Ascent Environmental Hazards and Public Safety

3.14 HAZARDS AND PUBLIC SAFETY
3.14.1 INTRODUCTION

This section evaluates the potential public safety impacts related to natural hazards such as wildland fire,
flooding, and vector-borne diseases associated with implementation of each of the five Regional Plan Update
alternatives. This section describes the regulatory background with regard to hazards and public safety;
identifies existing environmental conditions in the Lake Tahoe Region; evaluates potential impacts; and, where
necessary and feasible, identifies mitigation measures to reduce significant and potentially significant impacts to
less-than-significant levels.

This analysis focuses on potential public safety effects related to implementation of the Regional Plan Update due
to natural hazards that exist in the Lake Tahoe Region (wildland fire, flooding, and vector-borne diseases). This
analysis does not address hazardous materials; the transport, use, storage, or disposal of such materials for specific
projects would be too speculative for meaningful analysis in a policy-level document.

3.14.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND

Applicable TRPA, federal, state, and local laws, regulations, and programs that have been enacted to prevent or
mitigate adverse effects to public health and safety and the environment from natural hazards are discussed
below.

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY

REGIONAL PLAN

Goals and Policies
Chapter Il (Land Use Element) of the TRPA Goals and Policies includes the following natural hazards policies:

Natural Hazards

Goal 1
4 Policy 1: Development shall be regulated in identified avalanche or mass instability hazard areas.

4 Policy 2: Prohibit construction, grading, and filling of lands within the 100-year flood plain and in the area of
wave run-up except as necessary to implement the goals and policies of the plan. Require all public utilities,
transportation facilities, and other necessary public uses located in the 100-year flood plain and area of
wave run-up to be constructed or maintained to prevent damage from flooding and to not cause flooding.

4 Policy 3: Inform residents and visitors of the wildfire hazard associated with occupancy in the Region.
Encourage use of fire resistant materials and fire preventative techniques when constructing structures,
especially in the highest fire hazard areas. Manage forest fuels to be consistent with state laws and other
goals and policies of this plan.

4 Policy 4: TRPA will encourage public safety agencies to prepare disaster plans.

Code of Ordinances
Chapter 61, Section 61.3.6.D. of the TRPA Code addresses fire hazard as follows:

Vegetation Management to Prevent the Spread of Wildfire
Within areas of significant fire hazard, as determined by local, state or federal fire agencies, flammable or other
combustible vegetation shall be removed, thinned, or manipulated in accordance with local and state law.
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Revegetation with approved species, or other means of erosion control, may be required where vegetative
ground cover has been eliminated or where erosion problems may occur.

LAKE TAHOE BASIN MULTI-JURISDICTIONAL FUEL REDUCTION AND WILDFIRE PREVENTION STRATEGY

The Lake Tahoe Basin Multi-Jurisdictional Fuel Reduction and Wildfire Prevention Strategy was adopted in 2010.
It is a unified, multi-jurisdictional strategic synopsis of various planning efforts by multiple agencies to address
wildland fire risk in the Lake Tahoe Region and was specifically developed to comply with the White Pine County
Conservation, Recreation and Development Act of 2006 (Public Law 109-432 [H.R.6111]). The document
describes a 10-year strategy to reduce the risk of uncharacteristic wildfire in the Lake Tahoe Region. The plan’s
purpose is to propose projects on federal, state, county, and private lands to create Community Defensible
Space, to comprehensively display all proposed fuel reduction treatments, and to facilitate communication and
cooperation among those responsible for project implementation. Its implementation provides greater
protection to the people, infrastructure, and resources of the Lake Tahoe Region. The strategy was developed by
17 partners, each of which has a role in wildland fuels or fire management in the Lake Tahoe Region:

California Tahoe Conservancy 4 Nevada Division of State Parks
4 California Department of Forestry and Fire 4 Nevada Fire Safe Council
Protection 4 Nevada Tahoe Resource Team
4 California State Parks 4 North Tahoe Fire Protection District
4 Fallen Leaf Fire Department 4 North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District
4 Lake Valley Fire Protection District 4 South Lake Tahoe Fire Department
4 Meeks Bay Fire Protection District 4 Tahoe-Douglas Fire Protection District
4 Nevada Division of Forestry 4 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
4 Nevada Division of State Lands 4 U.S. Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin

Management Unit

FUEL REDUCTION AND FOREST RESTORATION PLAN FOR THE LAKE TAHOE BASIN WILDLAND URBAN
INTERFACE

TRPA released the Fuel Reduction and Forest Restoration Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin Wildland Urban
Interface in 2007. This report builds upon previous efforts and synthesizes the Community Wildfire Prevention
Plans (CWPP) to identify Region-wide fuel reduction needs and the resources needed to implement a regional
hazardous fuels reduction plan. The goals of fuel reduction and forest health projects implemented through this
plan are to protect values at risk by reducing fuel hazards and to restore ecosystem health by mimicking the
results of historic disturbance regimes using cost-effective vegetation treatments. The primary management
objective in wildland-urban interface areas (WUIs) is fuel hazard reduction to protect communities from wildfire,
with forest structure and wildlife habitat as secondary objectives. Outside of WUIs, forest structure and wildlife
habitat are the primary management objectives. Specifically, the plan:

summarizes historic and current forest conditions and associated fire regimes;

describes the desired condition for future fire behavior throughout the Lake Tahoe Region based on
historical conditions;

4 consolidates the individual CWPPs and additional projects into a Region-wide program focused on reducing
fuels and restoring forest health in the WUI;

4 identifies operational issues and opportunities associated with implementing a Region-wide program; and
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4 provides a cost estimate to implement a 10-year program as outlined in the CWPPs and for projects
estimated by other land management agencies.

