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SCOPING SUMMARY  

 

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) is preparing an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

for the proposed Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan. TRPA is the lead agency for the EIS. This document will 

serve as an EIS pursuant to the TRPA Compact, Code of Ordinances (Code), and Rules of Procedure. 

The environmental review process began with issuance of a Notice of Preparation (NOP) to inform 

agencies and the public that a Draft EIS would be prepared for the project, and to solicit views of 

agencies and the public as to the scope and content of the document. Scoping meetings were held 

to allow oral expression of those views. This document summarizes the written and oral comments 

and issues raised by the public, agencies, and organizations. A complete set of comments received 

during scoping is attached to this document (Attachment B).  

The NOP was distributed on July 12, 2017 and is included as Appendix A. The public scoping period 

was 36 calendar days, concluding on August 16, 2017. Written comments were received from 

agencies, organizations, and individuals (Table 1). Oral comments were received from the following 

scoping meetings: 

 July 26, 2017. TRPA Governing Board meeting at North Tahoe Event Center, 8318 North Lake 

Boulevard, Kings Beach, California (beginning at 9:30 p.m.). 

 August 9, 2017. TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC) Meeting at TRPA, 128 Market Street, 

Stateline, Nevada (beginning at 9:30 a.m.). 

A summary of the scoping process and relevant comments is included below.  
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1.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS  

Commenters included in this report include those that submitted written or oral input both during the 

Scoping Period and prior to the Scoping Period between July 2016 and July 2017. Commenters are 

identified by name, organization or agency and the date the comment was received. Comments 

received during the Scoping period are included in Table 1, while Table 2 includes Pre-Scoping 

Commenters.  

 

Table 1-Commenters on NOP During Scoping Period 

 Commenters on the NOP During the Shoreline Plan EIS Scoping Period (July 12th – August 16th) 

Name of Author Agency/Organization Date Received/Post Marked 

 WRITTEN COMMENTS  

AGENCIES   

Federal   

None received NA NA 

State   

Marilyn Linkem California Department of Parks and Recreation August 16th, 2017 

Laura Miller California State Lands Commission August 16th, 2017 

Jessica Tucker-Mohl California Attorney General August 15th, 2017 

Local   

Charlene Albee Washoe County Health District July 26th, 2017 

ORGANIZATIONS   

Laurel Ames Tahoe Area Sierra Club  August 16th, 2017 

Madonna Dunbar Tahoe Water Suppliers Association July 28th, 2017 

Jennifer Quashnick Friends of the West Shore August 14th, 2017 

Ann Nichols North Tahoe Preservation Alliance August 15th, 2017 

Penny Stewart California Tahoe Conservancy August 15th, 2017 

Kara Theil Feldman McLaughlin Thiel LLP August 16th, 2017 

Jan Brisco Tahoe Lakefront Owner’s Association August 16th, 2017 

Andy Huckbody Lakeridge General Improvement District  August 10th, 2017 

INDIVIDUALS   

Steve Smith NA July 12th, 2017 

Ron Grassi NA July 13th, 2017 

Greg Wilson NA July 18th, 2017 

Stephen Dolan NA July 21st, 2017 

Bertie Freeberg NA July 24th, 2017 
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 Commenters on the NOP During the Shoreline Plan EIS Scoping Period (July 12th – August 16th) 

Name of Author Agency/Organization Date Received/Post Marked 

Tomas Suk NA July 25th, 2017 

Debbie Kelly-Hogan NA July 29th, 2017 

Ron Gregg NA August 2nd, 2017 

Mindy and Boris Lokshin NA August 4th, 2017 

Judy Dowdy NA August 5th, 2017 

Robert Lambie NA August 5th, 2017 

Harry King NA August 11th, 2017 

Tom Carter NA August 13th, 2017 

Carol Mazerall NA August 14th, 2017 

Norma Jean & David Bowers NA August 14th, 2017 

Gregg Lien NA August 15th, 2017 

Stephen Alastuey NA August 16th, 2017 

Ellie Waller NA August 16th, 2017 

 

Table 2: Commenters on NOP during Pre-Scoping  

 Commenters on the NOP during the Pre-Scoping Period (Prior to July 12th, 2017) 

Name of Author Agency/Organization Date Received/Post Marked 

 WRITTEN COMMENTS  

AGENCIES   

Federal   

None received NA NA 

State   

Jessica Tucker-Mohl California Attorney General April 25th, 2017 

Gina Thompson U.S. Forest Service February 9th, 2017 

Local   

Pam Emmerich North Tahoe Public Utility District October 19th, 2016 

ORGANIZATIONS   

Darcie Goodman Collins, Jan Brisco League to Save Lake Tahoe, Tahoe Lakefront Owners Association July 17th, 2015 

Becky Bell Lake Tahoe Water Trail August 5th, 2016 

Madonna Dunbar Tahoe Water Suppliers Association August 29th, 2016, September 

22nd, 2016 

Devin Middlebrook On behalf of Tahoe Basin Project September 19th, 2016 

Jan Brisco Tahoe Lakefront Owner’s Association October 27th, 2016 
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 Commenters on the NOP during the Pre-Scoping Period (Prior to July 12th, 2017) 

Name of Author Agency/Organization Date Received/Post Marked 

INDIVIDUALS   

Steve Smith NA July 28th, 201, August 5th, 

2016 

Rudd Davis NA June 13th, 2016 

Ellie Waller NA July 8th, 2016 

Judi Allen NA July 26th, 2016, October 27th, 

2016 

Cindy Donaldson NA August 2nd, 2016 

Deb Howard NA August 5th, 2016 

Paul Palk NA August 15th, 2016 

Boris & Mindy Lokshin NA August 15th, 2016 

Harold Singer NA September 19th, 2016 

Arnold Finn NA September 29th, 2016 

Damon Spitzer NA October 13th, 2016 

John Krauss NA October 28th, 2016 

Jim Phelan NA April 5th, 2017 

Local Organizational Briefings NA Summer/Fall 
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1.2 COMMENT SUMMARY  

Table 3 summarizes the written and oral comments received in response to the NOP. A complete set 

of written and oral comments received during scoping meetings are included as Appendix B.  

