616 0 7.148466 0.59695 3.895702 0.025913 0.049597 8.266338 0 7.826211 0.59695 3.895702 0.025913 0.049597

Lake Tahoe 2017 UBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 8.902789 1337.305 35.61115 1.317661 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.937149 0 0 0 0 0 0



CO_RUNEXCO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNENOx_IDLEXNOx_STREXCO2_RUNECO2_IDLEX CO2_STREXPM10_RUNPM10_IDLEPM10_STR PM10_PMTPM10_PMBPM2_5_RUPM2_5_IDLPM2_5_STRPM2_5_PMPM2_5_PMSOx_RUNEXSOx_IDLEX SOx_STREX

36.6101 0 56.84895 6.147946 0 6.920416 1865.256 0 147.87 0.000923 0 0.001493 0.02 0.06174 0.000849 0 0.001376 0.005 0.02646 0.019241 0 0.002469

0.683373 10.72256 0 5.569062 89.04985 0 1672.217 14957.15 0 0.045161 0.233455 0 0.035611 0.061072 0.043207 0.223356 0 0.008903 0.026174 0.015954 0.142698 0

1.291122 0 4.363467 0.113911 0 0.240181 313.7298 0 68.43448 0.002418 0 0.00372 0.008 0.03675 0.002225 0 0.00343 0.002 0.01575 0.003153 0 0.000763

0.439113 0 0 0.37515 0 0 307.1699 0 0 0.028082 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.026867 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.002932 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0

4.565729 0 12.94182 0.351849 0 0.506329 382.412 0 82.67965 0.005249 0 0.008284 0.008 0.03675 0.004835 0 0.007651 0.002 0.01575 0.003894 0 0.001061

1.061634 0 0 1.515514 0 0 417.0374 0 0 0.116842 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.111788 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.003981 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0

1.787599 0 6.0797 0.236992 0 0.482131 442.5902 0 94.86547 0.002259 0 0.003126 0.008 0.03675 0.002078 0 0.002877 0.002 0.01575 0.004448 0 0.001058

0.253098 0 0 0.161219 0 0 405.2303 0 0 0.011717 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.01121 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.003869 0 0

5.841821 3.08808 9.780462 0.801029 0.03055 2.252852 854.9339 116.3298 55.32392 0.004567 0 0.002955 0.008 0.07644 0.004202 0 0.002722 0.002 0.03276 0.008635 0.001225 0.000733

1.189977 0.909745 0 5.373114 2.589759 0 592.0324 141.5938 0 0.05057 0.028549 0 0.012 0.07644 0.048382 0.027314 0 0.003 0.03276 0.005652 0.001352 0

4.703894 3.135005 8.411258 0.537939 0.031139 1.86298 957.4885 135.1709 65.42506 0.003371 0 0.002402 0.008 0.08918 0.0031 0 0.002209 0.002 0.03822 0.009639 0.001414 0.000808

0.948805 0.909745 0 3.593752 2.582176 0 662.4718 226.5992 0 0.038177 0.027711 0 0.012 0.08918 0.036526 0.026512 0 0.003 0.03822 0.006324 0.002163 0

29.4923 0 13.75312 1.305291 0 0.365888 171.6161 0 51.14069 0.002609 0 0.007266 0.004 0.01176 0.002471 0 0.006914 0.001 0.00504 0.002291 0 0.000846

3.095382 0 9.817831 0.444189 0 0.790893 576.9103 0 121.5027 0.002717 0 0.004195 0.008 0.03675 0.002501 0 0.003866 0.002 0.01575 0.005811 0 0.001395

0.35471 0 0 0.130438 0 0 518.357 0 0 0.015444 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.014776 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.004949 0 0

27.4262 0 22.38151 1.424253 0 1.954183 1309.349 0 91.03887 0.005159 0 0.00465 0.012 0.13034 0.004784 0 0.00435 0.003 0.05586 0.013525 0 0.001305

0.64718 0 0 6.754573 0 0 1072.567 0 0 0.20181 0 0 0.016 0.13034 0.19308 0 0 0.004 0.05586 0.010239 0 0

10.46763 12.46573 32.70932 2.07742 0.064676 3.879376 1301.613 529.7898 122.8123 0.002458 0 0.004041 0.012 0.13034 0.002266 0 0.003755 0.003 0.05586 0.013173 0.005517 0.0018

0.687937 0.907747 0 4.199845 6.919342 0 1219.941 697.4648 0 0.109348 0.027611 0 0.012 0.13034 0.104618 0.026417 0 0.003 0.05586 0.011639 0.006654 0

7.573834 4.866309 20.92485 1.592827 0.048842 2.683701 1301.822 375.458 84.3191 0.001498 0 0.002539 0.012 0.13034 0.001383 0 0.002376 0.003 0.05586 0.013125 0.003849 0.001211

0.712301 7.107771 0 6.362114 58.97624 0 1666.948 6677.697 0 0.049755 0.096214 0 0.012 0.13034 0.047603 0.092051 0 0.003 0.05586 0.015903 0.063708 0

17.26033 67.29587 113.3547 3.16424 0.680591 5.099219 674.5143 2508.201 127.1327 0.004934 0 0.004879 0.008 0.7448 0.004537 0 0.004486 0.002 0.3192 0.007029 0.026435 0.00319

0.516565 3.131238 0 8.798037 50.10823 0 1309.571 3748.232 0 0.079347 0.115285 0 0.012 0.7448 0.075914 0.110298 0 0.003 0.3192 0.012494 0.03576 0

49.76031 0 157.3319 2.771925 0 4.730913 1702.003 0 309.1915 0.007665 0 0.009172 0.012 0.13034 0.007052 0 0.008437 0.003 0.05586 0.018011 0 0.005792

12.07291 0 0 23.60308 0 0 2365.997 0 0 0.388783 0 0 0.012 0.84182 0.371965 0 0 0.003 0.36078 0.016875 0 0



On‐Road Mobile‐Source Emission Rates, Lake Tahoe Air Basin, 2024, Annual

Vehicle Model Year: Aggregated

Speed: Aggregated

Fleet: Heavy trucks are not included. Only passenger vehicles and typically sized trucks used for towing are included.

EMFAC Output

VehClass Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX

g/trip n/a # miles/day trips/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile

LDA GAS 10,431 438,332 48,553 0.0156 0 0.34457519 0.125353722 0.259364456 0.072426112 0.116519545 0.891864754 0 2.972125357 0.061560141

LDA DSL 135 5,647 627 0.0235 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.333790347 0 0 0.134892518

LDA ELEC 257 13,102 1,280 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001293678 0.006495598 0 0 0 0

LDT1 GAS 1,867 65,926 8,106 0.0357 0 0.68156273 0.313805005 1.351033897 0.183833957 0.316678307 1.624686495 0 3.299388144 0.147922301

LDT1 DSL 1 22 5 0.1367 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.953481763 0 0 1.270179396

LDT1 ELEC 11 584 55 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001305907 0.006546426 0 0 0 0

LDT2 GAS 7,278 265,641 32,106 0.0287 0 0.646456907 0.234471553 0.893002746 0.144804156 0.220785675 1.368347118 0 4.018960511 0.150477114

LDT2 DSL 50 2,200 235 0.0228 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.232316546 0 0 0.072576755

LDT2 ELEC 56 2,051 278 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001303641 0.006537008 0 0 0 0

LHDT1 GAS 726 23,530 10,812 0.1580 0.451287305 0.193882618 0.231232243 2.544335048 0.017983561 0.040703516 3.992313345 3.701060165 2.708896912 0.49957293

MCY GAS 1,042 7,114 2,084 2.9711 0 3.007241821 0.809154176 2.847207477 0.379167408 0.860571901 24.85579629 0 12.57864609 1.285251155

MDV GAS 4,663 156,349 20,303 0.0339 0 0.794245266 0.255283028 0.896058866 0.161435511 0.236280649 1.475135385 0 4.875202317 0.166613399

Source: wksht EMFAC Output 2017

Totals: 26,517 980,499 124,444

Composite Emission Factors (for all vehicle types)

ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile

0.0481 0.0124 0.5424 0.2052 0.8345 0.1250 0.2053 1.3925 0.1013 3.6528 0.1271

Source: calculations of weighted averages based on VMT/day, trips/day, or vehicle population

Composite Emission Factors by Activity

units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5 Crosscheck

Combined per‐VMT emissions g/mile 0.0481 1.3925 0.1271 322.5731 0.0107 0.0040 397.8218

Combined per‐trip emissions g/trip 1.5821 3.6528 0.3883 64.0858 0.1005 0.0398 397.8218

Combined per‐vehicle emissions g/vehicle/day 0.3426 0.1013 0.0011 3.3610 0.0032 0.0078 100% Crosscheck Okay

value units source

averge trip length 18.0 miles/trip traffic analysis

trips/vehicle‐day 2.0 tirps/veh‐day assumption

Composite Emisson Factors by VMT units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5

g/mile 0.1455 1.5983 0.1487 326.2268 0.0164 0.0064



NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0 0.228016031 252.6922944 0 54.56399604 0.003668513 0 0.072041038 0.001845327 0 0.002076135 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.00169671 0

0 0 209.3668211 0 0 0.001089612 0 0 0.010871614 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.010401312 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0 0.394780315 313.288113 0 68.84937671 0.007675205 0 0.122931959 0.002440102 0 0.003017218 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.002243636 0

0 0 494.232013 0 0 0.00635069 0 0 0.129737033 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.124124666 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0 0.475863133 348.5539014 0 77.36091369 0.006400383 0 0.122030897 0.001845379 0 0.002142557 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001696763 0

0 0 297.0032015 0 0 0.001057875 0 0 0.006326978 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.006053275 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0.039567905 0.609696091 1026.553271 122.8054105 20.48343399 0.029351843 0.116396185 0.035852091 0.003531683 0 0.000672399 0.008000002 0.076440022 0.003247252 0

0 0.309852276 223.3462645 0 73.1316972 0.412192352 0 0.37334221 0.002235371 0 0.003497668 0.004000001 0.011760003 0.002098121 0

0 0.568033582 413.7213873 0 94.08052983 0.007375669 0 0.14401926 0.001904685 0 0.002421048 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001751364 0

NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.0011 0.3883 322.5731 3.3610 64.0858 0.0088 0.0032 0.1005 0.0020 0.0000 0.0021 0.0078 0.0398 0.0018 0.0000