LIVING WITH FIRE PROGRAM
The Living with Fire program provides residents of the Region with guidance and tools, such as how to establish

and maintain defensible space around a home, to live safer lives in high fire environments. The Tahoe-specific
Living with Fire program is a collaborative effort with the following organizations:

4 Bureau of Land Management 4 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

4 Nevada Fire Safe Council 4 U.S. Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin

4 Nevada Division of Forestry Management Unit

4 Nevada Insurance Council 4 University of California Cooperative Extension
4 Sierra Front Wildfire Cooperators 4 University of Nevada Cooperative Extension
FEDERAL

HEALTHY FORESTS RESTORATION AcT oOF 2003

The Healthy Forests Restoration Act of 2003 (HFRA) (i.e., Healthy Forests Initiative), establishes procedures for
forest and rangeland restoration projects on USFS and Bureau of Land Management (BLM) lands. It generally
focuses on lands near communities in the WUI, in high-risk municipal watersheds, in habitat for threatened and
endangered species, and where insects or disease are destroying the forest and increasing the threat of
catastrophic wildfire. HFRA allows communities to designate WUIs and authorizes fuel reduction projects on
federal land. In addition, federal agencies must consider recommendations and give funding priority to
communities at risk that have developed CWPPs.

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is the agency primarily responsible for enforcement and
implementation of federal laws and regulations pertaining to hazardous materials. The federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) (7 USC 136 et seq.) provides federal control of pesticide distribution, sale,
and use. EPA was given authority under FIFRA not only to study the consequences of pesticide usage but also to
require users (farmers, utility companies, and others) to register when purchasing pesticides. Later amendments to
the law required users to take exams for certification as applicators of pesticides.

In accordance with FIFRA, EPA has sole jurisdiction of pesticide label language, which must be approved by EPA
before the product can be sold in the United States. As part of the labeling process, EPA evaluates data
submitted by registrants to ensure that a product used according to label instructions will cause no adverse
impact on non-target organisms that cannot be reduced or mitigated with protective measures or use
restrictions. Registrants are required to submit data on the effects of pesticides on target pests as well as effects
on non-target pests. Data on non-target effects include plant effects, fish and wildlife hazards, impacts on
endangered species, effects on the environment, environmental fate, breakdown products, leachability, and
persistence. EPA has the authority to suspend or cancel the registration of a pesticide if subsequent information
shows that continued use would pose unreasonable risks or harm to the environment.

The federal Clean Water Act (CWA) is the principal federal law regulating discharges of pollutants into the
waters of the United States. It gives EPA the authority to implement pollution control programs and contains
requirements to set water quality standards for contaminants in surface waters of the United States. Under the
CWA, it is unlawful for any person to discharge any pollutant from a point source into navigable waters unless a
permit is obtained through the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES). Aquatic pesticides
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discharged into surface waters may constitute pollutants within the meaning of the CWA even if the discharge is
in compliance with the registration requirements of FIFRA, thus requiring coverage under a valid NPDES permit.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY

The National Flood Insurance Act of 1968 and the Flood Disaster Prevention Act of 1973 established the National
Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) administers the NFIP to
provide subsidized flood insurance to communities complying with FEMA regulations. Flood Insurance Rate
Maps (FIRMs) delineate both the 100-year and 500-year flood hazard event areas. In some instances, FEMA
develops floodway boundaries, defined as the portion of the watercourse and the adjacent land areas that must
be reserved to discharge the base flood without cumulatively increasing the water surface elevation more than a
designated height, typically 1 foot. Development is typically not allowed in a floodway.

To qualify for the NFIP, candidate municipalities and unincorporated county areas must adopt local floodplain
development policies and enforce flood control measures for new construction and redevelopment projects
within their jurisdictions. A key element for NFIP coverage is that municipalities must require that development
within a flood hazard area have the lowest floor elevations raised above the base flood elevation (BFE). FEMA
prepares Flood Insurance Studies (FIS) and associated FIRM maps to assist communities in local land use
planning and flood control decision making.