The purpose of the NOP is to solicit views of agencies and the public as to the scope and content of 

the environmental document. Many comments, however, include questions about aspects of the 

project, or request information that may be beyond the scope of the analysis. Though the questions 

may not be answered directly, the resource areas, or Chapters of the EIS  to which the questions 

relate are noted in the scoping summary table. The EIS will include thorough analysis of the 

environmental impacts of the Shoreline Plan for each resource area. 

Some comments do not refer to the content of the environmental analysis, but are related to the 

merits of the Shoreline Plan. Project merits will be considered by agency decision makers upon 

completion of the environmental review process when deciding whether or not to approve the 

project. Comments that do not relate to potential physical environmental effects of the project are 

not evaluated in the EIS and are not included in Table 2. 

  

Table 3: Summary of Comments Received on NOP 

Summary of Comments Received on the NOP (Released on July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment EIS Section 

Agency 

CA Department of Parks and 

Recreation 

The EIS should clarify whether public boat ramps are specific to non-motorized boats 

or would allow "car top" launching facilities. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 

The EIS should describe how public health and safety mooring buoys would be 

allocated. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 

Public pier design should be reviewed on a case by case basis. Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 

The NOP should provide clear requirements for mitigation in the event of a public 

motorized ramp be removed. 

Recreation  

CA State Lands Commission Encourages one of the alternatives focus on reduced development in the EIS. Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 

The EIS should explore options for non-motorized transportation facilities to public 

beaches. 

Recreation, Transportation 

Design of shoreline structures must allow for public access within the public trust 

easement. 

Recreation  

Buoys should not be placed beyond the 600ft no-wake zone to avoid impacts to 

navigation and fishing. 

Public Health and Safety, 

Recreation 

TRPA should implement a permitting and registration program for buoys, which 

would include identifying and removing illegal buoys, and an enforcement program 

that coordinates with responsible agencies. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 

 

The EIS should explain how the buoy baseline was determined, and used for 

allocation proposal. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 
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Summary of Comments Received on the NOP (Released on July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment EIS Section 

Multiple use and public use piers should be prioritized over single-use piers.  Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 

CA Attorney General Encourage TRPA to consider reasonable and enforceable standards to insure low 

lake level adaptations are constrained to what is necessary for adaptation and 

enforcement challenges should be addressed.  

Description of Proposed Project  

 

The Proposed Alternative provides greater flexibility but offers less predictability as to 

where piers will be located.  The EIS should analyze a worst-case scenario as to what 

this approach could allow and should include visual depictions of potential scenarios.  

Description of Proposed Project, 

Approach to Environmental 

Analysis 

Recommend including a reduced development alternative and an alternative that 

includes a density limitation.  Also supports an alternative that includes a restriction 

on piers in HOA served areas. 

Growth Inducement 

 

Need to consider the appropriate baseline. Approach to Environmental 

Analysis 

The EIS needs to include all potential effects including cumulative impacts, 

greenhouse gas emissions, and growth inducing impacts. 

Cumulative, Air Quality, Growth 

Inducement 

The EIS needs to clearly develop and describe mitigation, including implementation, 

responsibility and timeline. 

Approach to Environmental 

Analysis 

The program should protect the public trust easement between the high and low 

water line in California. 

Description of Proposed Project  

 

Washoe County Health District Encourages infrastructure for clean water transportation, including charging stations 

for electric watercrafts. 

Recreation, Water Quality, Air 

Quality  

Supports the use of clean dredging and construction equipment to reduce tailpipe 

emissions of nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, and particulate matter.  

Air quality, Water Quality 

 

Group 

League to Save Lake Tahoe The EIS must mandate that all mitigation measures relating to the Shoreline Plan 

directly reduce all adverse environmental effects resulting from boating to a less 

than significant level.  

Water Quality, Air Quality, 

Recreation, Noise 

The EIS must include the Tahoe Keys in baseline calculations for existing boat slips 

and boat use.  

Approach to Environmental 

Analysis  

MOUs between and among relevant agencies regarding enforcement must be 

executed and enforceable prior to implementation of the Shoreline Plan.  

Public Health and Safety, Noise, 

Recreation  

 

The EIS must consider an alternative that would limit the number of boats on Lake 

Tahoe. Such limitation must be considered either based on time and/or geographic 

location.  

Description of Proposed Project  

 

Tahoe Area Sierra Club  The baseline year for the Shoreline plan should be 2017. Approach to Environmental 

Analysis 

An alternative should be included that addresses lake fish decline and restores 

native fish. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives, Fisheries 

Environmental impacts of all potential activities related to the plan should be 

considered. 

Cumulative 

 

Ferry terminals should be included in the analysis. Cumulative, Transportation 

Proposed mitigation measures should include description of cost, monitoring and 

responsible agencies for implementation. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 
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Summary of Comments Received on the NOP (Released on July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment EIS Section 

Non-motorized recreation interests are not represented in the plan. Recreation 

"Motor Free Mondays" should be considered in the plan to address noise, provide a 

peaceful recreation experience and reduce disruption for non-motorized recreation. 

Recreation, Noise, Public Health 

and Safety, Description of 

Proposed Project and Alternatives 

Provisions for longer piers must evaluate impacts to non-motorized recreation. Recreation, Public Health and 

Safety 

Nearshore water quality should be addressed. Water Quality  

Provide clear definition of "Shoreline" vs "Shorezone". Description of Proposed Project   

Tahoe Water Suppliers Association Concerned with zone of protection for water supply intakes. Suggests using Marina 

Best Management Practices to control debris, oil and AIS fragments, such as trash 

skimmer and/or water 'air gates'. 

Water Quality 

 

Friends of the West Shore Evaluate environmental impacts, enforcement needs, and long-term funding of the 

proposed plan. 

Water quality/ Air quality/ 

Regulation/ Economics 

Analyze the impacts of future shoreline development on related on-land impacts for 

example infrastructure associated with the proposed cross-lake ferry.  

Land use 

 

The EIS should include a capacity analysis of level of infrastructure and boat use on 

the lake.  

Water quality/recreation 

The EIS should include reduced development alternatives that are feasible. Land use/ water quality 

The EIS should prioritize new public facilities be built in local areas, only if the 

facilities can be sufficiently mitigated such that no degradation to air and water 

quality occurs.  

Recreation/Water quality/ Air 

quality 

Evaluate additional measures to support the increased demand for quiet and safe 

non-motorized recreation. 

Recreation 

The EIS should be prepared to meet CEQA and NEPA requirements, so other 

agencies can rely upon the same information.  