EMFAC2017 (v1.0.2) Emission Rates

Region Type: Air Basin

Region: LAKE TAHOE

Calendar Year: 2024

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEROG_IDLEXROG_STREXROG_HOTSROG_RUNLROG_REST ROG_DIUR TOG_RUNE

LAKE TAHO 2024 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 0.040454 10.01573 0.809399 0.233727 0 0.00389 0.010932 0.041721 0.001473 0.002964 0.341055

LAKE TAHO 2024 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 268.0788 26115.48 2087.125 0.032214 4.991345 0 0 0 0 0 0.036673

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDA AggregatedAggregatedGAS 10431.46 438332.3 48552.92 0.015565 0 0.344575 0.125354 0.259364 0.072426 0.11652 0.022713

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDA AggregatedAggregatedDSL 135.1466 5647.143 626.6344 0.023459 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.026706

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDA AggregatedAggregatedELEC 256.8723 13102.05 1279.977 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001294 0.006496 0

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1866.714 65926.34 8106.064 0.035657 0 0.681563 0.313805 1.351034 0.183834 0.316678 0.05202

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 1.491283 22.18601 4.844718 0.136727 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.155654

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 10.81417 584.1509 54.87818 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001306 0.006546 0

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 7277.637 265641.2 32106.11 0.028743 0 0.646457 0.234472 0.893003 0.144804 0.220786 0.04194

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 49.75486 2200.276 235.3415 0.022775 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.025928

LAKE TAHO 2024 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 55.66298 2050.58 278.1051 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001304 0.006537 0

LAKE TAHO 2024 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 725.7214 23529.98 10812.17 0.158018 0.451287 0.193883 0.231232 2.544335 0.017984 0.040704 0.230579

LAKE TAHO 2024 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 671.3784 23420.1 8445.096 0.208829 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.237737

LAKE TAHO 2024 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 76.72246 2695.282 1143.05 0.080169 0.452396 0.161839 0.159804 1.444627 0.013171 0.028533 0.116982

LAKE TAHO 2024 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 216.2578 8086.365 2720.251 0.171985 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.195794

LAKE TAHO 2024 MCY AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1042.069 7114.338 2084.138 2.971148 0 3.007242 0.809154 2.847207 0.379167 0.860572 3.597787

LAKE TAHO 2024 MDV AggregatedAggregatedGAS 4663.335 156348.6 20303.08 0.03385 0 0.794245 0.255283 0.896059 0.161436 0.236281 0.049346

LAKE TAHO 2024 MDV AggregatedAggregatedDSL 129.7124 5352.228 601.8801 0.019324 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.021999

LAKE TAHO 2024 MDV AggregatedAggregatedELEC 29.76296 1147.452 150.9495 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001298 0.006513 0

LAKE TAHO 2024 MH AggregatedAggregatedGAS 122.7348 1040.225 12.27839 0.13496 0 0.175969 0.11593 3.698113 0.024167 0.067256 0.196933

LAKE TAHO 2024 MH AggregatedAggregatedDSL 55.18996 484.5108 5.518996 0.147221 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.167602

LAKE TAHO 2024 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 46.68622 2322.476 934.0978 0.138381 1.001733 0.302305 0.14237 0.915689 0.011473 0.023731 0.201925

LAKE TAHO 2024 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 355.8836 18023.25 2539.976 0.017042 0.118905 0 0 0 0 0 0.019401

LAKE TAHO 2024 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 16.09087 765.8566 321.9462 0.131507 0.740254 0.21159 0.047818 0.692601 0.013347 0.030218 0.191895

LAKE TAHO 2024 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 24.68683 1930.585 261.3923 0.016389 1.44195 0 0 0 0 0 0.018657

LAKE TAHO 2024 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1.853008 97.1266 7.412034 0.029783 10.62762 0.398371 0.034541 0.254605 0.003245 0.007704 0.043459

LAKE TAHO 2024 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 29.72872 930.3538 343.0653 0.123695 0.26848 0 0 0 0 0 0.140817



TOG_IDLEXTOG_STREXTOG_HOTSTOG_RUNLTOG_RESTLTOG_DIUR CO_RUNEXCO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNENOx_IDLEXNOx_STREXCO2_RUNECO2_IDLEXCO2_STREXPM10_RUNPM10_IDLE

0 0.004259 0.010932 0.041721 0.001473 0.002964 23.3422 0 8.690747 2.71396 0 0.015965 1804.358 0 46.89571 0.055132 0

5.682266 0 0 0 0 0 0.27965 71.82537 0 3.162515 64.23204 2.779136 1404.727 11951.7 0 0.001496 0.231835

0 0.377266 0.125354 0.259364 0.072426 0.11652 0.891865 0 2.972125 0.06156 0 0.228016 252.6923 0 54.564 0.003669 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.33379 0 0 0.134893 0 0 209.3668 0 0 0.00109 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001294 0.006496 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.746224 0.313805 1.351034 0.183834 0.316678 1.624686 0 3.299388 0.147922 0 0.39478 313.2881 0 68.84938 0.007675 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.953482 0 0 1.270179 0 0 494.232 0 0 0.006351 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001306 0.006546 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.707789 0.234472 0.893003 0.144804 0.220786 1.368347 0 4.018961 0.150477 0 0.475863 348.5539 0 77.36091 0.0064 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.232317 0 0 0.072577 0 0 297.0032 0 0 0.001058 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001304 0.006537 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.658517 0.212277 0.231232 2.544335 0.017984 0.040704 3.992313 3.70106 2.708897 0.499573 0.039568 0.609696 1026.553 122.8054 20.48343 0.029352 0.116396

0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 1.014171 0.909745 0 3.336142 2.394777 0 572.0751 139.1762 0 0.0097 0.005098

0.660135 0.177193 0.159804 1.444627 0.013171 0.028533 2.032771 3.743364 2.221827 0.320745 0.039519 0.565166 1167.42 141.1757 22.44072 0.01553 0.122786

0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 0.842097 0.909745 0 1.990528 2.347452 0 636.9188 221.4873 0 0.007988 0.005098

0 3.269378 0.809154 2.847207 0.379167 0.860572 24.8558 0 12.57865 1.285251 0 0.309852 223.3463 0 73.1317 0.412192 0

0 0.869593 0.255283 0.896059 0.161436 0.236281 1.475135 0 4.875202 0.166613 0 0.568034 413.7214 0 94.08053 0.007376 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.348173 0 0 0.085607 0 0 387.1095 0 0 0.000898 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001298 0.006513 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.192664 0.11593 3.698113 0.024167 0.067256 4.68305 0 4.353742 0.762342 0 0.375386 1814.419 0 28.58445 0.028313 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.549711 0 0 5.527215 0 0 1050.738 0 0 0.006838 0

1.461727 0.330986 0.14237 0.915689 0.011473 0.023731 3.346678 14.98832 7.60754 0.999446 0.087738 0.479162 1741.864 540.7316 44.1093 0.027428 0.243768

0.135364 0 0 0 0 0 0.139807 3.9627 0 1.872495 9.45288 2.209016 1032.021 1323.004 0 0.000792 0.005523

1.080176 0.231664 0.047818 0.692601 0.013347 0.030218 3.205338 5.738245 5.156798 0.899138 0.064654 0.396693 1802.839 383.0512 29.8751 0.026133 0.187295

1.641551 0 0 0 0 0 0.168299 22.186 0 2.163788 18.50987 2.194814 1346.19 4081.767 0 0.000761 0.066975

15.5078 0.436166 0.034541 0.254605 0.003245 0.007704 0.590076 82.15648 13.61495 0.26746 0.925579 0.56169 810.2519 2428.835 54.63633 0.006325 2.496617

0.305645 0 0 0 0 0 0.310825 5.442933 0 9.486165 48.75474 0.698346 1140.157 3628.519 0 0.005745 0.01247



PM10_STR PM10_PMTPM10_PMBPM2_5_RUPM2_5_IDLPM2_5_ST PM2_5_PMPM2_5_PMSOx_RUNE SOx_IDLEX SOx_STREX

0.000749 0.001146 0 0.000431 0.02 0.06174 0.001054 0 0.000397 0.005 0.02646 0.017856 0 0.000464 0.122645 0 0.000765

0 0.027655 0.046015 0 0.035836 0.061458 0.026459 0.044025 0 0.008959 0.026339 0.013271 0.112914 0 0.220803 1.878641 0

0.072041 0.001845 0 0.002076 0.008 0.03675 0.001697 0 0.001909 0.002 0.01575 0.002501 0 0.00054 0.005916 0 0.028601

0 0.010872 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.010401 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.001979 0 0 0.03291 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.122932 0.00244 0 0.003017 0.008 0.03675 0.002244 0 0.002774 0.002 0.01575 0.0031 0 0.000681 0.010441 0 0.036124

0 0.129737 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.124125 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.004672 0 0 0.077686 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.122031 0.001845 0 0.002143 0.008 0.03675 0.001697 0 0.00197 0.002 0.01575 0.003449 0 0.000766 0.010323 0 0.042259

0 0.006327 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.006053 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.002808 0 0 0.046685 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.035852 0.003532 0 0.000672 0.008 0.07644 0.003247 0 0.000618 0.002 0.03276 0.010159 0.001215 0.000203 0.026815 0.00281 0.042454

0 0.037472 0.027347 0 0.012 0.07644 0.035851 0.026164 0 0.003 0.03276 0.005408 0.001316 0 0.089922 0.021877 0

0.03115 0.002432 0 0.000453 0.008 0.08918 0.002236 0 0.000417 0.002 0.03822 0.011553 0.001397 0.000222 0.019487 0.003024 0.042168

0 0.029793 0.027595 0 0.012 0.08918 0.028504 0.026401 0 0.003 0.03822 0.006021 0.002094 0 0.100115 0.034815 0

0.373342 0.002235 0 0.003498 0.004 0.01176 0.002098 0 0.003309 0.001 0.00504 0.00221 0 0.000724 0.071445 0 0.016898

0.144019 0.001905 0 0.002421 0.008 0.03675 0.001751 0 0.002226 0.002 0.01575 0.004094 0 0.000931 0.01151 0 0.046037