STATE
THE CALIFORNIA-NEVADA TAHOE BASIN FIRE COMMISSION

The California-Nevada Tahoe Basin Fire Commission was established in response to the 2007 Angora Fire. The
commission included representatives from affected state agencies from California and Nevada, regional fire
agencies, and the public. The primary purpose of the commission was to study the events and environmental
conditions that led up to the Angora Fire and prepare a final report including recommendations and strategies
for the future protection of the Lake Tahoe Region. After accepting recommendations from a variety of experts,
stakeholders, organizations, and the public, the commission compiled a final report including 48 findings and 98
recommendations. They are organized into six categories that address both short- and long-term needs, policy
changes, education, funding, governmental structures, community and homeowner fire prevention, and
environmental practices related to Lake Tahoe’s vulnerability to wildfire.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTION

The California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE) implements statewide laws aimed at reducing
wildfire hazards in WUIs. The laws are based on fire hazard assessment and zoning. The laws apply to state
responsibility areas (including the Lake Tahoe Basin), which are defined as areas of the state in which CAL FIRE has
primary financial responsibility for preventing and suppressing fires, as determined by the State Board of Forestry
pursuant to Sections 4125 and 4102 of the California Public Resources Code. Fire protection outside state
responsibility areas is the responsibility of federal or local jurisdictions. These areas are referred to by CAL FIRE as
federal responsibility areas and local responsibility areas.

CWPPs have been prepared for fire districts in both the California and Nevada portions of the Lake Tahoe Region:
4 the Community Wildfire Protection Plan for the California Portion of the Lake Tahoe Region (Tahoe Basin

Fire Safe Council 2004), which covers Fallen Leaf Fire Department, Lake Valley Fire Protection District, Meeks
Bay Fire Protection District, and North Tahoe Fire Protection District;
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4 the Tahoe-Douglas Fire Plan for the Tahoe-Douglas Fire Protection District (Resource Concepts 2004a),
prepared as part of the Nevada Community Wildfire Risk/Hazard Assessment Project; and

4 the North Lake Tahoe Fire Plan for the North Lake Tahoe Fire Protection District (Resource Concepts 2004b),
also prepared as part of the Nevada Community Wildfire Risk/Hazard Assessment Project.

These plans identify hazards and propose fuel reduction projects. The goals of the plans are to protect values at
risk and restore ecosystem health by reducing fuel hazards and using cost-effective treatments.

The Emergency California-Nevada Tahoe Basin Fire Commission Report was released in May 2008 (Tahoe Basin

Fire Commission 2008). As of April 14, 2008, all permit applications and qualified exempt declarations requiring
TRPA review that involve construction must receive pre-approval from the appropriate fire protection district or
department.

CALIFORNIA MoSQuITO ABATEMENT ACT

In 1915, the California Legislature adopted the Mosquito Abatement Act, which formed the basis for the
creation, function, and governing powers of mosquito abatement districts. Mosquito abatement/vector control
districts are governmental organizations formed at the local level that are responsible for controlling specific
disease vectors within their jurisdiction. They have the authority to conduct surveillance for, prevent the
occurrence of, and abate production of vectors on both public and private properties. Vector control districts
also have the authority to participate in, review, comment, and make recommendations regarding federal, state,
or local land use planning and environmental quality processes, documents, permits, licenses, and entitlements
for projects and their potential effects on vector production. These districts receive most of their revenue from
property taxes and are primarily responsible for controlling mosquitoes as pest species and disease vectors.
California law requires that if a problem source of mosquito production exists as a result of human-made
conditions, the party responsible for those conditions is liable for the cost of abatement.

CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF PESTICIDE REGULATION

After EPA registers a pesticide (including aquatic pesticides), under FIFRA (as described above), states can
register pesticides under specific, and more restrictive, state pesticide registration laws. The State Water
Resources Control Board and nine Regional Water Quality Control Boards do not directly regulate pesticide use
in California; rather, the California Department of Pesticide Regulation (CDPR) is the lead agency responsible for
the registration and regulation of pesticides. The California Food and Agricultural Code authorizes CDPR and the
County Agricultural Commissioners (CACs) to regulate the sale, storage, handling, and use of pesticides. The use
of pesticides must comply with the FIFRA pesticide label instructions and any use permits issued by the CACs. To
reduce contamination of people or the environment, use permits often require specific use practices to prevent
misapplication and drift.

The application of aquatic pesticides by vector control agencies is regulated by a cooperative agreement among
the California Department of Public Health (DPH), CDPR, CACs, and the vector control agencies. Vector control
agencies are not directly regulated by CDPR, but are licensed by DPH.

REGION-WIDE WASTE DISCHARGE PROHIBITION ON PESTICIDES

Resolution R6T-2011-0102 amended the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region by allowing
exemptions to the pesticide prohibition for aquatic pesticide treatments proposed for purposes of protecting
public health or safety or ecological integrity. This amendment applies only under certain criteria, allowing
application of aquatic pesticides to surface water for purposes of vector control. As part of this amendment, a
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Substitute Environmental Document was prepared and certified by the State Water Resources Control Board to
satisfy California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements (LRWQCB 2011).

In October 2011, the State of Nevada issued General Permit NVG870001, which regulates discharges throughout
Nevada, including pesticides used for mosquito control. Monitoring requirements associated with this permit
are intended to ensure that no adverse impact results to waters of the United States.