Water quality/Air quality 

North Tahoe Preservation Alliance The EIS should include the nearshore work plan and resource allocation plan.      Water Quality, Fisheries 

Clarify enforcement details.  Project Description 

Clarify verbiage in the plan such as "enhance," and the definition of "public". Project Description 

Provide examples of the 80%/20% multi-use/single use pier allocation.  Project Description 

Revise the EIS to include baseline data on environmental thresholds, and how 

potential sites for ramps, marinas and piers can be rated to improve thresholds. 

Approach to Environmental 

Analysis 

Evaluate alternatives that use a calculation of linear front footage as a basis for 

granting new structures and buoys. 

Project Description 

Suggests the EIS include the effects of Aquatic Invasive Species and transportation 

plans. 

Cumulative Impacts, Approach to 

Environmental Analysis 

Revise EIS to include structures in Tahoe Keys, as they have the same environmental 

impacts as structures on the lake.  

Project Description 

California Tahoe Conservancy Clarifies understanding of project description included in NOP. NA 

Feldman McLaughlin Thiel LLP The EIS should include incentives to achieve environmental gain related to reduction 

in sediment and retirement of pier development potential. 

Water Quality, Scenic 

 

Tahoe Lakefront Homeowners 

Association 

TLOA supports the proposed alternative. The No Action alternative is not acceptable. 

Additional alternatives must respect private property rights.  

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives 
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Summary of Comments Received on the NOP (Released on July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment EIS Section 

If the plan increases lateral access along the shoreline, impacts related to soil 

erosion, plants, vandalism and trespass on private property must be analyzed. 

Soils, Vegetation, Public Health 

and Safety, Recreation 

Lakeridge General Improvement 

District 

Supports improved recreational access to the lake, and inquiries about permits for a 

new pier for HOAs.  

Recreation, Project Description 

Individuals 

Steve Smith Consider enforcement of loud motor boats. Noise 

Address shoreline protection for non-motorized recreators, specifically no wake zone 

buoys near high volume parks. Suggests boater education and enforcement of no 

wake zones.  

Recreation, Public Health and 

Safety  

The views of non-motorized recreators have not been, and should be accounted for. 

Encourages organization of an interest group, with short public service messages 

regarding meetings and information.  

 

 

Recreation 

Ron Grassi Suggests enforcement and removal of illegal buoys. Scenic, Water quality, Recreation 

There is a need for more public marinas on the north shore, and the NOP should 

prioritize public pier applications over private. The NOP should decrease private piers 

to 40 and increase public piers to 100. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives, Recreation 

The EIS should be specific and contain a scientifically supported environmental 

analysis of increased motorized boat use. 

Approach to Environmental 

Analysis 

Suggests that all motorized boats be checked at ramps and marinas for oil and gas 

leaks. 

Water quality 

Greg Wilson Concerned with the buoy allotment regarding HOA's and Marinas. The plan should 

clearly explain how the allocation system would work.  

Description of Proposed Project  

 

Stephen Dolan Concerned with contamination of SEZ along Incline Creek and Third Creek resulting 

from dog feces at Village Green. This is impacting the creek's water quality and fish 

populations as well as the nearshore turbidity.  

Water quality, Recreation, Safety 

 

Concerned with Incline Village's proposal for a 'Water Carnival' and the potential to 

degrade water quality, as this event will take place on Village Green which is used as 

a dog park (this event took place during the scoping period). 

Water quality, Recreation, Safety 

Bertie Freeberg Discuss right-of-way access to HOA piers and buoys. Description of Proposed Project 

Tomas Suk Suggests most piers and buoys should be removed, and only a small number of 

public piers remain.  

Description of Proposed Project  

Develop alternatives to ensure attainment of TRPA's noise threshold. Suggests 

“motor-free Mondays”. 

Alternatives, Noise, Recreation, 

Public Health and Safety   

Debbie Kelly-Hogan Concerned with parking and road erosion control measures and funding, and 

whether they are effective in supporting infrastructure during the busy seasons.  

Transportation, Water Quality 

Ron Gregg Encourages prohibiting any further development along the shoreline, including 

buildings, docks and commercial development.  

Land Use 

Mindy & Boris Lokshin Encourages boater education and enforcement of the 600ft no wake zone.   Recreation, Safety 

Suggests one "no motor day" per week, specifically limiting boats to remain under 

10mph.  

Noise, Recreation, Public Health 

and Safety 

Judy Dowdy Suggests rotating boat usage to protect water clarity, specifically limiting motorized 

boats to half of the week, and sailboats and non-motor boats on the other half.  

Recreation, Water quality 
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Summary of Comments Received on the NOP (Released on July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment EIS Section 

Robert Lambie Concerned with increased amounts of motorized boats on the lake. Suggests 

stringent regulation of new buoys, and removal of illegal buoys.   

Recreation, Scenic 

Harry King Suggests limiting motorized boat access on Lake Tahoe to only commercial tour 

boats, and removing all gas pumps and banning refueling of boats and jet skis in the 

lake.  

Recreation, Water Quality, Noise 

Suggests restricting any new, and removing all existing buoys and piers on the lake.  Recreation, Scenic 

Encourages the water master to limit the lake level to no higher than the natural 

level, as it degrades water quality 

Water Quality 

Tom Carter Concerned with the number of buoys and piers on the lake, supports more stringent 

policies for new applications and enforcement.  

Land Use, Scenic, Water Quality 

Carol Mazerall Concerned with the amount of legal and illegal buoys and piers on the lake, supports 

more stringent policies for new applications and enforcement.  

Scenic, Water Quality 

Norma Jean & David Bowers Encourages prohibiting the development of more buoys and extended piers on the 

lake. These structures create "fences" both physically and visually.  

Land use, Scenic, Recreation 

Greg Lien Concerned that the views of private lake users and owners are not represented in 

the proposal. Property values decrease significantly when homeowners are not able 

to construct a pier on their property.   

Economics 

 

Encourages buoy permits to continue to be allocated to upland owners (in an 

association or similar).  

Project Description 

Asks for more detailed analysis of the impacts of multiple use pier allocations versus 

new piers within subdivisions for upland users. 

Approach to Environmental 

Analysis, Recreation 

Stephen Alastuey TRPA should reduce the number of new piers and other construction on the 

shoreline. 