0 0.007158 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.006849 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.00366 0 0 0.060848 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.038892 0.002299 0 0.000462 0.012 0.13034 0.002114 0 0.000425 0.003 0.05586 0.017955 0 0.000283 0.040878 0 0.034327

0 0.154168 0 0 0.016 0.13034 0.147499 0 0 0.004 0.05586 0.009933 0 0 0.165161 0 0

0.051893 0.001648 0 0.000577 0.012 0.13034 0.001515 0 0.000531 0.003 0.05586 0.017237 0.005351 0.000436 0.042805 0.006196 0.029751

0 0.009305 0.008583 0 0.012 0.13034 0.008903 0.008211 0 0.003 0.05586 0.00975 0.012499 0 0.162219 0.207958 0

0.038492 0.001109 0 0.000305 0.012 0.13034 0.00102 0 0.000281 0.003 0.05586 0.017841 0.003791 0.000296 0.040252 0.00476 0.027062

0 0.018382 0.006462 0 0.012 0.13034 0.017587 0.006182 0 0.003 0.05586 0.012718 0.038563 0 0.211602 0.641597 0

0.072032 0.001497 0 0.000659 0.008 0.7448 0.001377 0 0.000605 0.002 0.3192 0.008018 0.024035 0.000541 0.017851 0.093411 0.05565

0 0.050652 0.066441 0 0.012 0.7448 0.04846 0.063567 0 0.003 0.3192 0.010772 0.03428 0 0.179217 0.570353 0



On‐Road Mobile‐Source Emission Rates, Lake Tahoe Air Basin, 2029, Annual

Vehicle Model Year: Aggregated

Speed: Aggregated

Fleet: Heavy trucks are not included. Only passenger vehicles and typically sized trucks used for towing are included.

EMFAC Output

VehClass Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX

g/trip n/a # miles/day trips/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile

LDA GAS 12,732 534,944 59,446 0.0079 0 0.213970609 0.085270341 0.205387287 0.04840159 0.075700446 0.627775946 0 2.464276299 0.037166513

LDA DSL 160 6,730 749 0.0135 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.274705629 0 0 0.055269415

LDA ELEC 528 26,292 2,583 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001281631 0.006445523 0 0 0 0

LDT1 GAS 1,769 64,108 7,745 0.0166 0 0.423293362 0.220386758 0.887582618 0.132150732 0.216299431 0.944422373 0 2.789529327 0.075491558

LDT1 DSL 0 11 2 0.0546 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.545882671 0 0 0.738514652

LDT1 ELEC 26 1,371 131 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001305998 0.006546804 0 0 0 0

LDT2 GAS 6,712 238,722 29,298 0.0174 0 0.481178334 0.212164481 0.802072605 0.13978956 0.205185972 0.981096703 0 3.559114713 0.092058084

LDT2 DSL 54 2,244 248 0.0219 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.236457075 0 0 0.05136784

LDT2 ELEC 115 3,998 563 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001296964 0.006509256 0 0 0 0

LHDT1 GAS 598 19,324 8,906 0.1048 0.419656864 0.168622213 0.251306444 3.297242998 0.017744026 0.039228524 2.667250887 3.70895874 2.602097024 0.386397122

MCY GAS 981 6,516 1,962 2.8089 0 2.859820119 0.741303859 2.018487462 0.361656806 0.850230806 22.83338861 0 12.88385704 1.273855635

MDV GAS 4,153 140,191 17,963 0.0198 0 0.575953661 0.236054874 0.851718698 0.160613955 0.230597699 1.014512 0 4.013235343 0.10189079

Source: wksht EMFAC Output 2017

Totals: 27,828 1,044,452 129,596

Composite Emission Factors (for all vehicle types)

ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile

0.0313 0.0090 0.3669 0.1616 0.7038 0.1014 0.1633 0.9340 0.0797 3.0318 0.0740

Source: calculations of weighted averages based on VMT/day, trips/day, or vehicle population

Composite Emission Factors by Activity

units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5 Crosscheck

Combined per‐VMT emissions g/mile 0.0313 0.9340 0.0740 268.3924 0.0071 0.0030 331.6107

Combined per‐trip emissions g/trip 1.2323 3.0318 0.2766 54.5973 0.0703 0.0391 331.6107

Combined per‐vehicle emissions g/vehicle/day 0.2737 0.0797 0.0008 2.5572 0.0024 0.0079 100% Crosscheck Okay

value units source

averge trip length 18.0 miles/trip traffic analysis

trips/vehicle‐day 2.0 tirps/veh‐day assumption

Composite Emisson Factors by VMT units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5

g/mile 0.1074 1.1047 0.0893 271.4966 0.0111 0.0054



NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0 0.170430074 222.9539122 0 47.45829664 0.002012833 0 0.048283248 0.001385815 0 0.001592476 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001274206 0

0 0 183.9861291 0 0 0.000628949 0 0 0.004535953 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.00433973 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0 0.279812729 275.7810596 0 60.6325528 0.003769789 0 0.080790045 0.001665726 0 0.002104135 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001531574 0

0 0 436.2282818 0 0 0.00253563 0 0 0.029065952 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.027808571 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0 0.360754894 300.0175159 0 67.9815594 0.004008197 0 0.093084366 0.001505003 0 0.001816657 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001383794 0

0 0 264.1220253 0 0 0.001017493 0 0 0.005535585 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.005296118 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0.036786406 0.562532174 972.3273625 119.0443776 19.94013474 0.020159009 0.110637318 0.030953032 0.003284534 0 0.00062502 0.008000002 0.076440022 0.003020007 0

0 0.307392988 222.0811588 0 71.61454249 0.397497863 0 0.35705138 0.00227367 0 0.002860669 0.004000001 0.011760003 0.002126204 0

0 0.409821354 354.393531 0 82.11359844 0.004453234 0 0.106669891 0.001515058 0 0.002032201 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.00139304 0

NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.0008 0.2766 268.3924 2.5572 54.5973 0.0056 0.0024 0.0703 0.0015 0.0000 0.0017 0.0079 0.0391 0.0014 0.0000



EMFAC2017 (v1.0.2) Emission Rates

Region Type: Air Basin

Region: LAKE TAHOE

Calendar Year: 2029

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEROG_IDLEXROG_STREXROG_HOTSROG_RUNLROG_REST ROG_DIUR TOG_RUNE

LAKE TAHO 2029 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 0.097771 18.94719 1.956208 0.280131 0 0.001722 0.027717 0.136258 0.003324 0.005905 0.408766

LAKE TAHO 2029 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 273.9887 27276.61 2182.029 0.027402 5.154354 0 0 0 0 0 0.031195

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDA AggregatedAggregatedGAS 12731.79 534944.2 59446.09 0.007893 0 0.213971 0.08527 0.205387 0.048402 0.0757 0.011517

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDA AggregatedAggregatedDSL 160.3128 6729.858 748.9955 0.013541 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.015415

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDA AggregatedAggregatedELEC 527.8376 26292.39 2583.442 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001282 0.006446 0

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1769.084 64107.75 7744.825 0.016609 0 0.423293 0.220387 0.887583 0.132151 0.216299 0.024235

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 0.391803 10.92669 1.596512 0.054591 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.062148

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 26.39966 1371.357 130.9117 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001306 0.006547 0

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 6712.103 238722.1 29298.29 0.017441 0 0.481178 0.212164 0.802073 0.13979 0.205186 0.02545

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 53.50207 2244.159 248.2733 0.021906 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.024939

LAKE TAHO 2029 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 114.825 3998.145 563.3323 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001297 0.006509 0

LAKE TAHO 2029 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 597.767 19323.58 8905.838 0.104838 0.419657 0.168622 0.251306 3.297243 0.017744 0.039229 0.15298

LAKE TAHO 2029 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 532.672 18192.74 6700.344 0.184822 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.210408

LAKE TAHO 2029 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 62.16638 2227.629 926.1865 0.030302 0.416263 0.122848 0.136365 1.13563 0.011219 0.021955 0.044217

LAKE TAHO 2029 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 190.1895 6792.657 2392.345 0.161114 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.183418

LAKE TAHO 2029 MCY AggregatedAggregatedGAS 980.9613 6516.482 1961.923 2.80891 0 2.85982 0.741304 2.018487 0.361657 0.850231 3.451474

LAKE TAHO 2029 MDV AggregatedAggregatedGAS 4153.117 140191.1 17962.53 0.019777 0 0.575954 0.236055 0.851719 0.160614 0.230598 0.028859

LAKE TAHO 2029 MDV AggregatedAggregatedDSL 130.9912 5069.148 597.8838 0.014736 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.016776

LAKE TAHO 2029 MDV AggregatedAggregatedELEC 73.4994 2635.867 364.2156 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001295 0.006503 0

LAKE TAHO 2029 MH AggregatedAggregatedGAS 82.96017 761.3324 8.299335 0.055338 0 0.157565 0.091952 2.426157 0.01933 0.049759 0.080748

LAKE TAHO 2029 MH AggregatedAggregatedDSL 48.90063 414.8926 4.890063 0.138479 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.157649

LAKE TAHO 2029 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 48.1287 2647.48 962.9591 0.05288 1.016436 0.244063 0.115321 0.6631 0.009244 0.017545 0.077163

LAKE TAHO 2029 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 428.0005 20389.42 3166.728 0.013652 0.111101 0 0 0 0 0 0.015541

LAKE TAHO 2029 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 13.16104 585.6078 263.326 0.074784 0.743558 0.206041 0.051706 0.78802 0.013124 0.028453 0.109125

LAKE TAHO 2029 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 25.96095 1887.189 286.3394 0.017026 1.722781 0 0 0 0 0 0.019382

LAKE TAHO 2029 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 2.848076 148.7278 11.3923 0.017433 10.64138 0.378481 0.039121 0.283778 0.003991 0.008539 0.025438

LAKE TAHO 2029 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 24.99143 788.1445 288.3976 0.088894 0.253263 0 0 0 0 0 0.101199



TOG_IDLEXTOG_STREXTOG_HOTSTOG_RUNLTOG_RESTLTOG_DIUR CO_RUNEXCO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNENOx_IDLEXNOx_STREXCO2_RUNECO2_IDLEXCO2_STREXPM10_RUNPM10_IDLE

0 0.001886 0.027717 0.136258 0.003324 0.005905 27.21602 0 6.082198 3.068168 0 0.007642 1718.154 0 41.4849 0.064417 0