LOCAL
EL DORADO COUNTY

The El Dorado County Health and Safety Code (Title 8) includes policies related to fire prevention, and the Health,
Safety, and Noise Element of the 2004 El Dorado County General Plan includes provisions related to fire safety, fire
protection, area-wide fuel management, and fire prevention education (El Dorado County 2004: pp. 108-124).

The El Dorado County Vector Control District (EDCVCD) was formed in 1963. EDCVCD is a division of the El
Dorado County Environmental Management Department. EDCVCD’s service area encompasses 195 square miles,
and its mission is to provide vector control services and protect public health and safety with minimal impact on
the environment (El Dorado County 2008).

PLACER COUNTY

The Placer County Code, Chapter 9 (Article 9.32 Public Peace, Safety, and Welfare) and the Health and Safety
Element of the Placer County General Plan include fire prevention policies.

The Placer County Mosquito and Vector Control District is a special district that was formed in 2001 to serve and
protect all of Placer County from mosquito-borne disease. The objectives of the program are to control or
eliminate existing mosquito breeding sources and to prevent new sources, to protect public health and comfort
(Placer County 2011).

CITY OF SOUTH LAKE TAHOE

The Health and Safety Element of the City of South Lake Tahoe 2030 General Plan includes policies related to fire
hazards (City of South Lake Tahoe 2011: pp. HS.1-HS.13).

DouGLAS COUNTY

The Douglas County Master Plan addresses fire hazards and flooding in Chapter 5, Conservation; Goal 5.03
includes policies to protect the residents of Douglas County from flooding. The Douglas County Mosquito
Abatement District, authorized under Nevada Revised Statutes (NRS) 318, provides mosquito control services to
Douglas County (Douglas County 2006).

WASHOE COUNTY

The Washoe County Code, Chapter 60 (Fire Prevention and Protection) contains provisions related to fire
prevention and safety. Washoe County has a Vector-Borne Disease Prevention Program, which uses a number of
mosquito abatement methods to control and prevent the spread of mosquitoes. The focus of this program is to
eliminate mosquitoes while they are still in the larval stage (Washoe County 2011).

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
3.14-6 Regional Plan Update Draft EIS



Ascent Environmental Hazards and Public Safety

3.14.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT
WILDLAND FIRE HAZARDS

The Lake Tahoe Region is considered a “fire environment” because of the climate, steep topography, and high
level of available fuel (Living with Fire 2012). The threat of catastrophic fire has been identified as the number
one public concern in the Lake Tahoe Region. Before the cessation of Native American burning practices and
more than 50 years of fire suppression in the Region, natural fire cycles would normally have thinned stands and
removed hazardous fuels. The elimination of these processes has created dense forests susceptible to fires that
would burn severely, resulting in a high incidence of tree mortality. The combination of large amounts of
hazardous fuels and one of the highest ignition rates in the Sierra Nevada, particularly in urban areas,
contributes to the risk of a devastating wildfire.

Region-wide fire modeling to evaluate the likely effects of unplanned fires on urban areas has shown that the
most severe fires, and therefore the most catastrophic effects, would occur in lower elevation pine and mixed
conifer forests. Additional modeling, which focused on sample plots in and adjacent to communities throughout
the Region, illustrated that if a fire were to ignite in one of these plots, in the absence of fire suppression, 76
percent of the resulting fires would be crown fires. Crown fires are not easily controlled and could result in the
loss of private property and adverse effects to public safety and natural resources (TRPA 2007).

In June 2007, the Angora Fire began from an unattended campfire near the North Upper Truckee Road
subdivision near Angora Lakes, Fallen Leaf Lake, Echo Lake, and South Lake Tahoe. The fire occurred during
some of the most severe fire danger conditions experienced in the Region over the last 20 years. The fire initially
spread 4 miles in 3 hours and burned more than 250 structures on private property, including more than 200
homes. Containment required several days. Most of the 3,072 acres within the fire perimeter involved USFS
lands; however, about 300 urban lots owned by USFS, the California Tahoe Conservancy, California State Parks,
and El Dorado County, and 231 acres of private property also burned (CAL FIRE 2007).

In California, CAL FIRE has established Fire Hazard Severity Zones (FHSZs) for the entire state, including the
California portion of the Lake Tahoe Region. FHSZs assess wildland fire potential based on fuel load, climate, and
topography. The classification system provides three classes of fire hazards: Moderate, High, and Very High. The
FHSZs for the California portion of the Lake Tahoe Region are shown in Exhibit 3.14-1.

Nevada does not have an equivalent FHSZ classification system for fire hazards. However, in the Nevada portion
of the Region, the Nevada Division of Forestry has identified communities in areas of extreme, high, and
moderate fire risk. These communities have been included in the CWPPs developed for these areas and are also
shown in Exhibit 3.14-1.