Scenic 

Public access along the shoreline should be maintained, and extended when 

possible. 

Recreation, Land Use 

More private beaches, boats, piers and buoys distract from the areas natural beauty. Scenic  

Water quality must not be compromised by relaxing any regulations. Water Quality  

Ellie Waller The EIS should include a timeline for removal of illegal buoys. Scenic, Description of Proposed 

Project  

The EIS should include a high-water lake level adaptation strategy. Climate Change, Alternatives 

The EIS should include criteria for fair and reasonable access to the Lake and criteria 

defining environmental enhancement. 

Recreation, Approach to 

Environmental Analysis  

The EIS should include specific policies/standards that address all types of 

recreation and develop achievable enforcement. 

Recreation  

The EIS should include threshold standards, attainment status and provisions and 

timeline to ensure attainment. 

All resource chapters that include 

TRPA thresholds 

The EIS should include visual simulation, diagrams and descriptions of structures of 

different lengths and analyze scenic differences during high and low water. 

Scenic 

 

The EIS should analyze public safety related to floating vs hard structure extensions. Public Health and Safety  

The EIS should analyze the potential spread of AIS on kayaks, inflatable 

paddleboards, etc. 

Water Quality  

The EIS should include a scenic analysis of buoys by quadrant, with legal and illegal 

buoys, and buoys at buildout. 

Scenic 
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Summary of Comments Received on the NOP (Released on July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment EIS Section 

The EIS should analyze effects of new and existing dredging. Water Quality  

The EIS should include both the 1987 fish habitat map and current map for 

reference. 

Fisheries  

The Tahoe Keys herbicide plans and studies should be included. Water Quality, Cumulative 

The EIS should include traffic studies with any new public piers. Transportation  

The EIS should include a component that does not allow floating piers, which 

obstruct public access. 

Recreation, Alternatives 

The EIS should include studies of rock removal in nearshore during low lake level. Soils, Water Quality, Climate 

Change 

The EIS should include historical data on lake level and provide definition of low lake 

level numbers that cannot be adjusted. 

Climate Change  

The EIS should include a parking analysis using current marinas and state parks 

capacity numbers. Provide information regarding transit to marinas and launches. 

Transportation  

Nearshore threshold establishment and standards must include new dredging 

impacts. 

Water Quality  

The EIS should include bathymetric studies to understand shallow areas as it relates 

to navigation. 

Soils, Climate Change, 

Recreation, Public Health and 

Safety 

The EIS should study beach use along with boating use related to environmental 

impacts. 

All resource chapters that include 

TRPA thresholds 

The EIS should address user conflicts related to use of the no wake zone and 

consider expanding the no wake zone lakeward. 

Public Health and Safety 

The EIS should include a scenic analysis of fences at low water. Scenic 

The EIS should include visual mass analysis of safety measures such as moorings. Scenic 

The EIS should include and analyze the maximum length of piers. Scenic 

The EIS must include and describe scenic BMP requirements. Scenic 

The EIS should identify the similarities between the 2008 and 2017 Shorezone 

program. 

Project Description  

The EIS should analyze marina pier extensions effects on scenic views. Scenic  

The EIS analysis should include aerial imagery. Scenic  

Mitigation for fish habitat decline should be analyzed. Fisheries  

The EIS should include average boat trip information from marinas, including during 

longer boating seasons. 

Air Quality  

The EIS should incorporate comments submitted (attached for reference) by the CA 

Attorney General in 2017, The CA Department of Fish and Game in 2007, Lahontan 

Regional Water Quality Control Board in 2007, the Sierra Club in 2007 and 2008, 

USFS in 2006, Lieutenant Governor in 2007, CA State Lands in 2004, Assemblyman 

Tim Leslie in 2005, NTWSA om 2005, CA State Resources Agency in 2007. 

All resource chapters   
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Table 4: Summary of Comments Received Pre-Scoping  

Summary of Comments Received in the Pre-Scoping Period (Prior to July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment Section 

Agency 

CA Attorney General Encourage the RPIC and staff to reconsider this combination of alternatives, and to 

consider inclusion of a reasonable and viable reduced development alternative. 

Suggests an alternative similar to the prior EIS, that supported the 2008 Shorezone 

Ordinance. The alternative should emphasize multi-use structures by allowing only 

new private multi-use piers and buoys, reducing structures through 2:1 reduction 

ratio, and allowing new public multi-use structures. 

Alternatives 

North Tahoe Public Utility District Concerned about boats sinking near water intakes due to weather. Suggests setting 

and enforcing a deadline for boats to be removed from the water, especially on 

buoys around water intakes.  

Recreation, Water Quality 

U.S. Forest Service- Lake Tahoe 

Basin Management Unit 

Concerned with private buoy encroachments that affect the USFS public beaches 

and piers.  

Recreation, Water Quality 

Group 

League to Save Lake Tahoe TRPA should re-establish a Governing Board Shorezone committee, submit funding 

requests to conduct a comprehensive environmental analysis, and develop and build 

consensus with stakeholders on a Shorezone Program development process.  

Description of Proposed Project  

TRPA should identify policies for enforcement and compliance of current Shorezone 

regulations including identifying cataloging and removing illegally and non-permitted 

buoys, securing and finalizing MOUs necessary to remove illegal buoys, and begin to 

identify and collect boating data.  

Description of Proposed Project 

Lake Tahoe Water Trail An educational campaign, possibly sponsored by marinas or USCG Lake Tahoe, 

could provide information for non-motorized recreationists on water safety and how 

to mitigate conflicts with motorized boats.  

Public Health and Safety, 

Recreation  

Tahoe Water Suppliers Association Concerned with potential contamination from nearshore development, impacts from 

boating (especially buoy fields which are encroaching on intake infrastructure and 

fuel spills), AIS management issues in Tahoe and the Keys, and human water 

contact recreational bacterial/viral potential contamination. 

Public Health and Safety, 

Recreation, Water Quality 

Tahoe Basin Project There is an interest in allowing for a floating science educational watercraft on Lake 

Tahoe.  

Description of Proposed Project  

Individuals 

Steve Smith Concerned with noise from cigarette boats. Encourages testing for noise compliance 

with California State laws for Inland Waterways Noise before or after launch. 

Public Health and Safety, 

Recreation, Noise 

Encourages enforcement and education for boaters regarding noise and no wake 

zones at high use state parks. 

