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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
NOTICE OF MEETINGS

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that on December 16, 1981, at 9:30 a.m.

at the hearing room of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, located at 2155
South Avenue, South Lake Tahoe, California, the Governing Body of said
agency will conduct its regular meeting. The agenda for said meeting is
attached to and made a part of this notice.

NOTICE IS FURTHER GIVEN that the Litigation Committee of said
agency, at the same regular December 16, 1981 meeting, in the same location,
at a time to be announced, will meet to discuss litigation currently pending

before the Agency.

ted December 4, 1981

NoY

By: Philip A. Ove
Executive Director
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

NOTE: Items on the agenda without a time designation may not necessarily
be considered in the order in which they appear on the agenda.




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
GOVERNING BODY

TRPA Office, 2155 South Avenue NOTE: December 16, 1981 9:30 a.m.
December 17, 1981

South Lake Tahoe, California

PRELIMINARY AGENDA
I CALL TO ORDER AND DETERMINATION OF QUORUM

I APPROVAL OF AGENDA
I DISPOSITION OF MINUTES
Y CONSENT CALENDAR
v SPECIAL REPORT - Federal Agency/TRPA Coordination Effort
VI ORDINANCES
A, Public Hearings
1. Amendments to the Land Use Ordinance C‘, UJ9

e
2. Amendments to the Shorezone Ordinance é

3. Amendments to the Water Quality Management %O/ L.,,D’

(208) Plan Ordinance
B. Second Reading of Ordinance Interpreting Compact Article VI(c) [ P

VIl  PLANNING MATTERS

A. List of Exempt Public Works Activities (Pursuant to Section 3.34 GUJB
of Ordinance 81-1) - U.S. Forest Service

B. Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacity Study ‘2 5
1982 Nonattainment Air Quality Plan Status Report rp N

- D. Water Quality (208) Plan Implementation - Transfer of 'P 2 é ‘7
Development Rights and Remedial Erosion Conirol

E. Requirement for Preparation of Environmental Impact Statements wk((’vy

Relative to Water, Sewage and Traffic for Projects in Incline Village
Permit Procedure for Seasonal Snowmobile Operations W‘Q&' /(Clé

G. Interpretation of Land Use Ordinance Regarding Replacement of () £
Nonconforming Land Coverage for Temporary Structures




VIII

IX

X

APPEALS

A. Goudy/Curtis, Appeal of Staff Rejection of an Application for a Single
Family Dwelling in an SEZ, 968 Fourth Green Drive, Incline Village,

Washoe County, APN 124-112-38, TRPA File #81944

on of an Application for a Single
SEZ, Corner of Village BRoulevard
APN 124-071-32,

L7

B. McConnell/Ford, Appeal of Staff Rejecti
Family Dwelling on a Lot Containing an
and Donna Drive, Incline Village, Washoe County,

TRPA File #81-1194

C. Walker/Berroyer, Reconsideration of TRPA Approval, Single Family (KD
Dwelling, Land Capability Challenge, Lot 12, Blk A, Incline Village #5,
Washoe County, APN 125-421-12, TRPA File #81582

D. Tahoe Sierra Preservation Council - Appeal of Subdivision Planning QKD
Team Evaluations on Lakewood Knolls, Douglas County, and the Scott
Street Area of Kingsbury Village Unit 4, Douglas County

E. Hidden Woods Subdivision, Reevaluation of the Subdivision Planning
Team Determination, Douglas County

ng Status of Project ‘J .'}

Johnson/Nogle, Appeal of Staff Decision Regardi ~
Subdivigion,

Pursuant to Ordinance 81-5, Level 1A Dwelling, Lot 20, Uppaway
Douglas County, APN 01-100-20, TRPA File #81158

EIS, Residential/Commercial Project, Incline Village, Washoe County,
APN 122-19-041-95, TRPA File #8134Z

er. Davis/Low, Appeal of Staff Determination Requiring Preparation of an o’ _(7 . f

ermination Requiring .

H. Krogstad/Mt. Pacific Aviation, Appeal of Staff Det
ashoe and

an EIS for Establishment of Heliports and Helicopter Service, W
Douglas Counties, TRPA File #81-1332

SPECIAL. DETERMINATIONS - 9: 30 a.m., December 17, 1981

A. Project Compliance With Compact Article VI (c)

1. City of South Lake Tahoe, Rubicon Trail Extensior
2. City of South Lake Tahoe, Third Street and South Avenue Extensions

H 7 etation of Land Use
District Boundaries, Washoe County

Determination of Status Under Section 9.13, Nevada Side Land Use
Ordinance - Gary Sheerin, Rocky Point Subdivision, Block C, Lots 1-4,

APN 055-345-01, Washoe Couniy, TRPA File #81-1148

AGENCY REVIEW
A. Notification of Intent to Certify Finding of No Significant Effect

1. Buscher/Holmes, Single Use Pier Reconstruction and Extension, V.E
999 Skyland Drive, Snug Harbor, Douglas County, APN 03-200-13,
TRPA File #81095




Anne Luerken, Replacement of Nonconforming Coverage, 3964 Meadow L(_. ©
Road, Tahoe Meadows Subdivision, City of South Lake Tahoe,
APN 29-091-231, TRPA File #81-1190

Jennings/Ford, Dupléx, Level 6, Washoe County, APN 124~161-12 and C)"&
a Portion of 124-161-11, TRPA File #81-1226

Stephen McKinzie, McKinzie Professional Office Building, 871 Tanager, é,‘ é/‘
Washoe County, APN 122-285-02, TRPA File #81-1096

Richard Solari, Modification of Prior Approval, Kehlet Drive, Meeks Ba}k./
Vista, El Dorado County, APN 16-091-16, TRPA File #79071 L

Tufo/Morris, Dwelling on a Lot Containing an SEZ, Lot 316 Tahoe u . ? .
Paradise #3, El Dorado County, APN 33-711-091, TRPA File $#81-1396

Land Capability Challenges

a. Hite/Barrow, Lots 1 and 2, Blk A, Incline Village #2
Washoe County, APN 125-181-48, TRPA File #81-1064

‘.G

Steve Dallas, Lot 10, Blk I, Incline Village #4, Washoe County,
APN 125-501-13, TRPA File #81196

Hawkins/Barrow, Lot 32, Blk I, Incline Village #4, Washoe
County, APN 125-522-06, TRPA File #81-1026 __j

North Tahoe Public Utility District, Kings Beach State Recreation Area, U -
Replacement of Nonconforming Land Coverage, Highway 28, Placer é-

County, APN 90-080-04-19, TRPA File #81116

Case-by-Case Single Family Dwellings - Section 2.00, Ordinance 81-5
%

1. G. Morris, Level 2, 474 Kent Way, Round Hill, Douglas County, ’\}
APN 05-301-02, TRPA File #81-1084 y

MecCoy/Mason, Level 1A, 279 Paiute, Round Hill, Douglas County,
APN 05-343-18, TRPA File #81988

G. Pagni, Level 2, Lot 15, Blk A, 5 Kent Court, Round Hill,
Douglas County, APN 05-302-06, TRPA File #£1-1234

Empey/Mason, Level 1A, Lot 82, Canyon Circle, North Lakeridge,
Douglas County, APN 03-171-09, TRPA File #81-1150

Guy Brown, Level 2, Lot 2 Lincoln Meadows #1, Douglas County, é 0—
APN 03-241-02, TRPA File #81-1420 i

ENFORCEMENT

A. Show Cause Hearing - Sam Worley/Tahoe Douglas Church, & P '
. Unauthorized Construction of a Parking Lot, Level 4, '
il APN (07-180~-76, Douglas County

Reports




XII  ADMINISTRATIVE MATTERS
XIII REPORTS

APC Activities

Executive Session
Executive Director Report

Legal Counsel Report

B Y O W o

Governing Body Members

Public Interest Comments

oo}

XIV  RESOLUTIONS
XV CORRESPONDENCE
XVl PENDING MATTERS

XVII ADJOURNMENT e

e o e e e o e e e e o i i o e e Ak e . S T e T T T T o e o e o e ok M M R P T e A M e R S S S e e S

CONSENT CALENDAR

Approval of these items requires a finding of no significant environmental effect and
approval with conditions and necessary findings.

Case bLy-Case Single Family Dwellings - Section 2.00, Ordinance 81-5

1. Barsotti/Mason, Level 1A, Lot 71, Elks Point Subdivision, Douglas County
APN 05-242-32, TRPA File #81802

2. Carr/Tonnemacher, Level 1A, 960 Apollo Way, Incline Village, Washoe County,
APN 125-413-04, TRPA File #81-1402

3. Cunningham/Caterino, Level 3, Lot 13, Blk H, Incline Village #4, Washoe
County, APN 125-501-13, TRPA File #81-1198

4, Kraus/Major, Level 3, Lot 43, Tyrolia #7, Washoe County,
APN 126-082-48, TRPA File #31-1201

Construction on a Site in California Containing an SEZ

5. Lloyd Inglis, Elevated Deck Addition to an Existing Single Family Dwelling,
594 Gardner Street, City of South Lake Tahoe, APN 23-6%1-6, TRPA File #81— 1342

Single Family Dwelling in Nevada on a Site Containing an SEZ

6. Warmerdam/Ford, Lot 9, Btk F, Incline Village Unit #3, Washoe County,
APN 125-272-24, TRPA File #81-1192

Public Works

7. Caltrans, 8 Bus Turnouts and 1 Bus Shelter, Highways 50 and
89, City of South Lake Tahoe, TRPA File #581-1228




Four of the members of the governing body from each State constitute a quorum for the
transaction of the business of the agency. The voting procedures shall be as follows:

(1) For adopting, amending or repealing environmental threshold

carrying capacities, the regional plan, and ordinances, rules and regulations,
and for granting variances from the ordinances, rules and regulations, the vote
of at least four of the members of each State agreeing with the vote of at least
four members of the other State shall be required to take action. If there is no
vote of at least four of the members from one State agreeing with the vote of at
least four of the members of the other State on the actions specified in this
paragraph, an action of rejection shall be deemed to have been taken.

(2) For approving a project, the affirmative vote of at least five members

from the State in which the project is located and the affirmative vote of at least
nine members of the governing body are required. If at least five members of the
governing body from the State in which the project is located and at least nine
members of the entire governing body do not vote in favor of the project, upon

a motion for approval, an action of rejection shall be deemed to have been taken.
A decision by the agency to approve a project shall be supported by a statement
of findings, adopted by the agency, which indicates that the project complies
with the regional plan and with applicable ordinances, rules and regulations

of the agency,

(3) For routine business and for directing the agency's staif on litigation

and enforcement actions, at least eight members of the governing body must
agree to take action. If at least eight votes in favor of such action are not cast,
an action of rejection shall be deemed to have been taken.

- Article III(g) Public Law 96~551




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

Case-by-Case Single Family Dwellings
Section 2.00, Ordinance 81-~5

Description of Procject

The 4 applications listed on the consent calendar as items 1-4 and
the 5 applications on the regular agenda listed as items X B. 1-5
are in the category of case-by-case review of single family
dwellings in land capability classifications 1 through 3. The
subject lots are in Nevada and are in subdivisicons which have been
classified as "potentially adequate” according to Section 12.10 and
12.11 of TRPA Ordinance 81-5,’ The proposed single family dwellings
are allowed uses within their respective land use districts.

Allowable Land Coverages

The allowable land coverage for these projects is that permitted
under Section 9.24 of the Agency's Land Use Ordinance or 20% of the
lot area, whichever is less, All these applications conform to this
restriction and the amount of land coverage proposed for each
project is identified on the individual project summary.