FLOODING

The Tahoe Region is often subject to rain and storm events that cause extreme fluctuations in stream flows or
wave run-up, which can lead to flooding and property damage. Exhibit 3.14-2 illustrates the FEMA 100-year and
500-year flood zones. As addressed in Section 3.7, Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage, a potential
exists for both tsunami and seiche-related waves up to 30 feet to occur along the shores of Lake Tahoe.
Currently, wave run-up heights have not been calculated using nonlinear equations, bottom friction, and
topography, and therefore no maps have been created that indicate a minimum elevation level of high ground
or safety.
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MOSQUITOES/VECTOR-BORNE DISEASES

The climate, topography, and plant communities of the Region support an abundance and variety of larval
mosquito habitats. In the past, diseases such as malaria and yellow fever caused significant human suffering and
death in the United States. Public concern regarding West Nile virus, a disease transmitted to humans by
mosquitoes (including species found in the Tahoe Region), has increased since the virus was first detected in the
United States in 1999. A mosquito first acquires West Nile virus by feeding on a bird with the virus in its blood.
Most people and animals that are infected with the virus have mild or no symptoms; however, in rare cases the
virus can cause encephalitis. Other diseases that have been found in California that can be transmitted by
mosquitoes include malaria, yellow fever, Saint Louis encephalitis virus, and western equine encephalomyelitis.
In addition, there is potential for foreign mosquito-borne diseases to be introduced into the United States,
including dengue fever, Japanese encephalitis, and Rift Valley Fever (CDPR 2005).

Four vector control districts have jurisdiction in the Tahoe Region: El Dorado County Vector Control District CSA-
3, Douglas County Vector Control District, Placer Mosquito and Vector Control District, and Washoe County
District Health Department Vector Control District. These districts apply site-specific best management practices
(BMPs) for mosquito reduction that reduce the need for pesticide applications, when feasible. To implement
BMPs, vector control districts work closely with landowners, agencies, and organizations to educate the public
and reduce or eliminate mosquito breeding habitat. In general, source surveillance and source reduction help to
maintain a low level of pesticide application in the Region (El Dorado County Environmental Management
Department 2012).

Under current practice, fogging is periodically used to control adult mosquito populations. Mosquito control
agencies use truck-mounted fogging units to apply insecticides as an ultra-low-volume (ULV) spray. ULV spray
units dispense very fine aerosol droplets (fog) that stay aloft and kill mosquitoes on contact (i.e., 3-5 ounces per
acre). During the fogging, flying mosquitoes within the treated area are killed over a period of several days.
Vector control districts in the Tahoe Region fog in response to requests for investigation from residents and
when observation and/or trapping indicate high mosquito populations and potential for public health risk (e.g.,
West Nile virus outbreak). In general, fogging is not required in the North Shore (Jeppson, pers. comm., 2012). In
the South Shore, one or two fogging applications per year are typical in the El Dorado County portion of the
Region, and 6—10 applications are typical in the Douglas County portion of the Region (Jenkins pers. comm.,
2012; Bender, pers. comm., 2012; Placer County 2012).

EPA reviews and approves insecticides (and other pesticides) and their labeling to ensure that public health is
protected and chemicals are applied by methods that minimize the risk of human exposure and adverse health
and environmental effects. EPA has estimated the exposure and risks to both adults and children posed by ULV
aerial and ground applications of the insecticides are considered to have a very low risk level. When properly
applied, other mosquito control insecticides pose similarly low risks. Nevertheless, because insecticides are
inherently toxic, no pesticide is absolutely risk free (CDPR 2005).
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3.14.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND RECOMMENDED MITIGATION
MEASURES

METHODS AND ASSUMPTIONS

This analysis focuses on potential public safety effects related to implementation of the Regional Plan Update due
to natural hazards that exist in the Lake Tahoe Region (wildland fire, flooding, and vector-borne diseases). This
analysis does not address hazardous materials; the transport, use, storage, or disposal of such materials for specific
projects would be speculative in this program-level analysis.

The Regional Plan Update does not propose specific projects, but rather makes adjustments to the goals, policies,
and implementation measures of the Regional Plan to move the Lake Tahoe Region toward attainment and
maintenance of environmental threshold standards. All five proposed alternatives would provide for some new
development, redevelopment, and restoration activities in the Region. Any specific project would be subject to
environmental review pursuant to TRPA regulations and, depending upon location and whether or not there is
federal discretion, CEQA and NEPA statutes and implementing regulations. Such review would include site-specific
impact analysis and adoption of feasible mitigation measures that must be implemented to assure that standards
of the Region are met. Furthermore, any construction or operations pursuant to the proposed Regional Plan
Update alternatives would be required to occur in compliance with all local, state, and federal regulations. Because
such laws are established to be protective of human health and the environment, compliance with applicable
regulations is sufficient to ensure that any hazardous materials used throughout the Region would not result in
adverse effects due to exposure of the public or environment to hazardous materials.

SIGNIFICANCE CRITERIA

Implementation of the Regional Plan Update would result in significant adverse public safety effects related to
natural hazards if it would:

4 expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires, including
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are intermixed with wildlands;

4 expose people or property to water-related hazards such as flooding and/or wave action from 100-year
storm occurrence or 100-year flood hazard area; or

4 expose people to potential health hazards due to vector-borne diseases.