5.86784 0 0 0 0 0 0.262576 75.21002 0 2.762931 64.39307 2.887015 1234.338 11281.01 0 0.001273 0.239406

0 0.234271 0.08527 0.205387 0.048402 0.0757 0.627776 0 2.464276 0.037167 0 0.17043 222.9539 0 47.4583 0.002013 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.274706 0 0 0.055269 0 0 183.9861 0 0 0.000629 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001282 0.006446 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.463453 0.220387 0.887583 0.132151 0.216299 0.944422 0 2.789529 0.075492 0 0.279813 275.7811 0 60.63255 0.00377 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.545883 0 0 0.738515 0 0 436.2283 0 0 0.002536 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001306 0.006547 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.52683 0.212164 0.802073 0.13979 0.205186 0.981097 0 3.559115 0.092058 0 0.360755 300.0175 0 67.98156 0.004008 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.236457 0 0 0.051368 0 0 264.122 0 0 0.001017 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001297 0.006509 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.612362 0.18462 0.251306 3.297243 0.017744 0.039229 2.667251 3.708959 2.602097 0.386397 0.036786 0.562532 972.3274 119.0444 19.94013 0.020159 0.110637

0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 0.912467 0.909745 0 2.357919 2.155532 0 540.3114 134.1414 0 0.008585 0.005098

0.60741 0.134503 0.136365 1.13563 0.011219 0.021955 0.695425 3.765123 1.880613 0.191452 0.036298 0.524089 1098.194 135.7305 21.34441 0.006641 0.116847

0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 0.809189 0.909745 0 1.444712 2.102709 0 602.9109 213.2663 0 0.007483 0.005098

0 3.110754 0.741304 2.018487 0.361657 0.850231 22.83339 0 12.88386 1.273856 0 0.307393 222.0812 0 71.61454 0.397498 0

0 0.630597 0.236055 0.851719 0.160614 0.230598 1.014512 0 4.013235 0.101891 0 0.409821 354.3935 0 82.1136 0.004453 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.317676 0 0 0.049312 0 0 342.011 0 0 0.000684 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001295 0.006503 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.172514 0.091952 2.426157 0.01933 0.049759 1.410047 0 3.656083 0.475566 0 0.418224 1692.98 0 26.58804 0.01327 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.506779 0 0 4.977813 0 0 1010.535 0 0 0.006432 0

1.483182 0.267218 0.115321 0.6631 0.009244 0.017545 1.211927 15.15933 5.831491 0.42298 0.08873 0.424837 1602.774 511.2252 39.29207 0.010985 0.262567

0.12648 0 0 0 0 0 0.132501 4.278294 0 1.745975 7.839978 2.269011 938.8337 1235.796 0 0.000634 0.00516

1.084999 0.225589 0.051706 0.78802 0.013124 0.028453 1.663626 5.757964 4.835026 0.609385 0.064869 0.40119 1668.537 369.4263 28.57249 0.015436 0.189871

1.961255 0 0 0 0 0 0.172991 26.2387 0 2.17847 21.66668 2.200978 1271.88 4480.599 0 0.000791 0.080019

15.52788 0.414389 0.039121 0.283778 0.003991 0.008539 0.335495 82.24007 12.59714 0.177456 0.926521 0.543882 763.5456 2300.193 51.14231 0.003871 2.506899

0.288321 0 0 0 0 0 0.251118 7.336954 0 6.566821 38.78972 1.178433 1056.322 3440.527 0 0.004129 0.011763



PM10_STR PM10_PMTPM10_PMBPM2_5_RUPM2_5_IDLPM2_5_ST PM2_5_PMPM2_5_PMSOx_RUNE SOx_IDLEX SOx_STREX

0.000332 0.001153 0 0.000434 0.02 0.06174 0.00106 0 0.000399 0.005 0.02646 0.017003 0 0.000411 0.133435 0 0.000365

0 0.024876 0.032856 0 0.035797 0.061392 0.0238 0.031435 0 0.008949 0.026311 0.011661 0.106577 0 0.194021 1.773217 0

0.048283 0.001386 0 0.001592 0.008 0.03675 0.001274 0 0.001464 0.002 0.01575 0.002206 0 0.00047 0.0044 0 0.024161

0 0.004536 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.00434 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.001739 0 0 0.02892 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.08079 0.001666 0 0.002104 0.008 0.03675 0.001532 0 0.001935 0.002 0.01575 0.002729 0 0.0006 0.006509 0 0.030103

0 0.029066 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.027809 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.004124 0 0 0.068569 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.093084 0.001505 0 0.001817 0.008 0.03675 0.001384 0 0.00167 0.002 0.01575 0.002969 0 0.000673 0.007122 0 0.035044

0 0.005536 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.005296 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.002497 0 0 0.041516 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.030953 0.003285 0 0.000625 0.008 0.07644 0.00302 0 0.000575 0.002 0.03276 0.009622 0.001178 0.000197 0.020748 0.002744 0.040298

0 0.029942 0.026946 0 0.012 0.07644 0.028647 0.025781 0 0.003 0.03276 0.005108 0.001268 0 0.084929 0.021085 0

0.024631 0.002075 0 0.000349 0.008 0.08918 0.001908 0 0.000321 0.002 0.03822 0.010868 0.001343 0.000211 0.012818 0.002963 0.040985

0 0.027598 0.027849 0 0.012 0.08918 0.026404 0.026644 0 0.003 0.03822 0.0057 0.002016 0 0.094769 0.033522 0

0.357051 0.002274 0 0.002861 0.004 0.01176 0.002126 0 0.002694 0.001 0.00504 0.002198 0 0.000709 0.07097 0 0.016797

0.10667 0.001515 0 0.002032 0.008 0.03675 0.001393 0 0.001869 0.002 0.01575 0.003507 0 0.000813 0.00776 0 0.036842

0 0.004474 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.00428 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.003233 0 0 0.053759 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.037275 0.001679 0 0.000352 0.012 0.13034 0.001544 0 0.000323 0.003 0.05586 0.016753 0 0.000263 0.028651 0 0.041238

0 0.13313 0 0 0.016 0.13034 0.127371 0 0 0.004 0.05586 0.009553 0 0 0.158842 0 0

0.044494 0.001442 0 0.000469 0.012 0.13034 0.001326 0 0.000431 0.003 0.05586 0.015861 0.005059 0.000389 0.021376 0.007307 0.031471

0 0.008171 0.004039 0 0.012 0.13034 0.007817 0.003864 0 0.003 0.05586 0.00887 0.011675 0 0.147572 0.19425 0

0.037366 0.001202 0 0.000265 0.012 0.13034 0.001106 0 0.000244 0.003 0.05586 0.016512 0.003656 0.000283 0.028706 0.004947 0.027867

0 0.019361 0.007621 0 0.012 0.13034 0.018524 0.007292 0 0.003 0.05586 0.012016 0.04233 0 0.199922 0.704288 0

0.069026 0.001499 0 0.000683 0.008 0.7448 0.001379 0 0.000628 0.002 0.3192 0.007556 0.022762 0.000506 0.014349 0.096073 0.054654

0 0.037225 0.040514 0 0.012 0.7448 0.035615 0.038761 0 0.003 0.3192 0.00998 0.032504 0 0.166039 0.540803 0



On‐Road Mobile‐Source Emission Rates, Lake Tahoe Air Basin, 2034, Annual

Vehicle Model Year: Aggregated

Speed: Aggregated

Fleet: Heavy trucks are not included. Only passenger vehicles and typically sized trucks used for towing are included.

EMFAC Output

VehClass Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX

g/trip n/a # miles/day trips/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile

LDA GAS 14,906 607,468 69,291 0.0046 0 0.146576007 0.062110885 0.180912283 0.034048442 0.050384379 0.520930531

LDA DSL 185 7,565 862 0.0093 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.244921524

LDA ELEC 788 36,426 3,780 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001273804 0.006412991 0

LDT1 GAS 1,728 63,913 7,659 0.0074 0 0.244988209 0.137605134 0.50734952 0.085286293 0.12809871 0.619843401

LDT1 DSL 0 10 1 0.0388 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.393865384

LDT1 ELEC 41 1,970 200 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001305605 0.006545172 0

LDT2 GAS 6,366 225,088 27,798 0.0101 0 0.340040976 0.167010949 0.605756069 0.118582641 0.167344139 0.740227414

LDT2 DSL 56 2,228 255 0.0216 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.234761396

LDT2 ELEC 170 5,502 818 0.0000 0 0 0.004888026 0 0.001293562 0.006495115 0

LHDT1 GAS 507 16,880 7,557 0.0380 0.383383124 0.129199735 0.199031614 1.857146076 0.014639531 0.030742859 0.735864202

MCY GAS 945 6,230 1,890 2.6995 0 2.758025451 0.696358983 1.586413665 0.344580854 0.83500486 21.45040787

MDV GAS 3,912 134,098 16,961 0.0120 0 0.411875819 0.190958414 0.65263756 0.141007196 0.200378961 0.772994936

Source: wksht EMFAC Output 2017

Totals: 29,605 1,107,378 137,072

Composite Emission Factors (for all vehicle types)

ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile

0.0223 0.0066 0.2529 0.1173 0.4477 0.0775 0.1227 0.6996

Source: calculations of weighted averages based on VMT/day, trips/day, or vehicle population

Composite Emission Factors by Activity

units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5 Crosscheck

Combined per‐VMT emissions g/mile 0.0223 0.6996 0.0481 235.8146 0.0050 0.0022 290.6611

Combined per‐trip emissions g/trip 0.8179 2.6375 0.2133 48.0784 0.0507 0.0386 290.6611

Combined per‐vehicle emissions g/vehicle/day 0.2068 0.0640 0.0006 1.9518 0.0018 0.0079 100%

value units source

averge trip length 18.0 miles/trip traffic analysis

trips/vehicle‐day 2.0 tirps/veh‐day assumption

Composite Emisson Factors by VMT units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5

g/mile 0.0735 0.8480 0.0599 238.5398 0.0079 0.0045



CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0 2.202949045 0.028025024 0 0.149995989 206.9433095 0 43.45809552 0.001295752 0 0.035628658 0.000996054 0

0 0 0.028838578 0 0 169.9737305 0 0 0.00042993 0 0 0.002174811 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 2.455844529 0.038414823 0 0.201412001 249.3253258 0 54.20709857 0.001859848 0 0.051534679 0.001121839 0