Compliance With 1981 TRPA Case-by-Case Lot Review Criteria

The case-by-case lot review critexria have been applied to the
subject lots. This review is to determine the extent of impacts on
water quality related features of the site and to verify the ability
to mitigate adverse impacts to the greatest extent possible. Each
subject property was classified as Low Risk or Mocderate Risk in
relation to the four criteria, which are as follows:

I Proximity to Stream or Wetland

Protection of stream environment zones is an important -
component of maintaining their natural treatment
capability and preventing damage to the watershed. Three
classes of lands have been identified determining the
classification of properties with regard to stream
environment zones.

A. Classification

High Risk (Class I)

Building site or area of land disturbance located
within a marsh, meadow or limits of the stream
environment zone (SEZ) as defined in the Agency's
Grading Ordinance.

12/8/81
NS:jf




Case~-by~Case Memorandum

. page two

Moderate Risk (Class 171)

Building site or area of land disturbance located
adjacent to or on slopes above the area delineated as
SEZ, Risk of development impact ig minimized if
adjacent wetland or stream zone is well vegetated and
slopes provide for overland flow without potential
for creating gully erosion or channel downcutting.

Low Risk (Class IXI)

Building site or land disturbance is away from the
direct area of influence of a stream environment
zone.

11 Runoff Potential

Runoff potential is an indication of the hydrolegic
characteristics of various so0il classifications and
affects the ability to maintain precipitation on-site,
thereby minimizing the potential for concentration of
downstream runoff, increased flooding and erosion, and the
potential for downstream channel bank-cutting. The TRPA

Handbook of Best Management Practices requires the

. retention of a certain intensity (frequency storm event on
the site - 2-year, 6é-hour storm). In evaluating
individual sites, the following categories will be
identified:
A. Classification

High Risk {(Class TI)

Site characteristics in these areas will indicate an «
inability to maintain runoff from major precipitation
events (i.e. 2-year, 6-hour storm) on-site utilizing
standard management technigues. Attempts to provide

" for on-site runoff detention would require excessive
land disturbance because of extremely low
infiltration rates. These areas include areas
underlain by bedrock, grus, or an extremely dense
hardpan soil condition.

Moderate Risk {(Class 1)

Applications in this class involve construction on
soils with a high runoff potential where individual
site characteristics indicate the ability to provide
for containment of major precipitation events
. utilizing standard management techniques.
12/8/81




Case-by-Case Memorandum
page three
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12/8/81

Low Risk (Class 111}

Applications in these areas would include soils with
low to moderate runoff potential as classified by the
soil survey criteria. Individual site
characteristics within larger soil mapping units will
be utilized to make this determination.

Land Stability

Classification of the land stability of an individual lot
is an important criteria in determining the presence or
potential for mass earth movement excessive rill, gqully or
sheet erosion and problems related to access of the site.

A.

Classification

High Risk (Class I}

These areas include over-steepened slopes between
303-60% on the construction site, contain some spring
and seep areas with the potential for land
instability, and contain some lots with steep road
cuts or £ills causing access difficulties for either
driveways or utilities., Conformance with local
requirements for on-site parking and setback
standards or construction of utilities would require
excessive excavation,

Moderate Risk (Class I1T)

Moderate risk lots include lands in capability
classes 1A and 2 with slopes of 15-30% or less on the
construction site, where roadway cuts and fills are -
gtable, there is no evidence of springs or seeps
which may contribute to instability of soil and

.access problems are not encountered. Moderate risk

lots will also include capability class 3 lands with
slopes ranging from 15-030% on the construction site
and exhibiting the other characteristics as described
above.

Low Risk (Class III)

Low Risk lots with respect to land stability will
include land capability class 3 lots with slopes of
15% or less on the construction site where roadway
cuts and fills are adequately stabilized, there is no
evidence of springs or seeps which may contribute




Case-by~Case Memorandum

page four
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12/8/81

to instability of scil, and access problems are not
encountered.

Vegetation

Protection of vegetation, including the understory
vegetative cover, is particularly important in maintaining
the stability of fragile lands, and in minimizing the
release of nutrients to groundwater. Othexr considerations
relative to vegetative characteristics include the
vegetative cover type and the ability to reestablish
native vegetation on site without the use of rapid release
fertilizers.

A, Classification

High Risk {(Class I)

On-site vegetation susceptible to complete loss or
deterioration as a result of the proposed
construction with few opportunities to reestablish
vegetative cover which would be capable of providing
long-term stabilization. Factors to be considered in
classifying lands in this category include specie
composition and -age, extent of soil cover, moisture
regime and microclimate.

Species Composition and Age = Heavy
competition {as with lodgepocle) or very old or
weak shrubs (shaded out) would rate as a high
risk for vegetation removal. Extent of
vegetative removal will be considered in
determining risk to vegetation.

Soil Cover - Poor soil cover or potential for
loss due to construction.

Potential for Recovery - Moisture regime, soil
conditions and microclimate determine the
potential for long-term recovery of vegetation.
Areas with an extremely short growing season
(for example as a result of sub-alpine climate
or with low water holding capacity) will be
extremely difficult to reestablish vegetation.

Moderate Risk (Class II)

Vegetation on-site would sustain some damage due to
congtruction activities. 8ite characteristics
include the following:




Case-by-Case Memorandum
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Specie Composition and Age ~ Young trees or
small shrubs, as on a previously-~logged site
would have a moderate potential for loss.
Lodgepole pine or other species sensitive to
disturbance are not predominant.

So0il Cover - Moderate soil cover with trees

and/or snrubs.

Potential for Recovery - Moisture regime,
microclimate and specie composition do not
preclude effective long-term revegetation with
native species.

Low Risk (Class III}

Vegetation on-site amenable to development with
little loss other than on construction site,
including the following characterisrtics:

Specie Composition and Age =~ Well established
trees, shrubs and groundcover, vigorous and
effective. Resgistent to deterication due to
development.

Soil Cover - Good soil cover at ground level
with tree cover which would survive development.

Potential for Recovery - Moisture regime,
microclimate and specie composition favor rapid
and effective revegetation of minimal area
disturbed by development.

In addition, the following construction standards were utilized in =«
evaluating potential impacts:

- 1,200 square foot minimum land coverage for single family
dwelling; _ ‘
- provide off-street parking for 2 vehicles;
- lang disturbance limited to land coverage;
- construction techniques:
hand-dug foundations, parking decks, hand-dug infiltration
facilities, compliance with Best Management Practices.

Consistency With Applicable Plans, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards:
Prior to approval of these projects, the Governing Body must make
written findings pursuant to Article VI{(b) of the Compact regarding
consistency with applicable plans, ordinances, regulations and

12/8/81
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standards of federél, state and regional agencies, The staff has
made the following findings relative to consistency with applicable
elements:

Applicable Elements Findings

Nevada Side Land Use Ordinance Consistent
Nevada Side General Plan and Sub-Elements Consistent
TRPA 208 Water Quality Plan Consistent
Nevada Division of Environmental Consistent

Protection Air Quality Plan
Federal Air Quality Standards . Consistent

Off-site Mitigation

No specific offsite mitigation projects have been identified for
these projects. The applicants will therefore be required to
contribute to an offsite mitigation fund at a rate determined by the
mitigation fee schedule adopted by the Governing Body. This fee

is based on the amount of land coverage proposed in excess of that
allowed by the land capability system. The amount of.the required
fee is identified in the summary for each project.

Finding of Significant Effect

These projects are exempt from a finding of no significant effect
because the environmental impacts resulting from case-by-case review
procedure were addressed in the EIS prepared for the 208 Water
Quality Plan. This EIS considered the cumulative impacts of all
projects subject to case-by-case review. -

Reguired Actions and Findings

A motion for approval of the project based on the following findings
and conditions: '

I 1. Pursuant to Article III{g}(2) of the Compact, the project
complies with the regional plan, ordinances, rules and
regulations of the Agency,

2. Pursuant to Article VI(b) of the Compact, the project is
consistent with the applicable plans, ordinances,
regulations and standards of federal and state agencies
relating to the protection, maintenance and enhancement of
environmental quality in the Region,.

12/8/81
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3. There is substantial evidence in the record supporting the
foregoing findings.

II 1. Findings pursuant to Section 12,10 of Ordinance 81-5 that
the subdivision in which the subject parcel is located has
been reviewed by the planning team and has been determined
to be "Potentially adequate" This determination therefore
allows parcels in this subdivision to be eligible for
case-by-case review,

2. Findings required by Section 12.22 of Ordinance 81-5:

A, That the subject parcel has been reviewed with
respect to all potential effects upon water quality
of the construction of a single family house. Such
review includes the factors of vegetative cover,
proximity of the project to a stream or wetland,
runoff potential and land stability as set forth in
the "1981 Case-by-Case Lot Review Criteria". Based

E upon this review, the lot has béen determined to be
' "buildable" and therefore eligible for case-by-case

review.
' B. That the construction, work, use or activity proposed
. thereby will not adversely affect the quality of

water within the region, and that it is in accordance
with the Handbook of Best Management Practices, and
the Plan and all other applicable plans, ordinances,
rules, regulations and policies of the Agency.

cC. That the project will mitigate, below levels of
significance, the cumulative adverse effects upon
water quality of development of land within land
capability districts 1 through 3 for purposes of
issuance of a permit under Section 12.00 and the
making of a finding of no adverse effect on guality
of water in the region under this subsection.

3. Findings reqﬁired by Section 12.22(a) and (b) of Ordinance
81-5
A, The project may individually and cumulatively

contribute to continued erosion and nutrient
increases causing degradation cf Lake Tahoe.

B, Mitigation measures have been incorporated into the
project, including application of construction or
contribution toward construction of offsite remedial

@ i




Case-by-Case Memorandum
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erosion contrel measures which will offset any
anticipated adverse effects. These measures
constitute changes or alterations required in or
incorporated into such project which avoid or reduce
the significant adverse environmental effects to a
less-than-significant level pursuant to Artlcle VII
of the Compact.

IIT The standard conditions of approval (attachment D).

v The special conditions as indicated on each individual summary.

12/8/81



TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Barsotti/Mason, Level 1A, Case-by-Case Single Family Dwelling
Lot 71, Elks Point Subdivision, Douglas County, APN 05-242-32,
TRPA File #81802

Applicant: Mario Barsotti

Land Use District: Low Density Residential

Land Capability Classification: Level 1A, CaF Soil Type

Project Location: Lot 71 Elks Point Subdivision, Elks Avenue

Site Description: The parcel is one of few undeveloped lots in Elks
Point. The lot is flat with a slope of less than 10%. The parcel
is vegetated with mature trees and sparse understory vegetation. No
stream environment zone exists on or near the subject parcel.

Project Description: The applicant proposes to construct a small
single family dwelling. It will be 2 stories and contain 3 '
bedrooms, 2 baths, and a 2 car garage. There is an existing shed on
the premises which will be remowved.

Land Coverage:

Lot Size: ’ 5,000 sqg. ft,.

Permitted Coverage: , 1,000 sg. ft.
Proposed Coverage: 1,000 sq. ft.
Building Height: Proposed: 30' Permitted: 35°'

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures:

The TRPA 1981 Case-by-Case Lot Review Criteria were applied to the
subject parcel. The parcel is considered a Low Risk in each of the
four criteria. Staff finds that the applicant has minimized impacts
to the extent possible, This determination is based upon the
following analysis:

1. Proximity to Stream or Wetland: There is no SEZ on or near the
subject parcel. A Low Risk classification can therefore be
assigned.