IMPACT ANALYSIS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

Impact Wildland Fire Hazard. Alternative 1 would not implement any new policies or changes in

3.14-1 existing policies that would affect fire hazards. Thus, under Alternative 1, risk from fire
hazards would not increase in comparison to the existing conditions in the Region and this
would be a less-than-significant impact.

Implementation of Alternatives 2 through 5 would include new policies and changes to
existing policies that would increase or improve defensible space, reduce fuel loads, and
allow greater flexibility in the manner in which adequate fire protection is achieved within the
Region. Thus, implementation of Alternatives 2 through 5 would reduce potential risks from
fire hazards and would result in a beneficial impact related to exposure to wildland fire
hazards.
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ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT

Alternative 1 would maintain the goals, policies, and implementation measures of the existing Regional Plan.
Alternative 1 would provide no new goals or policies to reduce the risk of wildfire; however, no new goals or
policies would affect the potential for wildland fire hazards. Alternative 1 would preserve the existing goals,
policies, and implementation measures of the Land Use Element (Community Design Subelement), Conservation
Element (Vegetation Subelement), and Public Services and Facilities Element that relate to wildland fire hazards.
Any development allowed under Alternative 1 would be required to be consistent with Regional Plan
requirements for fire safety as well as other applicable federal, state, regional, and local fire safety plans.
Because Alternative 1 does not propose any policy changes that would affect fire hazards, the risk of wildland
fire within the Region would remain unchanged compared to the current level of risk. Therefore,
implementation of Alternative 1 would not result in an increased risk of fire hazards within the Region and this
would be a less-than-significant impact.

ALTERNATIVE 2: Low DEVELOPMENT, INCREASED REGULATION

Alternative 2 proposes revisions to the goals, policies, and implementation measures in the Land Use Element
(Community Design Subelement), Conservation Element (Vegetation Subelement), and Public Services and
Utilities Element that would directly affect fire hazard risk and safety in the Region.

Under Alternative 2, the Community Design Subelement would be amended to require all landscape plans to be
consistent with state defensible-space requirements. The Vegetation Subelement would be amended to allow
forest litter to be maintained to reduce wildfire risk; the use of fire-resistant vegetation in urban areas would be
promoted; creation of defensible space and hazardous fuel reduction would be promoted; vegetation in urban
areas would contribute to defensible space; and removal or pruning of large trees for projects that would create
defensible space would be permitted. Two implementation measures would be included under Alternative 2 to
measure achievement of the aforementioned Vegetation Subelement goals. A numerical measurement system
would be established to evaluate vegetation on a per-parcel basis, and BMP evaluations and certifications would
be used to determine if requirements for fire-resistant vegetation have been met.

Alternative 2 also proposes changes to the Public Services and Utilities Element by revising the existing waiver
for fire water supply on new single-family dwelling permits to allow for alternative fire protection designs that
adequately comply with the intent of the adopted fire code in those areas where existing water systems have
inadequate water supply, pressure, and/or hydrants, and by requiring that new development in urban areas is
adequately served by fire hydrants to the satisfaction of local fire districts and the adopted fire code. Currently,
the Code spells out fire flow requirements, but this change would give fire districts final authority over a
project’s fire flow requirements and therefore would ensure that projects with special circumstances meet the
intent of the fire flow requirements. A revision to the Land Use Element (Water Quality Subelement) would
allow for the discharge of treated municipal wastewater to assist with catastrophic wildfire suppression.

As described above, Alternative 2 includes several policy changes that would directly increase and improve
defensible space, reduce fuel load, and allow greater flexibility in the manner in which adequate fire protection
is achieved and in which fires are suppressed within the Region. Consequently, the fire hazard risk to people and
property would be reduced. Furthermore, as development continues throughout the Region under Alternative
2, projects would be required to consider the fire hazards and include measures to ensure that defensible space
is maintained and excessive fuel is reduced. Therefore, implementation of Alternative 2 would result in a
decreased risk from wildfire and this would be a beneficial impact.
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ALTERNATIVE 3: Low DEVELOPMENT, HIGHLY INCENTIVIZED REDEVELOPMENT

Alternative 3 proposes revisions to the goals, policies, and implementation measures in the Land Use Element
(Community Design Subelement), Conservation Element (Vegetation Subelement), and Public Services and
Utilities Element that would directly affect fire hazard risk and safety in the Region.

Alternative 3 would include the same policy changes as Alternative 2 that would directly increase and improve
defensible space, reduce fuel load, and allow greater flexibility in the manner in which adequate fire protection
is achieved and in which fires are suppressed within the Region. However, Alternative 3 would not include the
two implementation measures to evaluate if requirements for fire-resistant vegetation have been met. As with
Alternative 2, the fire hazard risk to people and property would be reduced. Furthermore, as development
continues throughout the Region under Alternative 3, projects would be required to consider the fire hazards in
the Region and include measures to ensure that defensible space is maintained and excessive fuel is reduced.
Therefore, similar to Alternative 2, implementation of Alternative 3 would result in a decreased risk from
wildfire and this would be a beneficial impact.