0 0 0.408402675 0 0 373.90328 0 0 0.0018036 0 0 0.017717165 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 3.191229684 0.055651381 0 0.272437026 262.339614 0 59.87330092 0.002468919 0 0.068640234 0.001110785 0

0 0 0.043138896 0 0 237.9734225 0 0 0.001004966 0 0 0.005294214 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

3.738062126 2.24474133 0.257610826 0.033520402 0.508343878 913.3181064 113.9252412 18.76064418 0.008413011 0.104857056 0.02492248 0.002652091 0

0 13.12866797 1.266165374 0 0.305206937 221.1524898 0 70.24301465 0.387590447 0 0.34532864 0.002369538 0

0 3.513019008 0.064766257 0 0.313230247 311.8990636 0 72.21856115 0.002804412 0 0.078804903 0.001104079 0

CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.0640 2.6375 0.0481 0.0006 0.2133 235.8146 1.9518 48.0784 0.0040 0.0018 0.0507 0.0011 0.0000

Crosscheck Okay



PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.001162757 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.000915835 0

0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.00208073 0

0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0.001421106 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.00103149 0

0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.016950728 0

0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0.001392037 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001021326 0

0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.005065189 0

0 0.008000002 0.036750011 0 0

0.000450924 0.008000002 0.076440022 0.0024385 0

0.002559138 0.004000001 0.011760003 0.002211521 0

0.001547823 0.008000002 0.036750011 0.001015159 0

PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.0012 0.0079 0.0386 0.0010 0.0000



EMFAC2017 (v1.0.2) Emission Rates

Region Type: Air Basin

Region: LAKE TAHOE

Calendar Year: 2034

Season: Annual

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEROG_IDLEXROG_STREXROG_HOTSROG_RUNLROG_REST ROG_DIUR TOG_RUNE

LAKE TAHO 2034 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 0.162648 25.8595 3.254268 0.307314 0 0.001063 0.043011 0.224704 0.005012 0.008565 0.448432

LAKE TAHO 2034 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 286.9194 28877.27 2280.461 0.025226 5.161037 0 0 0 0 0 0.028718

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDA AggregatedAggregatedGAS 14906.41 607468.1 69291.21 0.004635 0 0.146576 0.062111 0.180912 0.034048 0.050384 0.006763

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDA AggregatedAggregatedDSL 184.9969 7565.045 862.003 0.009256 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.010537

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDA AggregatedAggregatedELEC 787.8022 36426.12 3779.85 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001274 0.006413 0

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 1728.095 63913.21 7659.059 0.007369 0 0.244988 0.137605 0.50735 0.085286 0.128099 0.010754

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 0.340865 9.799145 1.389948 0.03883 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.044206

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 41.2462 1969.821 199.7764 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001306 0.006545 0

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 6366.306 225087.7 27797.57 0.010139 0 0.340041 0.167011 0.605756 0.118583 0.167344 0.014795

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 55.63879 2228.369 255.0906 0.021636 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.024632

LAKE TAHO 2034 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 170.1955 5501.533 818.4018 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001294 0.006495 0

LAKE TAHO 2034 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 507.2163 16880.5 7556.767 0.037953 0.383383 0.1292 0.199032 1.857146 0.01464 0.030743 0.055381

LAKE TAHO 2034 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 432.709 14968.22 5442.934 0.160355 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.182554

LAKE TAHO 2034 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 52.30712 1943.051 779.2981 0.011693 0.36964 0.087335 0.099687 0.605605 0.009403 0.01696 0.017062

LAKE TAHO 2034 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 168.9208 5905.713 2124.811 0.150727 0.10976 0 0 0 0 0 0.171593

LAKE TAHO 2034 MCY AggregatedAggregatedGAS 945.0635 6229.827 1890.127 2.699493 0 2.758025 0.696359 1.586414 0.344581 0.835005 3.350355

LAKE TAHO 2034 MDV AggregatedAggregatedGAS 3912.032 134097.6 16960.97 0.011955 0 0.411876 0.190958 0.652638 0.141007 0.200379 0.017444

LAKE TAHO 2034 MDV AggregatedAggregatedDSL 130.0881 4876.162 587.5277 0.011175 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.012723

LAKE TAHO 2034 MDV AggregatedAggregatedELEC 115.091 3791.87 557.0916 0 0 0 0.004888 0 0.001294 0.006496 0

LAKE TAHO 2034 MH AggregatedAggregatedGAS 61.24042 621.7248 6.126491 0.02413 0 0.135611 0.060942 1.0925 0.014126 0.032966 0.035211

LAKE TAHO 2034 MH AggregatedAggregatedDSL 42.89533 361.3233 4.289533 0.126838 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.144397

LAKE TAHO 2034 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 51.93123 3003.123 1039.04 0.023516 1.024678 0.201828 0.087607 0.465628 0.00773 0.013623 0.034315

LAKE TAHO 2034 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 485.3462 22528.83 3654.041 0.011897 0.109281 0 0 0 0 0 0.013544

LAKE TAHO 2034 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 11.9657 515.812 239.4097 0.053937 0.744293 0.199462 0.056016 0.835346 0.014147 0.030195 0.078705

LAKE TAHO 2034 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 22.87537 1785.273 264.5171 0.017484 2.062469 0 0 0 0 0 0.019904

LAKE TAHO 2034 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 3.887118 199.9927 15.54847 0.012086 10.64152 0.383027 0.050828 0.367029 0.00525 0.010913 0.017636

LAKE TAHO 2034 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 21.5473 688.3601 248.6528 0.029494 0.257571 0 0 0 0 0 0.033576



TOG_IDLEXTOG_STREXTOG_HOTSTOG_RUNLTOG_RESTLTOG_DIUR CO_RUNEXCO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNENOx_IDLEXNOx_STREXCO2_RUNECO2_IDLEXCO2_STREXPM10_RUNPM10_IDLE

0 0.001164 0.043011 0.224704 0.005012 0.008565 29.29388 0 5.38251 3.376396 0 0.005075 1633.536 0 38.9215 0.069765 0

5.875447 0 0 0 0 0 0.256983 75.75676 0 2.585484 63.17005 2.96997 1131.224 10418.05 0 0.001172 0.239717

0 0.160482 0.062111 0.180912 0.034048 0.050384 0.520931 0 2.202949 0.028025 0 0.149996 206.9433 0 43.4581 0.001296 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.244922 0 0 0.028839 0 0 169.9737 0 0 0.00043 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001274 0.006413 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.268231 0.137605 0.50735 0.085286 0.128099 0.619843 0 2.455845 0.038415 0 0.201412 249.3253 0 54.2071 0.00186 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.393865 0 0 0.408403 0 0 373.9033 0 0 0.001804 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001306 0.006545 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.372302 0.167011 0.605756 0.118583 0.167344 0.740227 0 3.19123 0.055651 0 0.272437 262.3396 0 59.8733 0.002469 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.234761 0 0 0.043139 0 0 237.9734 0 0 0.001005 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001294 0.006495 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.559432 0.141457 0.199032 1.857146 0.01464 0.030743 0.735864 3.738062 2.244741 0.257611 0.03352 0.508344 913.3181 113.9252 18.76064 0.008413 0.104857

0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 0.792616 0.909745 0 1.454707 1.840912 0 504.2676 127.1629 0 0.007448 0.005098

0.539377 0.095621 0.099687 0.605605 0.009403 0.01696 0.227735 3.776639 1.711112 0.111793 0.032199 0.459032 1029.151 128.5704 20.24593 0.003156 0.107507

0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 0.753991 0.909745 0 1.037923 1.822622 0 566.9466 203.5694 0 0.007001 0.005098

0 3.001382 0.696359 1.586414 0.344581 0.835005 21.45041 0 13.12867 1.266165 0 0.305207 221.1525 0 70.24301 0.38759 0

0 0.450952 0.190958 0.652638 0.141007 0.200379 0.772995 0 3.513019 0.064766 0 0.31323 311.8991 0 72.21856 0.002804 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.28147 0 0 0.030394 0 0 307.3442 0 0 0.000519 0

0 0 0.004888 0 0.001294 0.006496 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 0.148477 0.060942 1.0925 0.014126 0.032966 0.447691 0 3.101061 0.265137 0 0.44093 1569.46 0 24.39621 0.006794 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0.450181 0 0 4.353727 0 0 967.2383 0 0 0.005891 0

1.495207 0.220977 0.087607 0.465628 0.00773 0.013623 0.504363 15.25532 4.494525 0.199761 0.089289 0.389085 1505.261 481.3278 35.20976 0.005353 0.273827

0.124408 0 0 0 0 0 0.129027 4.45885 0 1.686204 7.022591 2.298521 881.8441 1171.748 0 0.000553 0.005076

1.086071 0.218386 0.056016 0.835346 0.014147 0.030195 1.192348 5.762426 4.625145 0.442317 0.06492 0.393727 1549.562 355.4257 27.4245 0.011273 0.189429

2.347964 0 0 0 0 0 0.173548 31.14078 0 2.101491 25.4851 2.209228 1230.022 5027.736 0 0.000812 0.095796

15.52808 0.419367 0.050828 0.367029 0.00525 0.010913 0.21038 82.24088 12.33513 0.132275 0.92653 0.5485 735.8789 2224.075 49.67052 0.002815 2.504424

0.293225 0 0 0 0 0 0.140147 10.05912 0 2.562431 23.19124 1.836754 934.0867 3095.76 0 0.00137 0.011964



PM10_STR PM10_PMTPM10_PMBPM2_5_RUPM2_5_IDLPM2_5_ST PM2_5_PMPM2_5_PMSOx_RUNE SOx_IDLEX SOx_STREX

0.000206 0.001158 0 0.000436 0.02 0.06174 0.001065 0 0.000401 0.005 0.02646 0.016165 0 0.000385 0.142524 0 0.000241

0 0.023684 0.027334 0 0.035771 0.061347 0.022659 0.026151 0 0.008943 0.026291 0.010687 0.098425 0 0.177813 1.637572 0

0.035629 0.000996 0 0.001163 0.008 0.03675 0.000916 0 0.001069 0.002 0.01575 0.002048 0 0.00043 0.003873 0 0.022707