2. Runcff Potential: The Cagwin Series has rapid permeability.
The drainage system is designed to accommodate all runoff for a
2-year, 6-hour storm. Calculations have been provided to
verify the design of the drainage system. The runoff potential
can therefore be considered a lLow Risk,

12/4/81
NS:jf S CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 1




Barsotti/Mason
page two

3.

Land Stability: The site is considered a Low Risk relative to
land stability. The slope on the parcel is less than 10%.
There are no road cuts or fills which require stabilization.

Vegetation: The vegetation in the area is well established.
There is no sensitive vegetation on the site which will be
disturbed by construction. Only 2 trees are to be removed.
Vegetative protection is proposed as recommended by the
Handbook of Best Management Practices. The proposal can be
considered a Low Risk with regard to vegetation.

The impacts caused by this project are minimal. Only 1,000 sq. ft.
of coverage is proposed. Techniques from the Handbook of Best
Management Practices have been incorporated into the proposal.

Staff Comment:

Staff recommends the following special condition to assure that the
identified impacts are mitigated to the extent possible:

12/4/81

1. The applicant must contribute to an offsite mitigation
fund., This fee is based on the proposed coverage in
excess of that allowed by land capability and must be paid
prior to issuance of a TRPA permit. The mitigation fee is
$2,862 based on the following calculations: |

Capability Level: 1A
Lot Size: 5,000 sqgq. ft.
Allowed Coverage by Land

Capability: 50 sgq. ft.
Proposed Coverage: 1,000 sq. ft.
Coverage in Excess of Land

Capability: 950 sqg. ft.
Mitigation Fee: $2,862
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Carr/Tonnemacher, Case-by-Case Single Family Dwelling - Section
2.00, Ordinance 81-5, Level 1A, 960 Apollo Way, Incline Village,
Washoe County, APN 125-~413-~04, TRPA File #81~1402

Applicant: Alan Carr

Land Use District: Low Density Residential

Land Capability Classification: MsE = 1A

Project Location: 960 Apollo Way, Incline Village

Site Description: The subject parcel has a cross slope of
approximately 6%. There is a small road cut of 2-4 feet. There is
no stream zone on the parcel however, there is a stream adjacent to
the property approximately 300 feet down an embankment.

Project Description: The proposed project is a two story residence
with a driveway and two car garage. There is no grading required
except for standard stem footings and minor grading for the
driveway.

Land Coverage:

Lot Size: 18,121 sq. ft.
Permitted Coverage: 3,200 sg., ft. {Section 9.24 of TRPA
Land Use Ordinance)
Proposed Coverage: 1,891 sg. ft.
Building Height: Proposed: 25! Permitted: 35°'

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures: The TRPA 1981 case-by-case
review criteria were applied to the project. The parcel was con- -
sidered a Low or Moderate Risk in each of the four categories.

Staff has determined that all of the impacts will be mitigated to

the extent possible. This determination is based on the following
analysis:

1. Proximity to Stream or Wetland: The parcel is considered
moderate risk as it is adjacent to a slope above and area
delineated as a stream environment zone. To minimize
impacts, the applicant proposes to design a drainage
system to take in to account over flow of the two year six
hour storm system by placing drywells at the low end of
the dripline infiltration trenches, and minimize grading
by utilizing stem footings and stabilizing all road and
driveway cuts.

12/7/81
KE/sf : CONSENT CALENDAR NO. 2.




Carr/Tonnemacher

Page Two

Runoff Potential: The runcff potential of the parcel may

be considered moderate risk. The meeks series are high
hazard if the area is steep with no vegetation, however,
the subject parcel is well vegetated and 6% slope. To
mitigate runoff potential the applicant has designed an
infiltration system for a twoc year six hour storm plus
provided drywells at the low end of the drip line drenches
to accommodate overflow.

Land Stability: Because the slope of the lot is 6% it is
a low risk with regard to land stability.

Vegetation: The site is moderately vegetated with
manzanita and healthy trees and can be considered moderate
risk. Vegetation disturbance will be minimized by using
tight vegetative protective fencing.

Staff Comment: Staff recommends the following special conditions to

assure that the identified impacts are mitigated to the greatest
extent possible:

1.

12/7/81

The drainage. system shall compensate for the slope by
placing dry wells at the low end of the infiltration
trenches.

The applicant must contribute to an offsite mitigation
fund. This fee is based on the proposed coverage in
excess of that allowed by land capability and must be paid
prior to issuance of a TRPA permit.

Capability level: 1A = MsE
Lot size: 18,121 sgq. ft.
Allowed coverage by

land capability: 181 sg. ft.
Proposed coverage: 1,891 sq. ft.
Coverage in excess of

land capability 1,710 sq. ft.
Mitigation fee: $5,147.00
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Cunningham/Caterino, Case-by-Case Single Family Dwelling - Section
2.00, Ordinance 81-5, Level 3, Lot 13, Blk H. Incline Village #4,
Washoe County, APN 125-501~13, TRPA File #81-1201

Applicant: Charles Cunningham

Land Use District: Low Density Residential

Land Capability Classification: 3

Project Location: Lot 13 Boothill Court, Incline Village Unit #4

Site Description: The subject parcel is an up hill lot sloping 14%.
There 1is a road cut fronting the property approximately 4' in
height, The site is moderately vegetated with deer brush, manzanita
and pines.

Project Description: The applicant proposes to construct a two
story single family home with a two car garage. A step foundation
will be utilized to minimize grading. The applicant is utilizing
maximum allowable coverage.

Land Coverage:

Lot Size: 8,049 sg. ft.

Permitted Coverage: 20% = 1,610 sg. ft.

Proposed Coverage: 1,610 sg. ft.
Building Height: Propcsed: 25! Permitted: 35

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures: The TRPA 1981 Case-by-Case
Lot Review Criteria were applied to the project. The parcel was
considered a Low Risk in each of the four categories. Staff has
determined that all of the impacts will be mitigated to the extent
possible. This determination is based on the following analysis:

1, Proximity to Stream or Wetland: The parcel is considered a Low
Risk, as it is away from the direct area of influence of a
stream environment zone. There is no indication of a high
water table, so the proposed drainage plan should not interfere
with groundwater flows,

2. Runoff Potential: The runoff potential of the parcel can be
considered Low Risk. The Umpa series are well drained soils
with moderate permeability. Because the site is well
vegetated, runoff potential is low.

3. Land Stability: The parcel is considered Low Risk due to the
slope at 14%. The applicant is proposing a drainage plan that
will infiltrate a two year six hour storm,

CONSENT CALENDAR NO. 3.




Charles Cunningham
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4. Vegetation: The site is vegetated with deer brush, manzanita,
pine and fir trees, four trees are required to be removed for
the project. The site can be considered a Low Risk with regard
to this criteria.

Staff Comment: Staff recommends the following special conditions to

assure that the identified impacts are mitigated to the greatest
extent possible.

1. The driveway and road cuts must be stabilized with riprap
or revegetated.

2. Other than the driveway and garage, all foundations shall
be hand dug unless a specific plan for equipment access is
approved by Agency staff,

3. The applicant must contribute to an offsite mitigation
fund. This fee is based on the proposed coverage in
excess of that allowed by land capability and must be paid
prior to issuance of a TRPA permit.

Capability level: 3
Lot size: 8,049 sq. ft.
Allowed coverage by

land capability: 5% = 402.sq. ft.
Proposed coverage: 20% - 1,610 sq. ft.
Coverage in excess of

land capability: 1,208 sq. £ft.
Mitigation fee: $2,544,00

12/7/81
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Kravs/Major, Level 3, Case-by-Case Single Family Dwelling,
Lot 43, Tyrolia #7, Washoe County, APN 126-082-48,

TRPA File #81-1201

Applicant: Otto Kraus/Bill Major

Land Use District: Low Density Residential

Land Capability Classification: Level 3, UmE Soil Type

Project Location: 1122 Lucerne Way, Lot 43, Tyrolia Unit 7

Site Description: The subject parcel is a downhill lot with a
slope close to 30% across the building site. The parcel is 4 feet
below street level with a metal retaining wall along Lucerne Way.
The site is well vegetated with manzanita, and there is no stream
environment zone on or adjacent to the parcel.

Project Description: The proposed project is a Tyrolian- style,
Z2-story single family dwelling. The dwelling is to contain 2,400
sq. ft. of living space. Because of the slope of the lot, it will
be necessary to step the spread-type footings. No garage is
proposed as off-street parking is provided in designated areas
within the subdivision. Access to the structure will be by walkway
from the street level.

Land Coverage:

Lot Size: 1,200 sg. ft. {(The allowed
building footprint
for this parcel is

40' x 30'")
Permitted Coverage: 1,200 sg. ft.
Proposed Coverage: 1,200 sqgq. ft.
Building Height: Proposed: 43' Permitted: 35' plus 14' cross

slope allowance (49')

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures:

The TRPA 1981 Case-by-Case Lot Review Criteria were applied to the
project. The parcel was considered a Low or Moderate Risk in each
of the four categories. Staff has determined that all of the
impacts will be mitigated to the extent possible. This
determination is based on the following analysis:

12/4/81
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Kraus/Major
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1.

Proximity to Stream or Wetland: The parcel is considered a Low
Risk, as it is away from the direct area of influence of a
stream environment zone. There is no indicaticn of a high
water table, so the proposed drainage plan should not interfere
with groundwater flows.

Runoff Potential: The runoff potential of the parcel can be

considered Low Risk. The Umpa series are well drained soils
with moderate permeability. Because the site is well
vegetated, runoff poctential is low.

Land Stability: Because the slope of the lot approaches 30%,
it 1s a Moderate Risk with reqgard to land stability. To
minimize impacts, the applicant proposes to:

- cover only 1,200 sqg. ft.

- use spread footings which will be stepped to conform
to the contours of the lot

- design the drainage system to account for the slope,
Dry wells are to be placed at the low end of the
dripline infiltration trenches.

Vegetation: The site is well vegetated with manzanita and
healthy trees and can therefore be considered a Mcderate Risk,
Vegetation disturbance will be minimized by the use of hand-dug
foundations and tight vegetative protective fencing.

Although the parcel is fairly steep, the proposal is designed to
minimize the disturbance to the greatest extent possible.
Recommendations from the Handbook of Best Management Practices have
been incorpcorated intoc the proposal.

Staff Comment: Staff recommends the following special conditions to

assure that the identified impacts are mitigated to the greatest
extent possible:

1. Foundations shall be hand-dug unless a plan for limited
equipment access is approved by Agency staff.

2. The drainage system shall compensate for the slope by
incorporating dry wells at the low end of the infiltration
trenches. The drainage system will be designed to
accommodate runoff for a 50-year, l-hour storm. This
design standard is recommended because "overflow" is not
possible for a dry well and must therefore be incorporated
into the dry well design.

12/4/81 CONSENT CALENDAR 4.
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3.

. 12/4/81

r

The applicant must contribute to an offsite mitigation
fund. This fee is based on the proposed coverage in
excess of that allowed by land capability and must be paid
prior to issuance of a TRPA permlt. The mitigation fee is
$2,397 as calculated below:

Capability Level: 3
Lot Size: 1,200 sq. ft.
Allowed Coverage by Land

Capability: 60 sq. ft.
Proposed Coverage: 1,200 sqg. ft.
Coverage in Excess of

Land Capability: 1,140 sqg. f£ft.
Mitigation Fee: 52,397

CONSENT CALENDAR 4.
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
CONSENT CALENDAR

Single Family Dwelling Addition on a Site
in California Containing an SEZ

Description of Project

The application listed under Item 5 of the consent calendar is in
the category of construction on a lot in California with a portion
of the lot in an SEZ. After analysis of the project by the staff,
it was determined that no construction will take place in the
stream environment zone.