Public Health and Safety, 

Recreation 

High traffic State parks including Sugar Pine State Park, D.L. Bliss State Park and 

Secret Harbor should have a 1,200 ft no-wake-zone to protect non-motorized 

recreationists.  Consider enforcement using smart buoys. 

Description of Proposed Project 

and Alternatives, Public Health 

and Safety, Recreation 

Rudd Davis Ensure seaplane operations/landings are allowed in the Shoreline Plan. Description of Proposed Project  

Ellie Waller Permits for recreational rentals on the beach should be addressed in the shoreline 

plan.  It is not OK for concessions to block access and create scenic blight and 

private amenities, like Martis Camp Beach Shack (and Ritz Beach Pavilion soon), 

need to follow the scenic rules for signage, use of public lands, etc. 

Description of Proposed Project, 

Recreation, Scenic  

Judi Allen Concerned about shoreline public access on beaches. The public should be able to 

pass on private land along the shoreline without restrictions like fences and gates.  

Recreation 
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Summary of Comments Received in the Pre-Scoping Period (Prior to July 12th, 2017) 

Commenter Shoreline Comment Section 

Cindy Donaldson Provide dog access Recreation 

Deb Howard Will the shoreline plan examine storm water issues, such as leaky, outdated storm 

water conveyance pipes near the shoreline? Will the shoreline plan examine aquatic 

invasive species issues at marinas and will it include Fallen Leaf Lake (provided at a 

shoreline briefing)? 

Project Description 

Paul Palk The Tahoe Keys POA denies all access to (what they call) is a private beach including 

the waterline. Is this legal, and has anyone challenged this? Are any attorneys willing 

to file lawsuits against the POA?  

Recreation 

Boris & Mindy Lokshin Suggests a low speed day one day per week to accommodate small and non-

motorized watercrafts.  

Public Health and Safety, 

Recreation 

Harold Spitzer Consider an alternative that looks at the effect of boating related to waste and trash  Water Quality  

Boating in near shore waters can cause resuspension of sediment that effects fish 

habitat 

Water Quality  

The EIS should review the TMDL analysis for shoreline erosion Water Quality  

The EIS should consider a broader literature review to answer specific questions Approach to Environmental 

Analysis 

The EIS should consider that boating emissions may be a smaller fraction of total 

emissions, yet they may have a greater effect due to location of the emission.  

Air Quality  

Arnold Finn Recommends using “Blue Docks”, an environmentally friendly design for piers. Description of Proposed Project 

Damon Spitzer Interested in new regulations regarding lights on mooring buoys.  Scenic  

Jim Phelan Suggests that a calculation for visual mass should be defined, including which 

variables and surfaces are used. For example, lake level elevation, catwalk deck and 

boat lifts.  

Description of Proposed Project  

Define the terms 'single use', multi-use', 'public', 'HOA', 'private commercial', and 

'marina' as they relate to piers.  

Description of Proposed Project 

Address the issue of temporary pier extensions which include the construction and 

removal of temporary pilings, and come up with lower impact suggested alternatives. 

Description of Proposed Project, 

Alternatives 

Define what a concession is, and summarize the concerns over concessions. 

Consider operations of non-motorized concessions without a TRPA permit, and 

simultaneously require motorized concessions comply with TRPA mooring, fueling 

and servicing requirements. Personal watercrafts should use low impact devices 

such as a string line with a limit on number of watercraft allowances. Suggests 

existing concessions should be grandfathered into the proposal, given that they 

comply with established standards.  

Description of Proposed Project 

Determine whether the scenic impact of concessions should be included in the EIS.  Approach to Environmental 

Analysis, Scenic  

Input from Local Organizational 

Briefings 

Concerned with enforcement of HOA buoy fields in the Shoreline Plan.  Description of Proposed Project  

Concerned with illegal buoys and the need for better enforcement.    Description of Proposed Project 

More signage for public lake access is needed.  Public Health and Safety, 

Recreation 
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Table 5: Summary of Comments Received at Governing Board Scoping Meeting 

Summary of Comments Received at the Governing Board Meeting July 26th, 2017 

Commenter Oral Comment 

 

Clem Shute, GB Member He appreciated the process, a lingering issue is the distribution of piers around the lake. 

Tim Chashman, GB Member He is concerned about public safety with paddleboards and kayaks far from shore. Has there been any consideration 

about limiting paddlecraft to within the 600ft no-wake-zone? 

Joanne Marchetta: No, the shoreline plan is primarily focused on addressing structures and paddlecraft regulations have 

not been considered. 

Jim Lawrence, GB Member Jim shares Tim’s concern and would support more education about risks for paddlecraft. 

Larry Sevinson, GB Member Larry suggested that paddle craft concessionaires should be providing education about safe operation of watercraft. 

Mark Bruce, GB Member As the co-chair of RPIC, Mark appreciated the process and effort of all involved. 

Jim Lawrence, GB Member Jim suggested providing education on appropriate watercraft operation to watercraft operators during AIS inspections. 

Shelly Aldean, GB Member When allowing property owners to move to a deeper buoy during low water conditions, consider allowing them to 

connect a holding buoy to the chain on the landward buoy. These holding buoys do not allow for mooring, but make 

moving buoy floats easier and more cost-effective for property owners. 

Brandy McMahon Responded: She will bring the suggestion to the next Steering Committee meeting. 

Ellie Waller She will be submitting written comment refer to them for more detail. She also requested a summary of policies 

endorsed by the RPIC. She mentioned other topics that will be addressed in her written comments: 

- Identifying boat ramps that could be converted to piers 

- Include stakeholder group representatives at EIS hearings 

- Signage Issues 

- Removing illegal buoys before allowing new ones 

- Identifying enforcement responsibilities 

- Conflicts with jet skis 

- Providing boater education in Sacramento, Reno, Bay Area and other places visitors come from 

- Presenting a summary of the Shoreline Plan to local jurisdictions 

Greg Lien He will be providing written comments with more details. He suggested getting very broad input during the development 

of the alternatives, and suggested that the plan clarify how regulations would address unusual situations such as very 

informal HOA’s that don’t won property, and littoral owners who have theoretic access to an HOA pier, but where the 

access is very far or inconvenient. 

Bob Hassett, Tahoe Marinas 

Association 

He is a member of the steering committee and is in full support of the process and proposed shoreline plan. 