0 0.002175 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.002081 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.001607 0 0 0.026718 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.051535 0.001122 0 0.001421 0.008 0.03675 0.001031 0 0.001307 0.002 0.01575 0.002467 0 0.000536 0.004545 0 0.026126

0 0.017717 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.016951 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.003535 0 0 0.058772 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.06864 0.001111 0 0.001392 0.008 0.03675 0.001021 0 0.00128 0.002 0.01575 0.002596 0 0.000592 0.005196 0 0.029659

0 0.005294 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.005065 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.00225 0 0 0.037406 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.024922 0.002652 0 0.000451 0.008 0.07644 0.002438 0 0.000415 0.002 0.03276 0.009038 0.001127 0.000186 0.014237 0.002678 0.038572

0 0.021778 0.026819 0 0.012 0.07644 0.020836 0.025659 0 0.003 0.03276 0.004767 0.001202 0 0.079264 0.019988 0

0.018448 0.001996 0 0.000297 0.008 0.08918 0.001835 0 0.000273 0.002 0.03822 0.010184 0.001272 0.0002 0.008495 0.002821 0.03851

0 0.024048 0.027471 0 0.012 0.08918 0.023008 0.026283 0 0.003 0.03822 0.00536 0.001924 0 0.089116 0.031998 0

0.345329 0.00237 0 0.002559 0.004 0.01176 0.002212 0 0.002398 0.001 0.00504 0.002188 0 0.000695 0.07067 0 0.016681

0.078805 0.001104 0 0.001548 0.008 0.03675 0.001015 0 0.001423 0.002 0.01575 0.003086 0 0.000715 0.005694 0 0.031254

0 0.002832 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.00271 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.002906 0 0 0.04831 0 0

0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.034709 0.001418 0 0.000303 0.012 0.13034 0.001303 0 0.000279 0.003 0.05586 0.015531 0 0.000241 0.019703 0 0.046307

0 0.10949 0 0 0.016 0.13034 0.104754 0 0 0.004 0.05586 0.009144 0 0 0.152036 0 0

0.039455 0.001409 0 0.000424 0.012 0.13034 0.001296 0 0.00039 0.003 0.05586 0.014896 0.004763 0.000348 0.013173 0.007982 0.032971

0 0.007619 0.002417 0 0.012 0.13034 0.00729 0.002312 0 0.003 0.05586 0.008331 0.01107 0 0.138614 0.184182 0

0.035964 0.001357 0 0.000287 0.012 0.13034 0.001248 0 0.000264 0.003 0.05586 0.015334 0.003517 0.000271 0.022282 0.005001 0.027632

0 0.020622 0.009024 0 0.012 0.13034 0.01973 0.008633 0 0.003 0.05586 0.011621 0.0475 0 0.193342 0.79029 0

0.070101 0.001535 0 0.0007 0.008 0.7448 0.001412 0 0.000643 0.002 0.3192 0.007282 0.022009 0.000492 0.012762 0.096408 0.055057

0 0.01626 0.013295 0 0.012 0.7448 0.015557 0.01272 0 0.003 0.3192 0.008825 0.029247 0 0.146825 0.48661 0



On‐Road Mobile‐Source Emission Rates, Lake Tahoe Air Basin, 2040, Annual

Vehicle Model Year: Aggregated

Speed: Aggregated

Fleet: Heavy trucks are not included. Only passenger vehicles and typically sized trucks used for towing are included.

EMFAC Output

VehClass Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX

g/trip n/a # miles/day trips/day g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile

LDA GAS 14,729 620,411 92,381 0.0042 0 0.017185372 0.043270996 0.166021478 0.022444033 0.030874079 0.338773541

LDA DSL 203 8,617 1,274 0.0066 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.209482291

LDA ELEC 2,521 111,681 16,008 0.0000 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.001272816 0.00640889 0

LDT1 GAS 933 37,653 5,709 0.0049 0 0.03802789 0.07807609 0.291193541 0.050177182 0.068717127 0.36352877

LDT1 DSL 1 24 5 0.0319 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.319222792

LDT1 ELEC 0 17 2 0.0000 0 0 0.004883985 0 0.001293652 0.006495494 0

LDT2 GAS 6,260 249,981 38,589 0.0057 0 0.038062195 0.069092657 0.268136911 0.0549843 0.072789303 0.452922185

LDT2 DSL 14 550 84 0.0210 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.212883201

LHDT1 GAS 192 5,742 2,865 0.0114 0.291751325 0.337185467 0.186923205 0.912433372 0.01436237 0.024505608 0.21609104

LHDT1 DSL 227 7,851 2,853 0.1513 0.109759705 0 0 0 0 0 0.727031286

MDV GAS 3,894 117,148 22,478 0.0098 0 0.150459105 0.179003114 0.522280863 0.133850241 0.173592664 0.615076205

MDV DSL 90 3,219 559 0.0077 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.23854819

Source: wksht EMFAC Output 2040

Totals: 29,064 1,162,892 182,807

Composite Emission Factors (for all vehicle types)

ROG_RUNEX ROG_IDLEX ROG_STREX ROG_HOTSOAK ROG_RUNLOSS ROG_RESTLOSS ROG_DIURN CO_RUNEX

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/trip g/trip g/veh/day g/veh/day g/mile

0.0058 0.0028 0.0417 0.0643 0.2281 0.0430 0.0575 0.3601

Source: calculations of weighted averages based on VMT/day, trips/day, or vehicle population

Composite Emission Factors by Activity

units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5 Crosscheck

Combined per‐VMT emissions g/mile 0.0058 0.3601 0.0363 211.2082 0.0462 0.0188 260.0112

Combined per‐trip emissions g/trip 0.3341 0.8345 0.0640 45.2072 0.0012 0.0011 260.0112

Combined per‐vehicle emissions g/vehicle/day 0.1033 0.0275 0.0121 1.7507 0.0001 0.0001 100%

value units source

averge trip length 18.0 miles/trip traffic analysis

trips/vehicle‐day 2.0 tirps/veh‐day assumption

Composite Emisson Factors by VMT units ROG CO NOx CO2 PM10 PM2.5

g/mile 0.0272 0.4073 0.0402 213.7683 0.0463 0.0189



CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0 0.600171019 0.02604778 0 0.019831341 199.2018644 0 42.65737326 0.000917103 0 0.001260468 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0 0.012522845 0 0 194.6015216 0 0 0.000983792 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0.864467749 0.029501919 0 0.036847273 214.6901068 0 47.60634747 0.000929233 0 0.001345701 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0 0.270476208 0 0 237.9582649 0 0 0.012741548 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0.895490639 0.033319778 0 0.043744606 250.7791232 0 55.19290863 0.000926782 0 0.001297055 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0 0.038372929 0 0 244.2251436 0 0 0.004809892 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011

3.077494475 3.164655609 0.150260906 0.026349652 1.55362347 804.7505374 111.5846389 55.85408463 0.002093301 0 0.001249903 0.008000002 0.076440022

0.909745076 0 1.14043054 1.527658311 0 528.8465454 129.7223706 0 0.016744719 0.017407846 0 0.012000003 0.076440022

0 2.160248041 0.056169501 0 0.156878294 338.3762241 0 78.38096918 0.001034265 0 0.001579789 0.008000002 0.036750011

0 0 0.013510529 0 0 317.5881933 0 0 0.001278304 0 0 0.008000002 0.036750011

CO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNEX NOx_IDLEX NOx_STREX CO2_RUNEX CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREX PM10_RUNEX PM10_IDLEX PM10_STREX PM10_PMTW PM10_PMBW

g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.0275 0.8345 0.0363 0.0121 0.0640 211.2082 1.7507 45.2072 0.0010 0.0001 0.0012 0.0080 0.0372

Crosscheck Okay



PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.000843242 0 0.001158953 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.000941234 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.000854396 0 0.001237322 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.012190354 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.000852142 0 0.001192594 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.004601818 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.001924713 0 0.00114924 0.002000001 0.032760009

0.01602035 0.01665479 0 0.003000001 0.032760009

0.000950969 0 0.001452557 0.002000001 0.015750005

0.001223005 0 0 0.002000001 0.015750005

PM2_5_RUNEX PM2_5_IDLEX PM2_5_STREX PM2_5_PMTW PM2_5_PMBW

g/mile g/veh/day g/trip g/mile g/mile

0.0009 0.0001 0.0011 0.0020 0.0159



EMFAC2014 (v1.0.7) Emission Rates

Region Type: Air Basin

Region: Lake Tahoe

Calendar Year: 2040

Season: Annual https://www.arb.ca.gov/emfac/2014/

Vehicle Classification: EMFAC2007 Categories

Units: miles/day for VMT, trips/day for Trips, g/mile for RUNEX, PMBW and PMTW, g/trip for STREX, HTSK and RUNLS, g/vehicle/day for IDLEX, RESTL and DIURN

Region CalYr VehClass MdlYr Speed Fuel Population VMT Trips ROG_RUNEROG_IDLEXROG_STREXROG_HOTSROG_RUNLROG_RESTL

Lake Tahoe 2040 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 3.126938 373.5623 62.56377 0.331503 0 0.906498 0.079744 0.400309 0.008274

Lake Tahoe 2040 HHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 268.9877 32994.77 0 0.073522 1.240693 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDA AggregatedAggregatedGAS 14729.17 620410.7 92381.13 0.004174 0 0.017185 0.043271 0.166021 0.022444

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDA AggregatedAggregatedDSL 202.5227 8616.505 1274.188 0.006556 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDA AggregatedAggregatedELEC 2521.181 111681 16008.15 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001273

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 932.8471 37652.68 5709.346 0.00487 0 0.038028 0.078076 0.291194 0.050177

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 0.921832 24.24532 4.862377 0.031925 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDT1 AggregatedAggregatedELEC 0.387455 16.72668 2.434664 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001294

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 6259.739 249980.7 38588.64 0.005723 0 0.038062 0.069093 0.268137 0.054984

Lake Tahoe 2040 LDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 13.50262 550.1817 84.09248 0.021008 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 192.2911 5741.502 2864.85 0.011372 0.291751 0.337185 0.186923 0.912433 0.014362

Lake Tahoe 2040 LHDT1 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 226.8211 7851.323 2853.125 0.15132 0.10976 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedGAS 30.90957 1361.274 460.5065 0.005968 0.218629 0.09381 0.044873 0.241223 0.0053