Allowable Land Coverage

The proposed land coverage for the project is in compliance with
that prescribed in the land capability system. Additionally, the
proposed construction is an allowed use within the respective land
use district.

Consistency With Applicable Plans, Ordinances, Requlations and Standards

Prior to approval of this project, the Governing Body must make
written findings pursuant to Article VI(b) of the Compact regarding
consistency with applicable plans, ordinances, regulations and
standards of federal, state and regional agencies. The staff has
made the following findings relative to consistency with applicable
elements:

Applicable Elements Findings
California Side Land Use and TRPA Grading Consistent
Ordinances
California Side General Plan and Sub-~Elements Consistent
TRPA 208 Water Quality Plan Consistent )

California Air Resources Board Nonattainment Consistent
Air Quality Plan

Finding of No Significant Environmental Effect

Based on the information submitted with the application, including
the inittal completion of the environmental checklist, and field
review, Agency staff finds that the subject project qualifies for a
finding of no significant environmental effect,

12/7/81
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Consent Calendar Ceonstruction on an
SEZ Lot in California -~ page two

Required Actions and Findings

A motion for approval of this project based on the following
findings and conditions:

I 1. Pursuant to Article III(g) {2) of the Compact, the project
complies with the regional plan, ordinances, rules and
regulations of the Agency.

2, Pursuant to Article VI(k) of the Compact, the project is
consistent with the applicable plans, ordinances,
regulations and standards of federal and state agencies
relating to the protection, maintenance and enhancement of
environmental quality in the Region,

II Findings that no grading, clearing, removal of vegetation,
filling or creation of land coverage will occur within a stream
environment zone.

ITII The standard conditions of approval {(Attachment D).

v The special condition indicated in the staff summary.

12/7/81 CONSENT CALENDAR MEMO FOR ITEM 5.




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Lloyd Inglis, Construction on a Site in California Containing

an SEZ, Elevated Deck Addition to an Existing Dwelling, 594 Gardner
Street, City of South Lake Tahoe, APN 23-691-6, TRPA File #81-1342

Applicant: Lloyd H. Inglis

Land Use District: Low Density Residential

Land Capability Classification: Levels 5 and 1B

Project Location: 594 Gardner Street, City of South Lake Tahoe

Site Description: A single family dwelling currently exists on the
property. The SEZ consists of an intermittent stream which
traverses the extreme southwest corner of the lot. The slope of the
lot is approximately 1 to 2%. Meadow grasses and a few willows
represent the extent of the riparian vegetation.

Project Description: The applicant proposes to construct a 99
square foot deck on the second level of an existing 2 story
residence. A staircase will connect the proposed second floor deck
and a 20 sguare foot concrete pad at ground level. Another
component of the proposed project includes the removal of a concrete
patio at the rear of‘the house. :

Land Coverage: :

Lot Size: 6,660 sq. ft, .
SEZ Area of Lot: 1,525 sqg. ft. ]
Non-SEZ Area of Lot: 5,135 sq. ft. 4
Permitted Coverage: 1,284 sg. ft. (level 5)
Existing Coverage: 2,526 sq. ft.
Coverage to be Removed: 373 sq. ft.
Proposed Coverage: 2,153 sg. ft. (after reduction)

Building Height: Existing: 23°' Permitted: 25'

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures: Due to the nature and
extent of the project, no adverse impacts can be identified.
Although the existing structure is over coverage as defined in the
land capability system, the applicant proposes to remove an existing
broken concrete patio at the rear of the residence. The removal of
the concrete patio will reduce the actual coverage existing on the
lot by 373 sguare feet.

The remainder of the lot is in a stable condition with no active
erosion or compaction of soil apparent. The proposed project will
incorporate drainage and erosion control improvement -on the site in
compliance with the Handbook of Best Management Practices.

12/7/81
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. Lloyd Inglis
page two

Staff Comment: Based on information submitted with the application
and a field review of the site, the staff cannot identify any
significant issues for discussion. The staff recommends approval of
the project with the special condition that the applicant remove the
concrete patio in the rear of the residence and revegetate the area
with native species. '

. 1z2/7/81 CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 5.
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
CONSENT CALENDAR

Single Family Dwelling on a Site
in Nevada Containing an SEZ

Description of Project

The application listed undexr Item 6 of the consent calendar is in
the category of a single family dwelling in Nevada with a portion of
the lot in an SEZ. After analysis of the project by the staff, it
was determined that no construction will take place in the

stream environment zones.

Allowable Land Coverage

The proposed land coverage for the project is in compliance with
that prescribed in the land capability system, with the exception
that the 1% land coverage allowed in the SEZ can be transferred to
the area on the lot outside of the SEZ. Additionally, the proposed
single family residence is an allowed use within its respective land
use district.

Consistency With Applicable Plans, Ordinances, Regqulations and Standards

Prior to approval of this project, the Governing Body must make
written findings pursuant to Article VI(b) of the Compact regarding
consistency with applicable plans, ordinances, regulations and
standards of federal, state and regional agencies. The staff has
made the following findings relative to consistency with applicable
elements:

Applicable Elements Findings

Nevada Side Land Use Ordinance Consistent
Nevada Side General Plan and Sub-Elements Consistent -
TRPA 208 Water Quality Plan Consistent
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection Consistent

Air Quality Plan
Federal Air Quality Standards Consistent

Qff~Site Mitigation

No specific offsite mitigation projects have been identified for
this project, The applicant will therefore be required to
contribute to an offsite mitigation fund at a rate determined by the
mitigation fee schedule adopted by the Governing Body. This fee

12/7/81
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Consent Calendar Single Family Dwelling
on an SEZ Lot - page two

determination is based upon the amount of land coverage which the
applicant proposes to create. The amount of the reguired fee is
identified in the staff summary.

Finding of No Significant Environmental Effect

Based on the information submitted with the application, the
completion of the environmental checklist, and a field review,
Agency staff finds that the subject project qualifies for a finding
of no significant environmental effect.

Regquired Actions and Findings

A motion for approval of this project based on the following
findings and conditions:

I 1. Pursuant to Article III(g) (2) of the Compact, the project
' complies with the regional plan, ordinances, rules and
regulations of the Agency.

2. Pursuant to Article VI(b) of the Compact, the project is
consistent with the applicable plans, ordinances,
regulations and standards of federal and state agencies
relating to the protection, maintenance and enhancement of
environmental gquality in the Region.

IT Pindings that no grading, clearing, removal of vegetation,
filling or creation of land coverage will occur within or upon
a stream environment zone.

111 The standard conditions of approval (Attachment D).

IV  The special conditions as indicated in the summary.

12/7/81 CONSENT CALENDAR MEMO FOR ITEM 6




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Warmerdam/Ford, Single Family Dwelling in Nevada onh a

Site Containing an SEZ, Lot 9, Blk F, Incline Village Unit 3,
Washoe County, APN 125-272-24, TRPA File #81-1192

Applicant: Mr. Warmerdam

Land Use District: ILow Density Residential

Land Capability Classification: Levels 4 and 1B

Project Location: Lot 9, Block F, Incline Village Unit #3, 782
Golfers Pass Road, Incline Village, Washoe County

Site Description: Vegetation in the area consists of Jeffrey Pine,
white fir and an understory of bitterbrush and manzanita. The soil
type of the area is an Inville stony coarse sandy lcam. The land
capability classification is therefore level 4,, with a slope range
of 9 to 15%, The actual slope on the lot where the building is
proposed is 14.7%.

This particular soil type has a moderately rapid permeability rate
which is desirable for areas of urban development as determined by
the land capability system.

Project Description: ' The applicant proposes to construct a single
family dwelling consisting of a 3 bedroom, 3 bath residence. A
detached parking pad is proposed on the street with a covered ramp
leading to the residence. This parking deck and ramp are utilized
due to the "flag" configuration of the lect.

Land Coverage:

Lot Size: 21,497 sg. ft.
SEZ area of lot: 5,310 sg. ft.
Non-SEZ area of lot: 16,187 sq. ft.

Permitted Coverage: 3,290 sqg. ft.

Proposed Coverage: residence: 1,986 sq. ft.
decks: 530 sq. ft.
parking: 432 sqg. ft.
walks: 157 sg. ft.
Total: 3,105 sq. ft.

Building Height: Proposed: 29' Permitted: 35' (+7 foot cross

slope allowance)

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures: The proposed project will
incorporate drainage and erosion control improvements on the site in
compliance with the Handbook of Best Management Practices. 1In
addition to the standard practices, the applicant will place gravel
under the parking deck and covered ramp and place riprap along th
existing roadway fill slope. :

12/7/81
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After delineation of the SEZ, the proposed development was designed
as far away from the SEZ as possible. The distance to the outer
most boundary of the SEZ to the residence is 36 feet.

Staff Comment: Based on information submitted with the application
and a field review of the site, staff recommends approval of the
project with the following special condition:

1. The applicant must contribute to an offsite mitigation fund.
This fee is based on the proposed coverage and the land

capability of the lot.

Capability Level:
Lot Size:

Permitted Coverage:
Propcsed Coverage:
Mitigation Fee:

12/7/81

Levels 4 and 1a
21,497 sq. ft.
3,290 sgq. ft.
3,105 sq. ft.
5750

ot

CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 6,
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
STAFF SUMMARY

Caltrans, Public Works Projects 8 Bus Turncuts and 1 Bus Shelter,
Highways 50 and 89, City of South Lake Tahoe, TRPA File #81-1228

Applicant: California Department of Transportation

Land Use District: Tourist Commercial, General Commercial,
Medium Density Residential and Recreation

Land Capability Classification: EfB, capability class 7, 30%
coverage permitted

Project Location: Highway 50 and Highway 89, City of South Lake
Tahoe - 0 locations (8 bus turnouts and 1 bus stop shelter)

Review Per Section: Section 4.12 California Side Land Use Ordinance
Article VI{(b) TRPA Compact

Site Description: The project area includes 9 sites along Highways
E0 and 89 in the City of South Lake Tahoe. Three of these sites are
currently unimproved stops consisting of dirt pull-off space and
loading area. The other sites are paved but not as standard bus
stops. A major portion of the improvements to each site will be the
provision of a stable driving surface for the bus and a waiting area
for the passengers. In addition, staff has requested that each stop
be designed to direct storm water runoff to either existing stable
drainage ways or to specifically provided ones for each stop.

Project Description: This application requests approval to
construct a combination of 1 new bus shelter and 8 bus turnouts
along Highways 50 and 89 within the City of South Lake Tahoe. Seven
of the stops currently exist, 3 of which consist only of a dirt
pull-out area off the pavement. Two of the stops will be new, and
the City will be placing a shelter at another existing stop. The
project is proposed for funding at a 90/10 match of State of
California funds and City funds. The City may also request funds
from the CTRPA mitigation fund. The total project cost is $50,000.

All of the Caltrans. improvements will be within the highway
right-of-way, while the shelter will be placed on private property.