Steve Dolan He was concerned about pier and buoy placement near streams and how this could affect resources including fisheries. 

Darcie Collins, League to Save 

Lake Tahoe 

She supported the process and noted that the proposed shoreline plan is a balance and the whole plan should be 

viewed as a whole, rather than focusing on specific elements. 

Ed Mosier Recommend that marinas look at technologies to allow water mixing and lower temperatures (to protect water quality 

and reduce AIS), such as solar powered pumps. 

Don Mason He noted that pier standards were mentioned but he wanted more information on what those standards are. 

Brandy McMahon responded: She will meet with him after the meeting to answer questions. 

Madonna Dunbar She recommended including measures to address water quality in marinas, such as the installation of bubble curtains 

to keep AIS within marinas.  

She noted that several water intakes have been damaged by the placement or movement of buoy blocks. She 

recommended increasing the zone of protection around water intakes and has been meeting with staff on this issue. 
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Table 6: Summary of Comments Received at APC Scoping Meeting  

Summary of Comments Received at the APC Meeting August 9th, 2017 

Commenter Oral Comment 

 

Kristina Hill, APC How many new Marinas would be allowed? 

Brandy McMahon: No new Marinas, only restoring existing Marinas 

Teresa Mcling, APC Transportation needs to be addressed in the EIS. Changes in recreation patterns would affect transportation. Specifically 

concerned with the effects of new public area development on transportation.  

Zach Hymanson, APC Is the Tahoe Keys part of the shoreline plan area? 

Joanne Marchetta: Tahoe Keys is a lagoon system that is built out. The shoreline plan lifts a fish habitat ban and 

addresses new structures. Focus of this area is on tackling the aquatic invasive species problem. New structures and 

standards in the plan don’t apply to the keys. 

John Marshall: The Environmental impact assessment would consider boating and impacts from the keys. 

Zach Hymanson, APC There is a lot of opportunity to improve the environment at the Keys; will that be included in the plan? 

Joanne Marchetta: the EIS will include the existing programs in the existing conditions and we can consider opportunities 

for improvement. 

Zach Hymanson, APC Are the RPIC approved policies the same as the organizing principles? 

Brandy McMahon: We worked with the Steering Committee to develop policies. Some are general and some are specific. 

These are described in policy memos on the website. 

Zach Hymanson, APC How would monitoring programs be funded and who would do the monitoring? We should think about this so it doesn’t 

become an unfunded mandate. 

Joanne Marchetta and John Marshall: Funding has not been decided yet. The Steering Committee hasn’t addressed 

funding yet. Previously this was funded by fees. Adequate fee sources exist, so we don't anticipate needing additional 

appropriations. Past sources included buoy fees and other fees associated with boating. Monitoring and enforcement 

would likely be done by agencies. 

Zach Hymanson, APC Would no wake zone enforcement rely on existing enforcement mechanisms like local governments? There are major 

concerns over no-wake-zones.  

Brandy McMahon: TRPA enforces 600ft current no wake zone, there is interest in increased collaboration with other 

agencies to improve enforcement for environmental and safety reasons.  

Eric Gueven, APC How many new public ramps and piers and where would they be located? 

Brandy McMahon: 2 ramps locations have not been identified, but they would be deep water near clustered 

development. 10 new public piers and locations have not been identified. 

Eric Gueven, APC What is the length of public piers? 

Brandy McMahon: Piers will be reviewed on case by case 

Eric Gueven, APC How does the plan enforce unpermitted buoys? 

Brandy McMahon: TRPA has agreements with NDOW to identify and remove unpermitted buoys. We are working with 

CSLC to develop process for enforcement on the California side. 

 

Jennifer Carr, APC Have you been working with the Tahoe Water Suppliers’ Association? What is the setback distance from water intakes? 

Brandy McMahon: Yes, we’re working with them and will be notifying them when new pier proposals are submitted. The 

setback from intakes would be the same as in the 2008 plan. 

Garth Alling, APC Is there any consideration of avian species such as Osprey in the EIS? Doesn’t have specific concerns but wants to make 

sure avian species are addressed and that there is a plan to evaluate how avian species are impacted by piers.  

Bob Larson, APC Excellent presentation and concise, comprehensive and thorough process.  

Charlie Donahue, APC Great work, nice to see it boiled down. Staff attended workshops and they heard that the public wanted a fair process 

and better enforcement. Conversations through this process has elevated enforcement for the States and they are 

moving forward now. 
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Summary of Comments Received at the APC Meeting August 9th, 2017 

Commenter Oral Comment 

Peter Glick 1.3 Shoreline Plan concept 2nd paragraph: breakwaters, jetties and sheet pile piers. Consider south shore lateral sand 

movement. When you install barriers and participate in dredging, it changes the lake and sand movement. With respect 

to the AIS, beach toys and non-motorized vessels need to be considered. There is no enforcement in effect for the 600ft. 

no-wake-zone. The police are not present on the lake on the California side. In the absence of enforcement, the no-wake-

zone is meaningless. The amount of fish has declined since the beginning of the mosquito abatement projects. The 

removal of small bugs for tourism impacts fisheries.  

Jim Phelan Alternate for Steering Committee. The Steering Committee had to deal with a lot of minutia. Grateful for the process and 

the program is achievable. This is a positive solution to something we’ve needed to deal with for many years. 

Jennifer Quashnick, Friends of the 

West Shore 

Was involved in shoreline years ago and there is a lot of material. Will submit detailed comments. Concerned that the 

NOP doesn’t mention Tahoe is an ONRW.  

Jennifer Quashnick, Friends of the 

West Shore 

Need a capacity evaluation of boating, what is the boat capacity of the lake? Need to look at air quality: ozone is a 

summer issue and boats contribute. Need to look at peak summer not just over the course of a year. GHG emission are 

higher than autos. FOWS will include a letter comparing auto to boat GHG emissions.  

Jennifer Quashnick, Friends of the 

West Shore 

Encourage to look at state of the lake report on moving AIS and at the recommendation on AIS mitigation. Prioritize 

public over private access and non-motorized recreation. Need more to emphasize non-motorized recreation such as 

increase no-wake-zone to 1000ft in specific areas. Start with the Alternative 5 from 2008 EIS and modify. No-wake-zone 

is not enforced now. Enforcement is a must, the beach experience is not as pleasant as it once was. 