Lake Tahoe 2040 LHDT2 AggregatedAggregatedDSL 77.82468 3394.63 978.9366 0.122884 0.10976 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 MCY AggregatedAggregatedGAS 991.921 6680.808 1983.644 2.638985 0 2.986582 0.634087 1.29768 0.321302

Lake Tahoe 2040 MDV AggregatedAggregatedGAS 3893.859 117147.7 22477.97 0.009756 0 0.150459 0.179003 0.522281 0.13385

Lake Tahoe 2040 MDV AggregatedAggregatedDSL 90.29432 3218.57 558.6195 0.007735 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 MH AggregatedAggregatedGAS 47.94036 486.0857 4.795953 0.01575 0 0.297233 0.036314 0.44681 0.009895

Lake Tahoe 2040 MH AggregatedAggregatedDSL 15.32224 148.7304 1.532224 0.095176 0 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedGAS 52.15805 2829.467 1043.578 0.013993 0.786736 0.455472 0.075532 0.382798 0.00781

Lake Tahoe 2040 MHDT AggregatedAggregatedDSL 919.0016 37282.45 0 0.046091 0.016032 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 15.75036 983.3668 315.1331 0.017442 0.590315 0.37302 0.023506 0.252744 0.007045

Lake Tahoe 2040 OBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 15.60043 2027.973 0 0.080674 0.80713 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 4.742857 233.4546 18.97143 0.011356 8.291075 0.939918 0.065111 0.458662 0.006599

Lake Tahoe 2040 SBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 17.19808 611.601 0 0.058847 0.087473 0 0 0 0

Lake Tahoe 2040 UBUS AggregatedAggregatedGAS 3.882165 662.5184 15.52866 0.022997 0 1.811585 0.08946 0.805445 0.007662

Lake Tahoe 2040 UBUS AggregatedAggregatedDSL 4.34164 726.5361 17.36656 0.162905 0 0 0 0 0



ROG_DIUR TOG_RUNETOG_IDLEXTOG_STREXTOG_HOTSTOG_RUNLTOG_RESTLTOG_DIURNCO_RUNEXCO_IDLEX CO_STREX NOx_RUNENOx_IDLEXNOx_STREXCO2_RUNE

0.013735 0.483728 0 0.992502 0.079744 0.400309 0.008274 0.013735 30.49822 0 52.70054 3.584459 0 3.926223 1610.498

0 0.0837 1.412435 0 0 0 0 0 0.432362 4.624384 0 1.315522 39.21756 0 1452.252

0.030874 0.006091 0 0.018816 0.043271 0.166021 0.022444 0.030874 0.338774 0 0.600171 0.026048 0 0.019831 199.2019

0 0.007463 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.209482 0 0 0.012523 0 0 194.6015

0.006409 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001273 0.006409 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.068717 0.007106 0 0.041636 0.078076 0.291194 0.050177 0.068717 0.363529 0 0.864468 0.029502 0 0.036847 214.6901

0 0.036345 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.319223 0 0 0.270476 0 0 237.9583

0.006495 0 0 0 0.004884 0 0.001294 0.006495 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

0.072789 0.008351 0 0.041673 0.069093 0.268137 0.054984 0.072789 0.452922 0 0.895491 0.03332 0 0.043745 250.7791

0 0.023916 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.212883 0 0 0.038373 0 0 244.2251

0.024506 0.016595 0.425723 0.369176 0.186923 0.912433 0.014362 0.024506 0.216091 3.077494 3.164656 0.150261 0.02635 1.553623 804.7505

0 0.172267 0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 0.727031 0.909745 0 1.140431 1.527658 0 528.8465

0.009133 0.008708 0.319023 0.10271 0.044873 0.241223 0.0053 0.009133 0.144193 3.155571 2.95093 0.045942 0.01964 0.613442 877.7537

0 0.139896 0.124954 0 0 0 0 0 0.554858 0.909745 0 0.170132 0.976517 0 576.6894

0.797584 3.296777 0 3.251464 0.634087 1.29768 0.321302 0.797584 20.53926 0 14.86578 1.263035 0 0.358152 182.8879

0.173593 0.014236 0 0.164734 0.179003 0.522281 0.13385 0.173593 0.615076 0 2.160248 0.05617 0 0.156878 338.3762

0 0.008805 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.238548 0 0 0.013511 0 0 317.5882

0.020589 0.022982 0 0.325432 0.036314 0.44681 0.009895 0.020589 0.292871 0 5.227045 0.164145 0 0.844552 1223.592

0 0.108352 0 0 0 0 0 0 0.30647 0 0 3.211522 0 0 1019.987

0.013071 0.020418 1.148004 0.498685 0.075532 0.382798 0.00781 0.013071 0.273928 12.53091 7.171956 0.130205 0.070888 0.994399 1214.466

0 0.052471 0.018251 0 0 0 0 0 0.241864 0.120428 0 1.216905 1.77864 0 1156.003

0.014301 0.025451 0.861386 0.40841 0.023506 0.252744 0.007045 0.014301 0.34193 4.847041 6.36839 0.152217 0.052979 0.983361 1214.671

0 0.091842 0.918856 0 0 0 0 0 0.476251 2.987393 0 1.64583 24.69253 0 1605.846

0.013362 0.016571 12.09832 1.029092 0.065111 0.458662 0.006599 0.013362 0.195022 68.2562 22.38094 0.103179 0.745087 0.985607 630.1938

0 0.066992 0.099582 0 0 0 0 0 0.305891 0.655688 0 1.390593 9.51838 0 1239.77

0.010821 0.033558 0 1.983457 0.08946 0.805445 0.007662 0.010821 0.425944 0 23.87758 0.396692 0 2.826277 1610.62

0 0.824949 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.823393 0 0 3.406161 0 0 2099.39



CO2_IDLEX CO2_STREXPM10_RUNPM10_IDLEPM10_STR PM10_PMTPM10_PMBPM2_5_RUPM2_5_IDLPM2_5_STRPM2_5_PMPM2_5_PMSOx_RUNEXSOx_IDLEX SOx_STREX

0 128.2391 0.001144 0 0.001455 0.02 0.06174 0.001052 0 0.001338 0.005 0.02646 0.016568 0 0.002137

13372.77 0 0.005154 0.006916 0 0.035479 0.060846 0.004931 0.006617 0 0.00887 0.026077 0.013855 0.127582 0

0 42.65737 0.000917 0 0.00126 0.008 0.03675 0.000843 0 0.001159 0.002 0.01575 0.001994 0 0.000436

0 0 0.000984 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.000941 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.001858 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0

0 47.60635 0.000929 0 0.001346 0.008 0.03675 0.000854 0 0.001237 0.002 0.01575 0.002149 0 0.00049

0 0 0.012742 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.01219 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.002272 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0 0 0

0 55.19291 0.000927 0 0.001297 0.008 0.03675 0.000852 0 0.001193 0.002 0.01575 0.002511 0 0.000566

0 0 0.00481 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.004602 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.002332 0 0

111.5846 55.85408 0.002093 0 0.00125 0.008 0.07644 0.001925 0 0.001149 0.002 0.03276 0.008037 0.001175 0.000618

129.7224 0 0.016745 0.017408 0 0.012 0.07644 0.01602 0.016655 0 0.003 0.03276 0.005049 0.001238 0

124.1847 64.73626 0.002187 0 0.001158 0.008 0.08918 0.002011 0 0.001064 0.002 0.03822 0.008764 0.001298 0.000696

199.737 0 0.010024 0.016741 0 0.012 0.08918 0.00959 0.016017 0 0.003 0.03822 0.005505 0.001907 0

0 43.70881 0.002539 0 0.003133 0.004 0.01176 0.002368 0 0.002929 0.001 0.00504 0.002245 0 0.000768

0 78.38097 0.001034 0 0.00158 0.008 0.03675 0.000951 0 0.001453 0.002 0.01575 0.003388 0 0.000821

0 0 0.001278 0 0 0.008 0.03675 0.001223 0 0 0.002 0.01575 0.003032 0 0

0 72.11977 0.001385 0 0.001116 0.012 0.13034 0.001274 0 0.001026 0.003 0.05586 0.012219 0 0.000812

0 0 0.052616 0 0 0.016 0.13034 0.05034 0 0 0.004 0.05586 0.009737 0 0

495.8463 108.0667 0.0014 0 0.001481 0.012 0.13034 0.001287 0 0.001362 0.003 0.05586 0.012127 0.00518 0.001206

628.507 0 0.003302 0.00018 0 0.012 0.13034 0.003159 0.000172 0 0.003 0.05586 0.011029 0.005996 0

352.0448 71.75234 0.001414 0 0.001127 0.012 0.13034 0.0013 0 0.001036 0.003 0.05586 0.012131 0.003615 0.000828

9607.097 0 0.004926 0.002381 0 0.012 0.13034 0.004713 0.002278 0 0.003 0.05586 0.015321 0.091656 0

2343.303 118.7746 0.001586 0 0.002597 0.008 0.7448 0.001458 0 0.002387 0.002 0.3192 0.006294 0.024815 0.001568

3404.552 0 0.003325 0.000758 0 0.012 0.7448 0.003181 0.000726 0 0.003 0.3192 0.011828 0.032481 0

0 291.6185 0.002374 0 0.003436 0.012 0.13034 0.002183 0 0.00316 0.003 0.05586 0.016084 0 0.003346

0 0 0.024859 0 0 0.012 0.84182 0.023783 0 0 0.003 0.36078 0.017059 0 0



LDA ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

LDA ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

LDT1 ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

LDT1 ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

LDT2 ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

LDT2 ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

LHD1 ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Trucks Truck 1

LHD1 ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Trucks Truck 1

LHD2 ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Trucks Truck 1

LHD2 ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Trucks Truck 1

MCY ‐ GAS MCY Motorcycles
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
MCY MC Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