Land Coverage:

Section. 6.12 of the California Side Land Use Ordinance states that
"limitations on land coverage are not applicable to regicnal
transportation facilities proposed in the CTRPA Transportation Plan,
including roads, bikeways, pathways, and transit systems”. This
type of project is contained in the CTRPA Transportation Plan.

12/9/81
JPD:jf CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 7.




Caltrans Bus Turnouts and Shelter
page two

Impact Analysis and Mitigation Measures:

tand Coverage: The California Side Land Use Ordinance under
Section 6.12 exempts transit improvements from land coverage
calculations.

Water Quality: The Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control

Board issued mandatory waste discharge requirements for this
project on January 28, 1981.

Drainage: Drainage devices are to be placed at all locations
and will include devices for the bus shelters. The proposed
improvements are not proposed in any location that contains an
SEZ.

Vegetation: The proposed project will not result in removal of
any vegetation. The staff has requested the City to relocate
the proposed bus shelter to aveid 2 existing trees at location
6 (see attachment).

Slope Stabilization: This proposed project will not result in
the creation of unstabilized cut or fill slopes.

Traffic: The project will have a potential benefit on traffic
by making the facilities associated with public bus
transportation more, attractive, safer, and more convenient in
the winter. Partial funding for this project is originating
from funds collected by the CTRPA through application of the
Tndirect Source Review Ordinance. This is the second phase of
a 3-year joint project by the City of South Lake Tahoe and
Caltrans to improve transit facilities within the South Shore
area.

Consistency With Applicable Plans, Ordinances, Regulations and Standards:

Prior to approval of this project, the Governing Body must make
written findings pursuant to Article VI(b) of the Compact regarding
consistency with applicable plans, ordinances, regulations and
standards of federal, state and regional agencies. The staff has
analyzed applicable elements for consistency with the proposed
project with the following findings:

12/9/81 CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 7.




Caltrans Bus Turnouts and Shelter

page three

Applicable Elements Documentation cof Consistency
California Side General Plan and CTRPA Approval
Sub~Elements
California Air Resources Board Element of Nonattainment Plan
Nonattainment Plan (Expanded Bus Service)
California Water Resources Control Lahontan Waiver

Board Water Quality Plan

Federal Nondegradation Policy for Lahontan Approval
Water Quality

Federal/State Water Quality Standards Lahontan Approval
Federal/State Air Quality Standards CTRPA Approval
California Side Transportation Plan CTRPA Approval

Upon review of the documents submitted, Agency staff finds the
project to be consistent with all applicable elements.

Actions Required for Approval:

I Findings and actions listed on Attachment A.
IT Findings listed on Attachment E.

IIX Standard conditions of approval listed on Attachment D.

12/9/81 CONSENT CALENDAR ITEM 7.
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

PO, Box 8896
South Lake Tahoe, California 5731
. 2155 South Avenue {916) 541-0246
MEMORANDUM
December 7, 1981
To: The TRPA Governing Body

From: The Staff

Subject: Public Hearings on Amendments to the Land Use
and Shorezone Ordinances (agenda items VI A. 1
and 2)

Staff is continuing to work on proposed amendments to the Land Use
and the Shorezone Ordinances and has not as vet prepared drafts for
submittal to the Governing Body and the public. Continuances of
both public hearings to the January 27 meeting are recommended by

. the staff.



TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

P.0. Box 8896

. South Lake Tahoe, California 95731
2155 South Avenue {916) 541.0246
MEMORANDUM
December 9, 1981
Tos The TRPA Governing Body

From: The Staff

Subject: Public Hearing to -Consider
208 Ordinance Amendments

Agency legal counsel will be presenting proposed amendments to the
Water Quality Management (208) Plan Ordinance at the December 18
meeting. These amendments will relate to review of existing
foundations in subdivisions which have been classified as "needing
further evaluation" by the subdivision review team.

12/9/81
l PAO: jE AGENDA ITEM VI A. 3.




TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

ORDINANCE NO. B1-

AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO ARTICLE VI(c) of the TAHOE
REGIONAT, PLANNING COMPACT, AS AMENDED; INTERPRETING
ARTICLE VI(c¢); PROHIBITING NEW SUBDIVISIONS, PLANNED
UNIT DEVELOPMENTS AND CONDOMINIUM PROJECTS; PROHIBITING
STRUCTURES HOUSING GAMING UNDER A NONRESTRICTED LICENSE,
CERTAIN FACILITIES FOR THE TREATMENT OF SEWAGE AND NEW
HIGHWAYS AND WIDENING OF EXISTING HIGHWAYS; REQUIRING
LOCAL MONITORING OF GROWTH LIMITATIONS; AND PROVIDING
FOR OTHER MATTERS PROPERLY RELATING THERETO.

The Governing Body of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency does
ordain as follows:

Section 1.00 Findings.

1.10 The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact was amended, effective

' - December 19, 1980, to temporarily prohibit certain develop-
ment in the Tahoe Region, which might otherwise absocrb the
capability of the region for further development or direct
development out of harmony with the new regional plan of
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, required to be adopted
pursuant to said Compact, as amended. The Governing Body
of said Agency finds that this ordinance is necessary to
interpret Article VI(c) of said Compact, as amended, in
order that said provisioh be properly implemented as a
means to assure the intended effectiveness of said new
regional plan.

1.20 This ordinance is adopted pursuant to the Tahoe Regional
Planning Compact, as amended, is necessary and desirable
to promote, and is reasonably related to, the public
health, safety and general welfare of the Tahoe Region,
complies in all respects, procedural and substantive,
with said Compact and the rules and regulations of said
Agency, and is necessary to effectuate and implement
the same.

1.30 By virtue of the nature and purpose of the provisions
of this ordinance, and the effect and application of
said provisions themselves, this ordinance will not have
a significant effect on the environment of the Tahoe
Region and is thus exempt from the requirement of
preparation of an environmental impact Statement pursuant
to Article VII of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact,
as. amended.




Section 2.00 Definitions

. For the purposes 0of this ordinance, including this section,
the terms set forth in this section shall have the following
definitions and be interpreted as follows: words in the
present tense include the future; words in the singular number
‘include the plural number; and words in the plural number
include the singular.

N

Agency - The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.

Apartment - A residential complex of two (2) or more
residential units under one (1) ownership, generally
sharing the same structure, water distribution system,
sewer collection system, parking facilities, open
space and recreational amenities.

Building Permit - A permit issued by a city or county, having
jurisdiction within the Tahoe Regicon, that permits the
construction of a building with a specified use or uses.
Such permit is based upon a complete set of approved
construction drawings of such building and issued in
compliance with the standards of the city or county and
the applicable standards of any regicnal, state and federal
agency having jurisdiction within the Tahce Region. A
foundation permit is a building permit within the. meaning

. of this definition if it is issued pursuant to a complete

set of approved construction drawings of the building to
which the foundation referred to in the foundation permit
pertains.

Chairman - The chairman of the Governing Body of the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency.

Commercial Building - Any structure built or maintained for
the support, shelter or enclosure of persons, animals,
or property of any kind for commercial purposes. This
definition includes, but is not limited to, retail and
wholesale facilities, rental facilities, commercial
service facilities, professional offices, tourist
residential facilities, industrial facilities, recreational
facilities of a commercial nature, such as ski lodges and
shops, amusement facilities, recreation vehicle facilities,
and other facilities not considered residential, agricul-
tural or public service in nature.

Compact - The Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, as amended.
Condominium - Any interest in real property or combination of
such interest defined or recognized under applicable

state law as a condominium.

. Condominium Project - The division of real property into, or
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use of real property for, condominiums, including all
structures relating to such division or use.

Executive officer - Executive Officer of the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency.

Existing - Lawfully in existence on December 19, 1.980.

Facility for the Treatment of Sewage - Sewage treatment
plant, collection trunk line and all accessory and
pertinent facilities and structures, except a trunk line
determined by the Governing Body to be necessary for
protection of the health, safety, general welfare or
environment of the Tahoe Region.

Governing Body - Governing Body of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency.

Plan - The required means for development of a planned unit
development, including but not limited to, the plat of the
subdivision or other proposed use within the development,
all covenants, conditions and restrictions relating to the
proposed use, and a depiction of the location and bulk of
buildings and other structures, intensity of use or
density of development, streets, walkways and parking
facilities,

Planned Unit Development - An area of land to be developed
as a single entity for a number of residential units the
plan for which does not correspond, in terms of lot size
bulk or type of dwelling, density, lot coverage or required
open space, to the regulations of any one land use dis-
trict created from time to time under the provisions of any
zoning ordinance enacted pursuant to law.

Region ~ All that area described in article II(a) of the Tahoe
Regional Planning Compact, as amended. -

Regional Plan - The Regional Plan of the Tahoe Regional Plan-
ning Agency.

Residential Unit - One (1) room or group of two (2} or more
rooms containing one (1) or more bedrooms, with not more
than one (1) kitchen, designed to be occupied permanently
as an independent housekeeping unit by one (1) family or
one (1) collective household with facilities for living,
cooking, sleeping and eating. This definition includes a
single family residence or an individual residential unit
within a larger building, such as an apartment building,
a duplex or a condominium, as well as a mobile or modular
home placed on a site not located in an approved mobile
home park.




Section - Unless otherwise specified, a section set forth in
this ordinance, includes all subsections thereof, e.q.
Section 12.00 includes all subsections thereof such as
12.10, 12.11, 12.20, 12.21, et seq.

Structure to House Gaming - A building or buildings'joined
together in some definite manner, containing licensed
gaming.

Subdivision - Any real property, improved or unimproved, or a
portion thereof, shown on the latest adopted tax roll of
a local government as a unit or as contiguous units,
which is divided for. the purpose of use, sale, lease or
financing, whether immediate or future, into two (2) or
more condominiums, or into two (2} or more units through
a condominium cenversion, or into two (2) or more units
of a community apartment, or into two (2) or more units
of a stock cooperative, or into two (2) or more lots or
parcels.

Except for the terms defined in this ordinance, and to the
extent such definitions are applicable to the terms used

in this ordinance, the definitions contained in the Land
Use Ordinance {Ordinance No. 4} of the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency, as amended, including but not limited to,
"land coverage", -"lot", "parcel", "person", "professicnal
office”, and "tourist residential', are incorporated herein
by this reference as though fully set forth.

The definitions of the terms "community apartment”,
"condominium conversion", and "stock cooperative", as set
forth in the Subdivision Ordinance (Ordinance No. 7)1 of
the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, as amended, are incor-
porated herein by this reference as though fully set forth.

The definitions of the terms "gaming" and “"nonrestricted
license", as set forth in Article IT of the Tahoe Regional ~
Planning Compact, as amended, are incorporated herein by
this reference as though fully set forth.

Section 3.00 Prohibition of Works of Development.

3.10 Prohibition of New Subdivisions

N¢ new subdivision may be approved unless a complete
tentative map or other map for the subdivision was
approved prior to December 19, 1980 by all agencies
having jurisdiction to approve it.

.5:11 Egceptibné to Prohibition.

The term "new subdivision" for purposes of this
ordinance does not include the following divisions
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of land for the following purposes:

1, The subdivisicon of land owned by a general
improvement district, which existed and
owned the land before December 19, 1980,
which subdivision is necessary to avoid
insolvency of the district.

2. Division of land for purposes of conveyance
of a portion therecf to a governmental agency,
public entity or public utility.

3. Division of land for purposes of creation of
cemetery lots.

4, Division of land ordered by a federal or state
court of competent jurisdiction as a result of
bona fide, adversary legal proceedings.