ALTERNATIVE 4: REDUCED DEVELOPMENT, INCENTIVIZED REDEVELOPMENT

Alternative 4 would include the same changes to the goals, policies, and implementation measures as
Alternative 3, which would directly increase and improve defensible space, reduce fuel load, and allow greater
flexibility in the manner in which adequate fire protection is achieved and in which fires are suppressed within
the Region. For the same reasons as identified in Alternative 3, implementation of Alternative 4 would result in a
decreased risk from wildfire and this would be a beneficial impact.

ALTERNATIVE 5: SIMILAR RATE OF DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATORY STRUCTURE TO THE 1987
REGIONAL PLAN

Alternative 5 would include the same changes to the goals, policies, and implementation measures as
Alternative 3, which would directly increase the defensible space, reduce fuel load, and allow greater flexibility
in the manner in which adequate fire protection is achieved and in which fires are suppressed within the Region.
For the same reasons as identified in Alternative 3, implementation of Alternative 5 would result in a decreased
risk from wildfire and this would be a beneficial impact.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.

Impact Flood Hazards. All five Regional Plan Update alternatives would allow for some amount of

3.14-2 new development, redevelopment, and restoration activities. However, the 1987 Regijonal
Plan prohibits additional development, grading, and filling of lands within the 100-year flood
plain and in the area of wave run-up (Natural Hazards, Goal 1, Policy 2), and no changes to
this policy are proposed. This policy also requires all public utilities, transportation facilities,
and other necessary public uses located in the 100-year flood plain and wave run-up areas to
be constructed and maintained to prevent damage from flooding and to not cause flooding.
This policy would be preserved in the Regional Plan under all proposed alternatives.
Therefore, Regional Plan Update Alternatives 1 through 5 would not allow for development
activities that would result in new flooding issues or allow for the exacerbation of existing
flooding issues that would expose occupants and/or structures to flood hazards. For
Alternatives 1 through 5, this impact would be less than significant.
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ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT

Alternative 1 would maintain allocations remaining from the 1987 Regional Plan but would not authorize any new
allocations. Therefore, Alternative 1 would result in a very low level of new development and redevelopment. The
1987 Regional Plan prohibits additional development , grading, and filling of lands within the 100-year flood plain
and in the area of wave run-up (Natural Hazards, Goal 1, Policy 2), and no changes to this policy are proposed. This
policy also requires all public utilities, transportation facilities, and other necessary public uses located in the 100-
year flood plain and wave run-up areas to be constructed and maintained to prevent damage from flooding and to
not cause flooding. Therefore, Regional Plan Update Alternative 1 would not allow for development activities that
would result in new flooding issues or allow for the exacerbation of existing flooding issues that would expose
occupants and/or structures to flood hazards and this impact would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 2: Low DEVELOPMENT, INCREASED REGULATION

Alternative 2 would reauthorize allocations remaining from the 1987 Regional Plan and would authorize a
limited number of new allocations, resulting in a low level of development and redevelopment. However, as
with Alternative 1, the Regional Plan (Natural Hazards, Goal 1, Policy 2) does not allow for development
activities that would result in new flooding issues or allow for the exacerbation of existing flooding issues that
would expose occupants and/or structures to flood hazards, and no changes to this policy are proposed. This
impact would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 3: Low DEVELOPMENT, HIGHLY INCENTIVIZED REDEVELOPMENT

Alternative 3 would reauthorize allocations remaining from the 1987 Regional Plan and would authorize a
limited number of new allocations, resulting in limited new development and redevelopment. However, as with
Alternative 1, the Regional Plan (Natural Hazards, Goal 1, Policy 2) does not allow for development activities that
would result in new flooding issues or allow for the exacerbation of existing flooding issues that would expose
occupants and/or structures to flood hazards, and no changes to this policy are proposed. This impact would be
less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 4: REDUCED DEVELOPMENT, INCENTIVIZED REDEVELOPMENT

Alternative 4 would reauthorize allocations remaining from the 1987 Regional Plan and would authorize new
allocations, resulting in limited new development and redevelopment. However, as with Alternative 1, the Regional
Plan (Natural Hazards, Goal 1, Policy 2) does not allow for development activities that would result in new flooding
issues or allow for the exacerbation of existing flooding issues that would expose occupants and/or structures to
flood hazards, and no changes to this policy are proposed. This impact would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 5: SIMILAR RATE OF DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATORY STRUCTURE TO THE 1987
REGIONAL PLAN

Alternative 5 would reauthorize allocations remaining from the 1987 Regional Plan and would authorize new
allocations, resulting in new development and redevelopment. However, as with Alternative 1, the Regional Plan
(Natural Hazards, Goal 1, Policy 2) does not allow for development activities that would result in new flooding
issues or allow for the exacerbation of existing flooding issues that would expose occupants and/or structures to
flood hazards, and no changes to this policy are proposed. This impact would be less than significant.