MDV ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

MDV ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

MH ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

MH ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

T6 Ag ‐ DSL T6 Ag
Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Agriculture Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 CAIRP 

heavy ‐ DSL

T6 CAIRP 

heavy

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel CA 

International Registration 

Plan Truck with GVWR>26000 

lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 CAIRP 

small ‐ DSL

T6 CAIRP 

small

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel CA 

International Registration 

Plan Truck with 

GVWR<=26000 lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 instate 

constructio

n heavy ‐ 

DSL

T6 instate 

constructio

n heavy

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

instate construction Truck 

with GVWR>26000 lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 instate 

constructio

n small ‐ 

DSL

T6 instate 

constructio

n small

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

instate construction Truck 

with GVWR<=26000 lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 instate 

heavy ‐ DSL

T6 instate 

heavy

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

instate Truck with 

GVWR>26000 lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 instate 

small ‐ DSL

T6 instate 

small

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

instate Truck with 

GVWR<=26000 lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 OOS 

heavy ‐ DSL

T6 OOS 

heavy

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Out‐of‐state Truck with 

GVWR>26000 lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 OOS 

small ‐ DSL

T6 OOS 

small

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Out‐of‐state Truck with 

GVWR<=26000 lbs

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 Public ‐ 

DSL
T6 Public

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Public Fleet Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6 utility ‐ 

DSL
T6 utility

Medium‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Utility Fleet Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T6TS ‐ GAS T6TS
Medium‐Heavy Duty Gasoline 

Truck

EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Trucks Truck 2

T7 Ag ‐ DSL T7 Ag
Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Agriculture Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

EMFAC201

1 Veh & 

Tech

EMFAC201

1 Vehicle
Description Source

Truck 1 / 

Truck 2 / 

Non‐Truck 

Category

MH Motor Homes MH

LDT2

Light‐Duty Trucks (GVWR 

<6000 lbs. and ETW 3751‐

5750 lbs)

LDT2

LHD1
Light‐Heavy‐Duty Trucks 

(GVWR 8501‐10000 lbs)

EMFAC200

7 Vehicle 

Code

PC

T1

T2

T4

T5

MHDT

LHD2
Light‐Heavy‐Duty Trucks 

(GVWR 10001‐14000 lbs)
LHDT2

MDV
Medium‐Duty Trucks (GVWR 

6000‐8500 lbs)
MDV

Truck / 

Non‐Truck 

Category

LHDT1

LDA Passenger Cars LDA

LDT1

Light‐Duty Trucks (GVWR 

<6000 lbs. and ETW <= 3750 

lbs)

LDT1

EMFAC200

7 Vehicle

T3

MH

T6



EMFAC201

1 Veh & 

Tech

EMFAC201

1 Vehicle
Description Source

Truck 1 / 

Truck 2 / 

Non‐Truck 

Category

EMFAC200

7 Vehicle 

Code

Truck / 

Non‐Truck 

Category

EMFAC200

7 Vehicle

T7 CAIRP ‐ 

DSL
T7 CAIRP

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel CA 

International Registration 

Plan Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 CAIRP 

constructio

n ‐ DSL

T7 CAIRP 

constructio

n

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel CA 

International Registration 

Plan Construction Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 NNOOS ‐

DSL
T7 NNOOS

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel Non‐

Neighboring Out‐of‐state 

Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 NOOS ‐ 

DSL
T7 NOOS

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Neighboring Out‐of‐state 

Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 other 

port ‐ DSL

T7 other 

port

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Drayage Truck at Other 

Facilities

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 POAK ‐ 

DSL
T7 POAK

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Drayage Truck in Bay Area

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 POLA ‐ 

DSL
T7 POLA

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Drayage Truck near South 

Coast

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 Public ‐ 

DSL
T7 Public

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Public Fleet Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 Single ‐ 

DSL
T7 Single

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Single Unit Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 single 

constructio

n ‐ DSL

T7 single 

constructio

n

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Single Unit Construction Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 SWCV ‐ 

DSL
T7 SWCV

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel Solid 

Waste Collection Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 tractor ‐ 

DSL
T7 tractor

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Tractor Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 tractor 

constructio

n ‐ DSL

T7 tractor 

constructio

n

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Tractor Construction Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7 utility ‐ 

DSL
T7 utility

Heavy‐Heavy Duty Diesel 

Utility Fleet Truck

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

T7IS ‐ GAS T7IS
Heavy‐Heavy Duty Gasoline 

Truck

EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Trucks Truck 2

PTO ‐ DSL PTO Power Take Off
EMFAC201

1‐HD
Trucks Truck 2

SBUS ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐HD
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

SBUS ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

UBUS ‐ DSL
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

UBUS ‐ GAS
EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

Motor 

Coach ‐ 

DSL

Motor 

Coach
Motor Coach

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

OBUS ‐ 

GAS
OBUS Other Buses

EMFAC201

1‐LDV
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

All Other 

Buses ‐ DSL

All Other 

Buses
All Other Buses

EMFAC201

1‐HD
Non‐Trucks Non‐Trucks

This file contains a description for each vehicle category in EMFAC2011.  

It describes which module is used to calculate each category, as well as 

how the categories are grouped into the EMFAC2007 and Other categorization schemes

For more information contact msei@arb.ca.gov

School Buses

UBUS Urban Buses UBUS

OBUS

HHDT

SBUS SBUS

UB

OB

T7

SB



Exhaust Emisison Standards for Recreational Watercraft

EPA Emission Standards for Marine Spark‐Ignition Engines and Vehicles: Exhaust Emission Standards CARB Emission Standards for Marine Spark‐Ignition Engines and Vehicles: Exhaust Emission Standards

where P stands for the maximum engine power in kilowatts (kW). where P stands for the maximum engine power in kilowatts (kW).

P=<4.3 kW P=<4.3 kW P>4.3 kW P=<4.3 kW P=<4.3 kW P>4.3 kW

1998 278 — — 2001‐2003 81.00 — —

1999 253 — — 2004‐2007 64.80 — —

2000 228 — — 2008 + 30.00 — —

2001 204 — — 2009 + 500‐5.0*P 300

2002 179 — —

2003 155 — —

2004 130 — —

2005 105 — —

2006‐2009 81 — —

2010 and newer 30 500‐5.0*P 300

value units source

power conversion rate 0.75 kW/hp wksht: Conversion Rates

load factor 40% %

mass conversion rate 453.59 g/lb wksht: Conversion Rates

Federal Exhaust Emission Standards for Spark‐Ignition Personal Watercraft and Outdoor Marine Engines of 50, 100, and 200 Horsepower

Model Year

Engine Power (kW) 37 75 149

Engine Power (hp) 50 100 200

1998 161 151 147

1999 147 138 134

2000 133 125 121

2001 119 112 109 CARB Exhaust Emission Standards for Spark‐Ignition Personal Watercraft and Outdoor Marine Engines of 50, 100, and 200 Horsepower

2002 105 99 96 Model Year
2003 91 86 83 Engine Power (kW) 37 75 149

2004 77 73 71 Engine Power (hp) 50 100 200

2005 63 60 58 2001‐2003 49 47 45

2006‐2009 49 47 45 2004‐2007 39 37 36

2010 and newer 18 17 16 2008 + 18 17 16

Percent reduction 

from 1998 to 2010
89% 89% 89%

Percent reduction 

from 1998 federal 

standard to 2008 

CARB standard

89% 89% 89%

Factor of increased 

level of stringency 

from 1998 model 

year to 2010 model 

year

9.1 9.1 9.0

Increased level of 

stringency from 

1998 model year to 

2008 model year

9.1 9.1 9.0

Source: calculations Source: calculations

This shows that emisison standard become more stringent the later the engine model year. This shows that emisison standard become more stringent the later the engine model year.

Federal Exh Emiss Standards for Spark‐Ignition Personal Watercraft and Marine Engines of 50, 100, and 200 hp CARB Exhaust Emission Standards for Spark‐Ignition Personal Watercraft and Outdoor Marine Engines of 50, 100, and 200 Horsepower

Model Year Model Year

Engine Power (kW) 37 75 149 Engine Power (kW) 37 75 149

Engine Power (hp) 50 100 200 Engine Power (hp) 50 100 200

1998 0.14 0.13 0.13 2001‐2003 0.04 0.04 0.04

1999 0.13 0.12 0.12 2004‐2007 0.03 0.03 0.03

2000 0.12 0.11 0.11 2008 + 0.02 0.01 0.01

2001 0.10 0.10 0.10

2002 0.09 0.09 0.08

2003 0.08 0.08 0.07

2004 0.07 0.06 0.06

2005 0.06 0.05 0.05

2006‐2009 0.04 0.04 0.04

2010 and newer 0.02 0.01 0.01

Source: conversion calculations

HC + NOx 

(lb/hr) HC + NOx (g/kW‐hr)

(0.25*(151+557/P^0.9))+6

2.1+0.09*(151+557/P^0.9)

P>4.3 kW

(0.917*(151+557/P^0.9))+2.44

HC + NOx (g/kW‐hr)

Source: 13 CCR 2442, Emission Standards. Available at: 

https://govt.westlaw.com/calregs/Document/IDF97161C458740979280AFCDDB1CFDE0?viewType=FullText&ori

ginationContext=documenttoc&transitionType=CategoryPageItem&contextData=(sc.Default). Accessed 

February 7, 2018.

(0.25*(151+557/P^0.9))+6.0

(0.20*(151+557/P^0.9))+4.8

(0.09*(151+557/P^0.9))+2.1

Model Year
HC + NOx 

(g/kW‐hr)

CO

(g/kW‐hr)

P>4.3 kW

HC + NOx 

(g/kW‐hr)

Source: EPA. 2016 (March). Marine Spark‐Ignition Engines and Vehicles: Exhaust Emission Standards. EPA‐420‐

B‐16‐026. Available: https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.cgi?Dockey=P100OA0G.pdf. Accessed February 2, 2018.

(0.333*(151+557/P^0.9))+5.56

Model Year
CO

(g/kW‐hr)

(0.583*(151+557/P^0.9))+4.22

(0.5*(151+557/P^0.9))+4.67

(0.417*(151+557/P^0.9))+5.11

(0.833*(151+557/P^0.9))+2.89

(0.75*(151+557/P^0.9))+3.33

(0.667*(151+557/P^0.9))+3.78

HC + NOx 

(g/kW‐hr)



Conversion Rates

Mass Conversion Rates

value units source

1,000,000 g/MT onlineconversion.com

2,000 lb/ton onlineconversion.com

1,000 g/kg onlineconversion.com

453.59237 g/lb onlineconversion.com

907,184.74 g/ton onlineconversion.com

Time Conversions Rates

rate units source

365 days/year The Sun

Power

units source

0.7457 kW/hp https://www.rapidtables.com/convert/power/hp‐to‐kw.html
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