5. A modification to an existing subdivision or a
lot-line adjustment or lot consolidation, which
does not result in any increase in development
potential or in present or potential land coverage
or density, and will not have an adverse impact
upon the health, safety, general welfare or
environment of the region.

6. Conversion of an existing structure or structures
to a stock cooperative, community apartment,
condominium, parcel or any other form of divided
interest, which conversion does not result in any
increase in development potential or in present
or potential land coverage or density, and will
not have an adverse impact upon the health, safety,
general welfare or environment of the region.

3.20 Prohibition of New Planned Unit Developments. -

No new planned unit development may be approved unless a
complete plan for such development was approved prior to
December 19, 1980 by all agencies having jurisdiction to
approve it.

3.21 Exceptions to Prohibition.

The term "new planned unit development®™ for purposes
of this ordinance does not include the conversion of
an existing structure or structures to a stock
cooperative, community apartment, condominium, parcel
or any other form of divided interest, which con-
versicn does not result in any increase in develop-
ment  potential or in present or potential land
coverage or density, and will not have an adverse
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Impact upon the health, safety, general welfare
or environment of the region.

3.30 Prohibition of New Condominium Projects.

'3.40

3.50

3.60

No new condominium project may be approved unless.a
complete tentative or other map was approved prior to
December 1%, 1980 by all agencies having jurisdiction to
approve it.

3.31 Exceptions to Prohibition.

The term "new condominium project" for purposes of
this ordinance does not include the conversion of

an existing structure or structures to a stock
cooperative, community apartment, condominium, parcel
or any other form of divided interest, which con-
version does not result in any increase in develop-
ment potential or in present or potential land
coverage or density, and will not have an adverse
impact on the health, safety, general welfare

or ‘environment of the region.

Prohibition of Apartments.

No apartment building may be erected unless ‘the required
permits for such building have been secured prior to
December 19, 1980 from all agencies having jurisdiction to
approve such buildings or issue permits for same.

3.41 Exceptions to Prohibition.

The prohibition set forth in subsection 3.40 does
not apply to an apartment building constructed
pursuant to lawful issuance of a building permit

for the residential units therein in accordance with
section 4.00 of this ordinance. Any such apartment
building shall be subject to the otherwise appli-
cable prohibkitions of this ordinance.

Prohibition of Structures to House Gaming,

No structure to house gaming under a nonrestricted license

may be erected except as expressly permitted by the Tahoe
Regional Planning Compact.

Prohibition of New Highways.

No new highway may be built or existing highway widened
to accomodate additicnal continuous lanes for automobiles

until the regional transportation plan of the Agency is
adopted.



3.70 Prohibition of Facilities for the Treatment of Sewage.

No facility for the treatment of sewage may be constructed
or enlarged.

3.71 Exceptions to Prohibition.

The prohibition of subsection 3.70 does not apply
to construction or enlargement of facilities for
the treatment of sewage for the following purposes:

1. Te comply, as ordered by the appropriate state
agency for the control of water pollution, with
existing limitations of effluent under the Clean
Water Act, 33 U.5.C. §1251 et seg., and the
applicable state law for contrecl of water
peollution.

2. To accomodate development which is not prohibited
or limited by this ordinance.

3. In the case of Douglas County Sewer District
No. 1, to modify or otherwise alter sewage
treatment facilities existing on December 19, 1980
so that such facilities will be able to treat the
total volume of effluent for which they were
originally designed, which is 3.0 million gallons
per day. Such modification or alteration is not
a "project", is not subject to the requirements
of Article VII of the Compact, and does not
require a permit from the Agency., Before com-
mencing such modification or alteration, the
district shall submit to the agency its report
identifying any significant on-site soil erosion
problems, which may be caused by such modification
or alteration, and the measures the district
proposes to take to mitigate or avoid such problems.

Section 4.00 Growth Limitations

4.10 New Residential Units.

During each of the calendar years 1980, 1981 and 1982, no
city or county may issue building permits which authorize
the construction of a greater number of new residential
units within the region than are set forth for each
respective city or county in the following table:

City of South Lake Tahoe and

El Dorado County (combined) . . . ., . . . 252
Placer County . . . . . . . . . . . . - . - 278
Carson City . . « . . v . v v v v v v . . . =0-
Douglas County . . . . - e e e 339

Washoe County . . . . . . . . . , . . . .. 739




For the period of January 1, 1983 through April 30, 1983,
no ¢ity or county may issue building permits authorizing
the construction of more than one-third (1/3) of the
annual number of new residential units set forth in said
table for such city or county.

4.11 Effect of Future Compact Amendments.

In the event Article VI(c¢) of the Compact is amended
to alter any or all of the numbers presently set
forth in the table in subsection 4.10, the numbers
set forth therein shall automatically adjust, with-
out further amendment of this ordinance, to reflect
any such amendment of the Compact.

4.12 Requisites of "New Residential Unit".

A residential unit is "new" for purposes of this
ordinance if it is created pursuant to a building
permit, issued on or after January 1, 1980,
authorizing the construction or conversion thereof

on a lot or parcel upon which a unit did not

exist as of January 1, 1980. The reconstruction of a
residential unit existing on January 1, 1980 or
constructed pursuant to this subsection to approxi-
mately 1ts existing size and in approximately its
existing location, or the replacement thereof ‘in
accordance with such approximate size and location, is
not a "new residential unit" for purposes of this
ordinance provided such reconstruction or replacement
does not result in any increase in development potential
or in present or potential land coverage or density,
and will not have an adverse impact upon the health,
safety, general welfare or environment of the
region.

4.13 Other Permits. =

Issuance of a permit, other than a building permit,
for or relating toc construction of a new residential
unit, inecluding but not limited to, a permit for a
foundation, grading, clearing or removal of vegeta-
tion, is prohibited, unless such cther permit is
issued as a unit with such building permit and

counted against the .annual number of building permits
for new residential units.

4.20 New Commercial Buildings.

During each of the calendar years 1980, 1981 and 1982, no
city or. county may issue building permits which authorize
construction of a greater square footage of new commercial
buildings within the region than are set forth for each
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respective city or county in the following table:

City of South Lake Tahoe and

El Dorado County {(combined) . . . . . . . 64,324
Placer County . . . & & ¢ & o o « + =« « « « 23,000
Carson City . + + + v v + & 2 o « o = = = & -0-
Douglas County . . + &+« « - « « « +« » » » « 57,354
Washoe County . . « « « + « + « « =« « = « = 50,600

For the period of January 1, 1983 through April 30, 1983,
no city or county may issue building permits autherizing
the construction of more than one-third (1/3) of the
annual amount of sgquare footage of new commercial
buildings set forth in said table for such city or county.

4.2]1 Effect of Future Compact Amendments.

4.22

In the event Article VI{c) of the Compact is amended
to alter any or all of the numbers presently set
forth in the table in subsection 4.20, the numbers
set forth therein shall automatically adjust, with-
out further amendment of this ordinance, to reflect
any such amendment of the Compact.

Reguisites of "New Commercial Building".

A commercial building is "new" for purposes of this
ordinance if it is created pursuant to a bullding
permit, issued on or after January 1, 1980,
authorizing the construction or conversion thereof

on a lot or parcel upon which such a building did not
exist as of January 1, 1980. The reconstruction of

a commercial building existing on January 1, 1980,

or constructed pursuant to this subsection to approxi-
mately its existing size and in approximately its
existing location, or the replacement thereof in
accordance with such approximate size and locatidn,
is not a "new commercial building" for purposes of
this ordinance, provided such reconstruction or
replacement does not result in any increase in
development potential or in present or potential

land coverage or density, and will not have an
adverse impact upon the health, safety, general
welfare or environment of the region.

Calculation of Sguare Footage.

Square footage of the new commercial buiilding for
purposes of this ordinance shall be calculated by
reference to the gross square footage of the building,
including all fleoor area of such building, and the




square footage of other areas relating to such
building, including but not limited to decks, which
other areas are designated for commercial use on or
in accordance with a special use permit or other
similar permit authorizing use of the building for
commercial purposes. Square footage resulting from
the following shall not constitute sguare footage of
a new commercial building for purposes of this
ordinance:

1. Changes in commercial uses of buildings
existing on January 1, 1980, or constructed
under the provisions of this section.

2. Parking areas and walkways.

3. Structures accessory to commercial uses,
which are not buildings or decks and not
designated for commercial use on or in
accordance with a special use or octher
similar permit.

4.24 Other Permits.

Issuance of a permit, other than a building permit,
for or relating to construction of sguare footage
of new commercial buildings, including, but not
limited to, a permit for a foundation, grading,
clearing or removal of vegetation, is prohibited,
unless such other permit is issued as a unit with
such building permit and counted against the annual
number of building permits for such square footage.

4.30 Other Types of Development.

The limitations upon development set forth in 8ection
4.00 of this Ordinance do not apply to public works -
projects, agricultural projects, timber harvesting
projects and other projects determined by the Governing
Body not to be residential or commercial in nature.

4.40 Allocation and Monitoring.

4.4]1 Responsibility for Enforcement.

Without limitation upon the authority of the Agency
to enforce the provisions of Article VI(c) of the
Compact and this ordinance, each city and county
shall enforce this ordinance with respect to the
portion of the region within its jurisdiction.
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4.42

4,43

Inapplicability of Permit Allocations.

The limitations upon issuance of building permits
for new residential units and square footage of new
commercial buildings under subsections 4.10 and 4.20
do not apply to:

1. A building permit for use that does not
constitute a "new residential unit" or "new
commercial building® within the meaning of
subsections 4.12 and 4.22, respectively.

2. Residential units and square footage of com-
mercial buildings constructed or converted on
land of the United States or other governmental
entity, for which the city or county does not
issue a building permit.

Reporting.

Within ten (10) days following the expiraton of each
calendar month, each city and county shall report in
writing to the Agency the following information with
respect to each such month:

1. The number of new residential units for which
building permits were issued during one month.

2. The number of new residential units for which
applications: for building permits were received
during the month.

3. The amount of square footage of new commercial
buildings for which building permits were issued
during the month.

4, The amount ¢f square footage of new commercial
buildings for which applications for building
permits were received during the month

5. The names of perscons to whom such permits were
issued and from whom such applications were
received, and the location, by street address,
of the construction sites pertaining to such
permits and applications.

Yearly Allocation.

The date of issuance of the building permit for a
new residential unit or square footage of a new
commercial building shall establish the year to which
the permit is allocated for purposes of compliance
with subsections 4.10 and 4.20. The numbers of units
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and amounts of commercial square footage set forth in
subsections 4.10 and 4.20 apply exclusively to each
individual year referred to in such subsections. A
city or county may not allocate or carry-over to a
subsequent year permits for new residential units or
commercial square footage of new commercial buildings,
which it was permitted to issue, but did not issue,
during a preceding year. Permits issued in excess of
the limitations of subsections 4.10 and 4.20 shall be
revoked, but may be issued in the next year in which
they may be lawfully issued under such subsections.

4.45 Monitoring by Agency.

This Agency shall monitor the actions and reports of
each city and county relating to this ordinance.
Failure by a city or county to comply with the
provisions of this ordinance or Article VI(c) of the
Compact shall be cause for the Agency to suspend or
declare void any permit or other action by a city or
county that violates the provisions of this ordinance
or Article VI(c) until such compliance is achieved.