Ed Mosier Marinas are in the plan and create the conditions for AIS. Marinas and those using them should be responsible for the 

cost of controlling AIS. The state and federal government shouldn’t have to pay. We can mitigate impacts of marinas.  

Ed Mosier Shoreline development has problems, such as Edgewood redevelopment. Water table is high near the lake. For scenic 

and environmental impacts, how can we allow development rights on the lake? Would encourage more sharing of piers. 

Allow 1 new pier for every 2 removed for shared use.  

Ed Mosier There are 4 or 5 by Edgewood that never have boats. Retire existing piers and promote shared use. Use fees for new 

piers to compensate property owners who retire them.  

Ed Mosier Require Marinas to install water circulation to reduce algae and AIS. Examples include pumps and revolving doors. 

Zach Hymanson, APC This is a tough issue and I would like to compliment staff and leadership. In response to Peter Glick: Fisheries analysis in 

Tahoe is tricky because most species are introduced. 

Zach Hymanson, APC Reach out to experts to better analyze the impacts and benefits of fisheries, there are new approaches beyond what has 

always been done in Tahoe. Encourage consultants to research the status of fisheries in the Basin and how the plan will 

impact them. 

Kristina Hill, APC Why is Sand Harbor not identified as a public boat ramp on the map? 

Brandy McMahon and Rebecca Cremeen: It’s a map error, we will update the map to include Sand Harbor. 
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NOTICE OF PREPARATION 

 
DATE: July 12, 2017 

TO: California State Clearinghouse 

Nevada State Clearinghouse 

Responsible and Trustee Agencies  

Interested Parties and Organizations 

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake 

Tahoe Shoreline Plan  

 

LEAD AGENCY: 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency  

P.O. Box 5310 

128 Market Street 

Stateline, NV 89449 

Contact: Rebecca Cremeen  

Phone: (775) 589-5214  

Email: rcremeen@trpa.org 

 

 

PROJECT TITLE: Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan  

PROJECT APPLICANT: Tahoe Regional Planning Agency   

PROJECT LOCATION: See the attached Shoreline Plan Project Area Map  

REVIEW PERIOD: July 12 to August 16, 2017 

The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) is preparing an EIS for the proposed Shoreline Plan.  
This document will serve as an EIS pursuant to the TRPA Compact, Code of Ordinances (Code), and 
Rules of Procedure. This notice meets TRPA noticing requirements for an NOP to provide responsible 
agencies and interested persons with sufficient information to make meaningful responses as to the 
scope and content of the EIS. This notice is also available at:  www.shorelineplan.org 

 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:  The Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan will update goals, policies and regulations 
focused on structures (marinas, piers, buoys, ramps and slips) to support water-dependent 
recreation within the Lake Tahoe shoreline and effective resource management to aid in 
environmental threshold attainment. The Shoreline Plan will include five policy areas that focus on 
boating, access, marinas, piers, and low lake level adaptation. The geographic area for planning 
purposes will be the defined Shorezone in TRPA’s Code of Ordinances, Chapter 83 and as shown in 
the attached Shoreline Plan Project Area Map. The detailed project description is also provided 
below.   

mailto:rcremeen@trpa.org


NOP COMMENT PERIOD: Written comments should be sent no later than 5:00 p.m. on August 16, 

2017 to: Rebecca Cremeen, Associate Planner, TRPA, P.O. Box 5310, Stateline, NV 89449 

or rcremeen@trpa.org.  

SCOPING MEETINGS: In addition to the opportunity to submit written comments, public scoping 
meetings are being conducted to provide an opportunity to learn more about the proposed project and 
to express comments about the content of the EIS. Public scoping meetings will be held at the following 
times and locations: 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

July 26, 2017 9:30 a.m., TRPA Governing Board, North Tahoe Event Center, 8318 N. Lake Blvd, 

Kings Beach, CA 96143 

August 9, 2017    9:30 a.m., TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC), TRPA Offices, 128 Market 

Street, Stateline, NV 

  

The TRPA APC and Governing Board meetings will begin at 9:30 a.m.; however, the proposed project is 
not time certain. Please refer to the meeting agenda posted at http://www.trpa.org/calendar/ up to 
one week prior to the meeting for updated information.  

mailto:rcremeen@trpa.org


SHORELINE PLAN PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

1.1 BACKGROUND  

Development along the shoreline of Lake Tahoe has been the subject of decades of study and 
controversy. Multiple agencies with jurisdiction over Lake Tahoe, including TRPA, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California State Lands Commission, and Nevada Division of State Lands, have worked 
together through multiple iterations of shorezone ordinances, plans and environmental studies.  

TRPA began regulation of the shoreline in 1976 with the development of a Shorezone Plan and 

adoption of a shorezone ordinance. The shorezone was delineated into “Tolerance” zones which 

reflected the distribution of shorezone resources and features of varying sensitivity and importance.  

Following adoption of the ordinance, California State Lands, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and 

TRPA began studying the environmental effects of shorezone development, particularly on fisheries. 

This ultimately led to a Regional Plan policy and revised ordinance in 1987 that prohibited new 

structures in fish habitat and the requirement to conduct additional studies to monitor these effects. 

Over time, the studies found no definitive correlation between shorezone structures and impacts to 

fish populations. TRPA, therefore, initiated multiple shorezone planning efforts and released 

environmental analyses to the public in 1995, 1999, and 2004 in an attempt to update the 1987 

ordinance.  

 

This work culminated in 2008 with the adoption of a TRPA shorezone ordinance that incorporated 

contemporary science and addressed most, but not all, stakeholder concerns. However, the EIS 

supporting adoption of this ordinance was challenged, and in 2010 the 9th Circuit Court of Appeals 

remanded the EIS back to TRPA to address deficiencies in that document.  
 

2016 -Present (Current Shoreline Plan) 

In 2016, TRPA launched a collaborative process to develop a Shoreline Plan to enhance recreation 

and protect the 72 miles of Lake Tahoe’s shores. TRPA, along with partner agencies and 

organizations, engaged the Consensus Building Institute (CBI), a third-party mediation firm, to 

convene stakeholders and develop a consensus based planning process. As part of this process, CBI 

and TRPA convened a Steering Committee to frame key issues, identify the approach and develop 

policy recommendations. The Steering Committee is comprised of representatives from the 

California State Lands Commission, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lake Tahoe 

Marina Association, League to Save Lake Tahoe, Nevada Division of State Lands, Tahoe Lakefront 

Owner’s Association, and TRPA.  