MITIGATION MEASURES

No mitigation is required for any of the alternatives.
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Impact Health Hazards from Vector-borne Diseases. Various environmental factors such as climate,

3.14-3  topography, vegetation, and standing water can influence the extent and duration of available
breeding habitat for mosquito populations. Mosquitoes act as vectors for West Nile virus and
other illnesses, which pose potential public health hazards to people living in the Lake Tahoe
Region.

When source control efforts are not adequate to maintain mosquito populations at low levels,
pesticides may be used by the vector control districts to reduce adult populations through
fogging and spraying. Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5 would continue to allow fogging techniques
to be used for mosquito control in compliance with all applicable regulations; therefore, these
alternatives would have no effect on health hazards from vector-borne diseases. However,
Alternative 2 would prohibit the use of spraying and fogging techniques to distribute
pesticides throughout the Region. If a West Nile virus outbreak were to occur, adult mosquito
populations may not be effectively reduced without fogging and substantial adverse risks to
public health could occur. Therefore, this impact would be less than significant for
Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5 and potentially significant for Alternative 2.

As discussed above in Section 3.14.3, Affected Environment, vector control districts with jurisdiction in the
Tahoe Basin periodically use truck-mounted fogging units to apply insecticides as an ULV spray to control adult
mosquito populations.

Between 2009 and the end of 2011, West Nile virus infections in the United States resulted in 132 human deaths
and 1,476 cases of neuro-invasive disease. In addition, tens of thousands of birds and thousands of horses died
or were euthanized as a result of West Nile virus infections since the virus was first identified in the United
States in 1999. While use of pesticides is not completely risk free and, depending on the type and concentration,
can pose toxicity risks to humans, the prevalence of health effects associated with contraction of West Nile virus
is considered to be much higher (CDPR 2005).

ALTERNATIVE 1: NO PROJECT

Alternative 1 would not result in any change with regard to allowable uses of pesticides in the Tahoe Region. As
described above, the relative health risks associated with pesticide fogging and spraying to reduce adult
mosquito populations is much lower than risks associated with contraction of mosquito-borne illnesses. Thus, by
maintaining regulations that allow for fogging and spraying to reduce adult mosquito populations, effects on
public health associated with mosquito-borne illnesses would be a less-than-significant impact.

ALTERNATIVE 2: Low DEVELOPMENT, INCREASED REGULATION

Under Alternative 2, mosquito abatement activities would continue, but would be limited to source surveillance
and control, BMPs, and public education. Fogging or spraying would be prohibited. While pesticides used to reduce
mosquito populations can be toxic to humans, they are considered by regulatory agencies to pose a low risk
because toxicity levels to mammals are low and because of the low concentrations in which they are distributed.

According to the County of El Dorado Environmental Management Department, fogging is the primary and most
effective option to kill adult mosquitos (Bender, pers. comm. 2012). Similarly, although fogging is not typically

necessary in the Placer County portion of the Tahoe Region, the Placer Mosquito and Vector Control District has
expressed that “the possibility of losing the ability to use mosquito adulticiding as a tool to protect public health
is a very serious public health concern” (Buettner, pers. comm., 2012). Because fogging and spraying are used in
the Tahoe Region by vector control districts when observation and trapping indicate high mosquito populations

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Regional Plan Update Draft EIS 3.14-15



Hazards and Public Safety Ascent Environmental

and potential for public health risk (e.g., West Nile virus outbreak), prohibiting such practices could result in
increased public health risks. Thus, this impact would be potentially significant.

ALTERNATIVE 3: Low DEVELOPMENT, HIGHLY INCENTIVIZED REDEVELOPMENT

For the reasons described above for Alternative 1, this impact would be less than significant.
ALTERNATIVE 4: REDUCED DEVELOPMENT, INCENTIVIZED REDEVELOPMENT

For the reasons described above for Alternative 1, this impact would be less than significant.

ALTERNATIVE 5: SIMILAR RATE OF DEVELOPMENT AND REGULATORY STRUCTURE TO THE 1987
REGIONAL PLAN

For the reasons described above for Alternative 1, this impact would be less than significant.
MITIGATION MEASURES
No mitigation is required for Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5.

With regard to Alternative 2, vector control districts are already implementing all feasible methods to control
mosquito populations and protect public health, including BMPs, source surveillance, source control and
reduction, and public education. Without the ability to use fogging and spraying when determined necessary
by vector control districts to control mosquito populations that could carry vector-borne diseases, impacts to
public health would be potentially significant. No feasible mitigation is available to reduce the impact to a less-
than-significant level. The impact would be significant and unavoidable.

Significance After Mitigation
Alternatives 1, 3, 4, and 5 would be less than significant.

Because no feasible mitigation would be available to reduce potential public health impacts from an outbreak in
adult mosquitoes of West Nile Virus or other mosquito-borne illness under Alternative 2, this impact would
remain significant and unavoidable.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
3.14-16 Regional Plan Update Draft EIS