Section éioo Determination of Adversity

With respect to any requirement in this ordinance that a use
or activity not result in any increase in development
potential or in present or potential land coverage or,

density and not have an adverse impact upon the health,
safety, general welfare or environment of the region, a
determination or finding of compliance therewith shall be
made by the executive officer. An appeal from the decision
of the executive officer may be made by an aggrieved party

by lodging with the Agency a written notice of appeal within
fifteen (15) days of the date of mailing of written notification
of ‘such decision. The appeal shall be heard by the Governinhg
Body at its next regularly scheduled meeting consistent with
the pertinent rules and regulations providing for composition
of the agenda for CGoverning Body meetings. On appeal, the
Agency Governing Body may affirm, reverse or modify the
decision of the executive officer, and such Governing Body
action shall be final.

Section 6.00 General.

6.10 Compliance.

Applications for permits or other governmental authoriza-
tions for the developmetns, uses and activities referred

to in Article VI(c) of the Compact and this Ordinance shall
be granted or denied by the Agency, city or county, as the
case may be, in compliance with said Article VI(c) and

this Ordinance.
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Section 7.

Interpretation and Severability.

The provisions of this ordinance shall be liberally
construed to effect their purposes. If any section,
clause, provision or portion of this ordinance is declared
unconstitutional or invalid by.a court of competent
jurisdiction, the remainder of this ordinance shall not

be affected thereby. For this purpose, the provisions of
the ordinance are hereby declared severable.

Relationship to Other Agency Ordinances.

This ordinance implements Article VI(c) of the Compact

and prevails over any other ordinance of the Agency
authorizing, or apparently authorizing, any development,
use: or activity limited or prohibited by said Article VI(c).
Any development, use or activity, otherwise permitted by
Article VI(c) of the Compact or this ordinance shall also
comply with the regional plan and all other applicable
ordinances of the Agency.

Penalties for Violation.

Any person who violates any provision of this ordinance is
subject to civil penalites in accordance with Article VI(1)
of the Compact.

Expiration of Certain Provisions.

6.51 General.

All provisions of this ordinance, excluding subsection
3.60, shall expire on May 1, 1983.

6.52 Provision Prohibiting Highways.

Subsection 3.60 shall expire upon the adoption by
the Agency of the Regional Transportation Plan.

00 Effective Date.

This Ordinance shall be effective sixty (60) days after the

date

of its adoption.

FIRST READING: ‘November 18, 1981

SECOND READING:

PASSED AND ADOY.#D by the Governing Body of the Tahoe Regional

Planning Agency at a regular meeting held

by the following vote:

Ayes:

Nayes:

Abstensions:

Absent:

Roland D. Westergard, Chairman




MEMORANDUM CF UNDERSTANDING
REVIEW GUIDES FOR PROJECTS AND ACTIVITIES
CARRIED OUT BY THE FOREST SERVICE IN THE
LAKE TAHOE BASIN DECEMBER 1981

The following will guide the Forest Service and the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency in determining cooperation procedures for proposed Forest Service
projects and activities; the A-95 process for those projects requiring
Governing Body review; and a listing of categorically exempt activities.

A-95 Process

The Forest Service is reguired to provide State and local governments with
information on planned deveiopment projects to facilitate coordination with
State and local plans or programs. Further, the requirement is to ensure
that development plans and programs are consistent and compatible with
States and local plans and programs and that exceptions are justified and
documented,

The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU} will distribute Environmental
Impact Statements to affected Federal agencies, CTRPA, to TRPA as a Regional
Clearinghouse and to the State Clearinghouses of California and Nevada.

This action encourages the Federal, State and local agencies to analyze,
evaluate and express their views on proposed major actions to the LTBMU.

The LTBMU will meet at Teast annuaily with TRPA staff and Governing Body -to
review the proposed land acquisition program under the Burton-Santini Act

(PL 96-586). Proposed land exchanges and donations of land to the Federal
government will also be submitted to TRPA for A-95 review as would the leasing
of real property from others.

Proposals which allow for developments or activities significantly affecting
the Basin or the physical environment will be submitted for A-95 review.
This would include such items as significant construction work, the with- .
drawal of land from public use, creation of special areas, limiting public
use such as in experimental areas, significant special use applications

and vegetative manipulation which would result in significant changes in
Tand use patterns.

Excluded from this A-95 process, however, are continuing land management
practices involved with the administration and protection of resources, such
as fire protection, timber harvesting, revegetation, reforestation, and
timber stand improvement.




EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR REVIEW

Under the authority of E.Q. 12088 each Federal agency 1is responsible for
insuring that all necessary actions are taken for the prevention, control

and the abatement of environmental pollution with respect to Federal facilities
and activities under the control of the agency. Each Federal agency is to
cooperate with EPA, the States, interstate and local agencies in the prevention,
control and abatement of environmental pollution.

With the adoption of the TRPA Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality Management Plan
certain joint responsibilities and authorities were assigned to the Forest
Service and TRPA for carrying out the plan elements on National Forest Lands
without having a final review or higher enforcement authority. As listed in
Table 23 of the 208 Plan this would include the review and approval of facil-
ities plans, land purchases made outside the funding provided under P. L. 96-586,
livestock confinement facilities and grazing lands, silviculture, construction
activities, hydrologic modifications, storm water facility planning, adoption
and enforcement of best management practices, project review, issuance of con-
struction permits and protection zoning on Federal lands, and the surveillance
of compliance of construction permit conditions. . The aforementioned listing
is not exempt from the Agency's air guality review.

In recognition of the authority of the TRPA to enforce its standards for water
quality and air quality and consistent with the Lake Tahoe Basin Water Quality
Management Plan (208), the following administrative procedures are established:

The Governing Board delegates review authority to the Executive Director
for Forest Service activities and projects with potential impacts upon
air and water quality with the exception of those 1isted later under
"Types of Project Activities That Do Not Require Agency Consultation

or Approval." ,

The Forest Service agrees to furnish to the TRPA environment assessments
for projects not otherwise exempt and to provide a reasonable length of
time for review by Staff. The Forest Service agrees to adhere to the
principles of the air and water quality policies and ordinances of the
TRPA and to apply Best Management Practices as outlined in the Lake Tahoe
Basin Water Quality Management Plan - Vol. II in its programs and projects.

The Executive Director, in reviewing projects from the standpoint of water
quality impacts, will determine the extent of compliance with TRPA poli-
cies and standards and inform the Forest Service of any changes necessary
to comply with those policies and standards. Failure to obtain agreement
between the Forest Service and the Executive Director will resuit in
referral to the Governing Board of the TRPA.

D he special circumstances that apply to recre Bsidences on
National Land due to the 208 Plan, t tutive Director is
authorized to app ditions to exi g residences in capability
ctasses 1, 2, or 3, s¢ Ton total land coverage of the residence
and related structures j s of 1100 square feet, except where
additions are ne y to accommodate tmwside toilets for residences
recently Ted from individual disposal Systems to sewers, in which
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Square feet of coverage. In

allowed only after qualified

. individuals from the Forest TRPA have analyzed the site
and found it suitable f ded land coverage W lication of
practical mitigatingmeasures and such measures are. made & requirement
of approval

g cases, expa

The Executive Director is authorized to approve on behalf of the TRPA all
projects submitted in relation to air quality impacts, together with such
mitigating measures as may be agreed upon. In determining required miti-
gating measures, pursuant to the air guality ordinance, a "banking" sys-
tem shall be established giving credit to the Forest Service for mitigation
of air poliution brought about by Forest Service programs and projects
since April 6, 1979 such as reduction in user capacity of recreation
facilities, purchase of lands where development was imminent, and part-
icipation in bus systems. Such air quality impacts from projects that
qualify for review shall be accounted against any credit accumulated,

if such credit is reasonably applicable to the area affected.

Types of Project Activities That Do Not Require Agency Consultation
or Approval

RECREATION

- Management of recreation sites and existing special use permits to meet
Forest Service standards.

. - Fee collections and related facilities.

- Visitor information services with no significant decrease in air quality
or increase in traffic congestion. (Allows changes in programs presented.)

- Establishment and enforcement of off-road vehicle controls.

- Maintenance and replacement of facilities (including utilities) in existing
" recreation and special use sites.

- Landscaping and sign instaliation. -

CULTURAL RESOURCES

- Inventory, protection, maintenance and disposition of cultural resources.

SPECIAL USE PERMITS

- Issuance of special use permits, renewal or amendments to existing permits,
and administration of permits for:

1. Motion pictures
2. T.V. programs or commercials

. 3. MWeather, snow, precipitation and stream gauge recording stations.




4. Electronic sites (administration of, and amendments to existing
permits including telemetry devices and equipment for snow pillows,
precipitation and stream gauges, seismometers, etc., in connection
with natural resources, environmental and safety monitoring programs.

5. Outfitter guide permits

6. Club and group activities not involving construction

7. Undergrounding of utilities - less than 500 lineal feet

8. Phone 1ines and power lines under one mile in length

9. Water tanks under 10,000 gallons and water lines under 500
feet in length

10.  Existing recreation residences and related structures where no new
land coverage is created. Restoration of damaged structures on land
capability 4 and above.

11.  Management of existing special use permits providing that no increase
of capacity or increase of land coverage occurs. (This includes
replacement of ski 1ifts and snow making on ski runs.)

12.  Soil stabilization or erosion control activities

13.  Signs on Kational Forest 1énd

WILDERNESS

Management of wilderness areas and use according to Forest Service
standards

ROADS AND TRAILS

Maintenance of existing roads, trails and bridges and related structures
Minor meconstruction of roads, trails, bridges or parking areas serving
National Forest lands following a Forest Service EA and finding of no
significant impact

Acquisition of rights-of-way

STRUCTURES

Maintenance and improvements to existing dams with no change in holding
capacity.

Maintenance, replacement or demolition of Forest Service buildings and
those under Forest Service Special Use permit

Maintenance or replacement of utilities

Reconstruction of buildings for Forest Service purposes with no expansion
of impervious surface




VEGETATION MANAGEMENT

- Fuelwood sales and free use wood permits conducted under adopted. best
management practices and Forest Service standards

- Commercial timber sales with a volume of less than 500,000 board feet
and not in critically sensitive land capability areas, i.e., class 1,
2, 3 or stream environment zones and not having associated road con-
struction

- Timber stand improvement projects, pruning, thinning and disposal of
wastes by wood permits, chipping, slash burning and scattering

- Tree, shrub and grass plantings and fertilizing in accord with the
adopted best management practices

- Protection of "sensitive plants"

Even though these activities are listed as exempt from review, the Forest
Service will make provision for keeping the TRPA and others generally in-
formed on its activities.

Any activity listed as exempt in the above listing of project activities that
do not require agency consultation and approval shall become a project
requiring agency review under the terms of this agreement if it is found by
the Governing Body that such project has a significant cumulative or individual
effect on the environment.

This Memorandum shall be effective when signed by both parties. It may be
terminated or modified at any time by agreement of the parties, and may be
terminated by either party alone by giving sixty (60} days notice in writing
tc the other.

Chairman, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Forest Supervisor, LTBMU

Date ‘ Date
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TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

. MEMORANDUM
pate: December 7, 1981
TO: AgencyGovernmg Body -
FROM: Agency Staff
SUBIECT: Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities

Attached are two papers mtegral to the establishment of environmental threshold
carrying capacities. The first deals with the prescr:bed role of environmental
components and evaluation components. As described in the paper, thresholds
will be established for the environmental components. Evaluation components will
be used to determine the implications of the thresholds. The two sets, each

with its own specific function, are essential to the process of establishing environ-
mental thresholds

The second paper is a list of value Statements that describe parameters for

establishment of thresho!ds The component headings for the value statements

have been placed in orié of two categorles "The first is the environmental components
. for which thresholds will be established and the second lists those components used

to evaluate implications of setting specific threshold levels. The former drives the

process while the latter responds to the standards. Envirenmental thresholds, to

be realistic, must be cognizant of the socio-economic feasibility of their establishment.

The value statements for each of the components have been developed by staff in

consultation with the Steerlng Committee on November 20th and feedback from

various federal, state, and iocal agenctes as a part of the technical resource

team's input. ‘ :

Staff feels it is essential for the Governing Board to concur with the process of
establishing thresholds for environmental components in coenjunction with evaluation
components as described in the attached paper. Concurrence with the two lists

of components and accompanying value statements is also requested.

. RS: jg AGENDA ITEM VIl B.
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ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENTS FOR THE THRESHOLD STUDY

Environmental threshold carrying capacities for the Lake Tahoe Basin establish

"an environmental standard necessary to maintain a significant scenic, recreational,
educational, scientific or natural value of the region or to maintain public health
and safety wjthin:the region. »*The standards "shall include but not be limited

to standard$!fof air'quality, watér quality, soil conservation, vegetation preser-
vation, and"hdise", (Tahoé Regional Planning Compact, Article [1(i)). The
emphasis in this definition appears to be on environmental standards of a

physical and biological nature.

The Compact requires the Agency "to establish environmental threshold carrying
capacities and to adopt and enforce a regicnal plan and implementing ordinances
which will achieve and maintain such capacities while providing opportunities

for orderly growth and development consistent with such capacities." The emphasis
in this case appears .to be on providing for socio-economic considerations in
development of the regional plan while maintaining the established thresholds.

The planning process for developing environmental threshold carrying capacities
requires their establishment within 18 months after adoption of the Compact followed
by the amendment of the regional plan within one year. By stating what is required
and the sequence for development of environmental thresholds and subsequent up-
dating of the regional plan, the Compact has clearty provided direction for the
Agency's long range planning.effort. Thresholds will first be established for the
classic environmental components of air, water, soil, and others, followed by the
development of a plan that guides land use and other socio-economic considerations
of planning.

Establishment of environmental threshold carrying capacities will not be accom-
plished in a vacuum for there must be some recognition of subsequent planning
steps. The primary thrust of this recognition will center on the implications of
establishing a specific threshold tevel which is in essence the broadly stated
"carrying capacity®. requirements.of the process. It is difficult for a decision-
maker to establish an environmental standard without some knowledge of how it
will affect-both environmental quality and socio-economic factors. The in-depth
analysis of how a threshold will ultimately affect the social and economic environment
will not be known until land use aiternatives are develeped during the plan update
phase. The options that are available for maintaining environmental threshoids
depend on the amount and type of mitigation to be applied and the social and
economic costs involved in mitigating. It is only during development of the
regional plan that the true carrying capacity of the Basin will be known.

Work planning for establishment of environmental threshold carrying capacities
has recognized the sequencing of planning activities and identified those environ-
mental components for which threshalds should be established. The physical and
biological components of air, water, soil, vegetation, noise, visual, and recreation
will, as threshalds are established, be the determinants for impacts upon the social
and economic’environment. “This is quite different from most other ptanning efforts
that develop land use {socio-economic) alternatives and then evaluate the impacts
upon the physical and biological environment. But, the sequence and component
selection is as prescribed by the Compact.




Environme’htal"Con.!ponentS'for' the Threshold Study
Page Two

But, the socio-economic implications will not be ignored in the process of establishing
environmental threshold carrying capacities. They will be very much a part of the
analysis since implications. will be displayed for specific threshold levels. The
environmental impact statement discussing alternative thresholds must evaluate
physical, biological, social, and economic effects. The socio-economic factors

may also establish goals to constrain the process of updating the regional plan.

This plan will maintain the established thresholds while permitting orderly growth
and development within the Basin.




VALUE STATEMENTS FOR
ENVIRONMENTAL THRESHOLD CARRYING CAPACITIES

Value statements are an early step in the process of defining
components for which environmental thresholds will be established.
Prom a fairly wide selection of environmental factors and goals for
management of each, the field is narrowed and value is assigned to
applicable components. This value assignment is qualitative in
nature to begin the problem identification process prior to
attempting solutions.

Value statements have been prepared for two categories - those
physical and biclogical components for which thresholds will be
established and those socio-economic factors to be used in
evaluating thresholds. The derivation of the value statements began
with a compilation of existing resource protection goals followed by
discussion with the Steering Committee and federal, state, and local
agency representatives. The following is a list of value statements
for environmental components followed by statements for evaluation
components:

ENVIRONMENTAL COMPONENTS

Water Quality

1. Attain levels of water guality in the lakes and streams within
the Basin suitable to maintain the identified beneficial uses
of Lake Tahoe (e.g., recreation, fisheries, water supply,
aesthetics}. :

2. Restrict algal productivity to levels that do not impair
beneficial water uses or deteriorate existing water quality
conditions in the Lake Tahoe Basin.

3. Further degradation of the water quality of Lake Tahoe and its
tributaries cannot be allowed if we are to preserve the Lake
for future generations.

4. Where possible, restore all watersheds in the Basin so that
they respond to runoff in a natural hydrologic function.

Water Quantity

1. Diversions of surface and groundwater should not exceed the
limitations set by the California-Nevada Interstate Compact.

2. Achieve in-stream flow necessary for the identified beneficial
uses such as recreation, fisheries needs, and aesthetics.



Soil Conservation

1. Land coverage and disturbance shall not exceed the level of use
an area can tolerate without sustaining permanent damage
through erosion and other causes.

2. Restrict on-site erosion and resultant sediment transport to
streams and lakes to levels that will not result in
deterioration of existing water quality.

Alr Quality

1. Attain state and federal air guality standards in
non-attainment areas and maintain ambient air quality in areas
that exceed standards.

2. Attain levels of air gquality within the Basin suitable to
maintain the identified beneficial uses of Lake Tahoe (e.g.,
recreation, vegetative preservation, aestheics, public health
and welfare).

3. Maintain or improve visibility in the Lake Tahoe Basin.
Noise
1. Reduce or eliminate those activities in the Basin that produce

damaging or distressing noise levels,
2. Provide for community and neighborhood tranquility.

Vegetation Preservation

1. Provide for a wide mix and increased diversity of plant
communities in the Tahoe Basin including such unigue ecosystems
as wetlands, meadows, and riparian vegetation.

2. Conserve threatened and endangered plant species and uncommon
plant communities of the Lake Tahoe Basin.

wildlife

1. Maintain suitable habitat for the existing variety of wildlife
species without preference to game or non-game species.

2. Preserve, enhance, and, where feasible, expand habitat
essential for threatened, endangered, rare, native or unique
species found in the Basin.

3. Preserve, protect, and enhance wildlife habitats of special
significance.

-




Fisheries

1. Maintain or improve aquatic habitat essential for the growth,
reproduction, and perpetuation of existing fish resources in
the Lake Tahoe Basin.

Recreation’

1. Maintain opportunities and facilities for the full spectrum of
outdoor recreational uses to a socially acceptable level of
-concentration.

Visual

1. Maintain and enhance the dominant natural-appearing landscape
for the vast majority of views and lands in the Basin.

2. Maintain and/or improve the aesthetic characteristics of the
man-made envircnment to be compatible with the natural
environment.

3. Restore, whenever possible, damaged natural landscapes.

EVALUATION COMPONENTS

The following list of components will not have envircnmental
thresholds established. They will play a major role in the
evaluation of threshold levels for the components previously
identified and may be established as goals or objectives to
constrain the general plan update.

Public Health and Safety

1. Provide an adequate level of public services such as fire and
police protection, schools, sewage treatment, medical
treatment, and utilities,

Spoclie=-Eceonomic

1. Maintain quality of life and economic stability for Basin
residents.

2. Maintain a balance between fiscal responsibilities and revenues
so that public services can be provided.

3. Provide the opportunity for all income groups to enjoy the
natural environment.of Lake Tahoe,




Transportation

1.

2.

Identify a circulation system that will meet existing and
future needs compatible with the natural capacity of the Basin.
Make more effective use of the existing circulation system.

Reduce dependency on the automobile by making greater use of
public transit, bicycles, or walkways to move people within the
Basin,

Develop and maintain public transit alternatives to the gfffﬁ
automobile for a comprehensive transportation system.




EXHIBIT C

PINAL WORK PLAN
ENVIRONMENTAL THRESHOLDS STUDY

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
DECEMBER 2, 1981



SECTION 1

INTRODUCTION AND TECHNICAL APPROACH

Ratification of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact by
Congress through enactment of PL 96-551 reguires the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency {TRPA) to: {1) develop and adopt
environmental threshold carrying capacities for the region,
(2) amend the regional plan to achieve and maintain these
thresholds, and (3) develop and adopt implementing ordinances,
rules, and regulations.

The TRPA will provide a project officer and four planners
to work on the project. The consulting team of Brown and
Caldwell (BC), Wagstaff and Brady, McDonald & Associates,
and OMNI-MEANS, Ltd., will work closely with TRPA to conduct
the Environmental Thresholds Study by June 1982, The remaining
two tasks to comply with compact requirements will be completed
by TRPA through an updating of the General Plan following
completion of the Environmental Thresholds Study.

A series of eight tasks have been developed to conduct the
Environmental Thresholds Study.

1. Develep work plan and public participation program.
2, Select environmental components and values.

3. Identify envirommental variables.

4. Model relationships among variables.

5. Select threshold ranges for variables.

6. BEvaluate alternative threshold ranges.

7. Prepare draft report and EIS and make available for
public review.

8. Prepare final report and EIS and establish environmental
thresholds.

Two additional tasks will be completed concurrently with the
process for establishing environmental thresholds.

2. Design data management and compliance monitoring systemn.

10. Program management.
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Figure 1-1 shows the relationships between the tasks and
the major outputs of each task. The schedule for completion of
each major task is presented on Figure 1-2. Development of the
work plan was initiated on September 9, 1981. The study will be
completed in June 1982, and the TRPA Governing Board will then
adopt environmental thresholds for the Lake Tahoe Basin.

Each of these tasks is discussed in this section of the work
plan. The preliminary cost of each task and the preliminary
total cost of the program are presented in Section 2.

The costs in Section 2 are based on TRPA conducting a number
cf major elements of the work. A specific breakdown of the work

among TRPA and the consulting team members is contained in
Section 3.

TASK DESCRIPTIONS
Each of the work tasks is described below.

Task 1--Develop Work Plan and
Public Participation Program

The objective of this task is to develop a work plan and
public participation program that will be accepted by the TRPA
Governing Board.

Subtask 1.1~--Develop Work Plan. The consulting team will
develop -a draft work plan showing tasks and cost for each task.
The consultants will meet with TRPA staff to discuss the work
plan and make revisions suggested by TRPA. TRPA staff and the
consultants will present the work plan to the TRPA Steering
Committee and Governing Board.

Subtask 1.2--Develop Public Participation Program. This
program consists of four elements:

1. Form Core Group. The Core Group will be composed
of Steering Committee members {four TRPA governing
body members selected to represent the governing
body for the Environmental Thresholds Study and two
Advisory Planning Commission members) and a federal
representative, The Core Group meetings will also be
attended by technical resource team members. Technical
resource team members will be invited to attend entire
meetings and asked to provide technical information and
assistance to the Steering Committee members. The Core
Group meetings will be noticed and open to the general
public.
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