 

TRPA also convened a Joint Fact Finding (JFF) Committee to provide scientific and technical input 

and recommendations on the best available information and science to use in the Shoreline Plan. 

JFF Committee tasks included identifying existing scientific studies to inform the Shoreline Plan and 

EIS, outlining data collection needs for the 2016 Boating Season (baseline year), identifying 

information gaps and the methodology to fill those gaps, providing recommendations to the Steering 

Committee on topics such as lifting the existing fish habitat ban, dredging, and low lake level 

adaption, and providing input on the proposed approach to analyzing potential environmental 

impacts (recreation, scenic, fisheries, etc.) in the EIS. JFF Committee meetings were open to the 

public, and committee composition included representation of different interests to the degree 

possible.  

 



The Shoreline planning team provided opportunities for public involvement in a variety of forums. 
The intent of this outreach was to provide information and solicit input to identify key components 
and issues to be included in the Plan and addressed in the environmental analysis. TRPA staff 
facilitated public workshops in Kings Beach, CA, and in Stateline, NV, and conducted over 20 
organizational briefings with interest groups such as homeowner associations, littoral property 
owners, realtors, chambers of commerce, and boating associations.  A Shoreline Plan website 
www.shorelineplan.org was also launched that includes all Steering Committee and JFF Committee 
membership, meeting materials, background information, project scope, policy memos, technical 
memos, public feedback, scientific studies, and an on-line interactive Shoreline Plan Map with GIS 
layers (structures, natural features, and environmental constraints) being used to inform the 
Shoreline Plan and EIS.  

1.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The overarching goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreational experience along Lake 
Tahoe’s shores while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for future conditions. 
According to the Organizing Principles agreed to by the Steering Committee, the Shoreline Plan will: 
1) provide a fair and reasonable system of access; 2) protect and where possible, enhance the 
environment; and; 3) be predictable and simple to implement. General principles of the Plan also 
include respecting the responsibility of each of the responsible and interested agencies, preserving a 
quality recreation experience, ensuring public safety and safe navigation, recognizing both public 
and private interests, and addressing changing lake level conditions.  

1.3 SHORELINE PLAN CONTENT 

The Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan will update goals, policies and regulations focused on structures to 
support water-dependent recreation within the Lake Tahoe shoreline and effective resource 
management to ensure environmental threshold attainment. The Shoreline Plan includes five policy 
areas that focus on boating, access, marinas, piers, and low lake level adaptation. The geographic 
area for planning purposes is the defined shorezone in TRPA’s Code of Ordinances, Chapter 83. The 
Shoreline Plan addresses the following:  

Boating/Lake Access Structures: All forms of lake access structures and boat moorings including 
buoys, buoy fields, piers, boat lifts, ramps, and slips. The Plan addresses other structures including 
breakwaters, jetties, and rock crib and sheet pile piers; and includes policies on enforcement, 
allocation, eligibility, design and location standards and permitting for private and public facilities.  

Marinas: Existing and planned capacity for boating access structures at the 14 marinas located on 

Lake Tahoe, 12 in California and two in Nevada.  

 

Motorized Boating: Lake access for motorized-boating, such as boats, cruise boats, fishing charters, 

charter boats, water taxis and jet skis. 

 

Non-Motorized Boating: Lake access for non-motorized water craft, such as paddleboards and 

kayaks. 

 

Streamlined Permitting: Strategies for coordinating and streamlining shoreline permitting among the 

multiple permitting agencies. 

 

Low Lake Level Adaptation: Strategies for adapting lake access to low lake levels. 

http://www.shorelineplan.org/


 

Green Infrastructure: Planning for infrastructure that will support environmental goals, such as 

charging stations for electric boats. 

 
Enforcement: Strategies to coordinate and ensure enforcement of shoreline regulations, including 
the 600-foot No-Wake Zone. 

Tolerance Districts and Permissible Uses: The Shoreline Plan will maintain the existing tolerance 
districts and permissible uses.  

Concessions Operations: Planning for consistent regulation and permitting of concessions operations 
in the shoreline.  

Dredging: Evaluating if, and when new dredging related to shoreline structures would be appropriate 
and ensuring coordination between agencies to ensure adequate mitigation.  

Environmental Improvement: Including incentive programs to implement environmental 
improvement of existing shoreline infrastructure, particularly at marinas.  

1.4 OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE SHORELINE PLAN 

Upland Uses/Structures: Upland areas are addressed through more specific levels of planning –Area 

Plans or specific project applications. Upland uses and structures include a wide breadth of issues, 

such as parking capacity at public beaches, concession and commercial space needs, retail uses, 

and other associated land use amenities. Upland facility development generally requires a detailed 

site-specific proposal and evaluation, and does not lend itself to lake-wide shorezone programmatic 

review. 

 

Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS): The Shoreline Plan will recognize the region’s ongoing basin-wide 

program addressing AIS as governed and guided by the Lake Tahoe AIS Management Plan for CA 

and NV http://www.trpa.org/programs/invasive-species/  

The Shoreline Plan EIS will use information on boating collected at AIS inspection stations. 

 

Transportation: The Shoreline Plan will recognize and incorporate the region’s ongoing transportation 

and transit programs with its multiplicity of existing and developing plans (the Regional 

Transportation Plan (RTP); modal plans for transit, trails, and technology; implementing Corridor 

Plans; and local government Area Plans). These transportation plans will address public transit 

improvements, bike/pedestrian connections around Lake Tahoe and to/from the shoreline, as well 

as waterborne transit for the Lake Tahoe Region. 

 

Nearshore Threshold and Policy Development: Nearshore conditions and the science needed to 

explain nearshore ecosystem dynamics is an emerging area of scientific inquiry for the Region. The 

nearshore is defined as the area of the lake with a depth shallower than 30 feet or to a minimum 

width of 350 feet from the shoreline (Lahontan RWQCB). A Nearshore Agency Working Group (TRPA, 

EPA, Lahontan RWQCB, and NDEP) is currently preparing a nearshore work plan, called the 

Nearshore Resource Allocation Plan (NRAP) to guide nearshore monitoring and coordination needed 

to understand and manage nearshore conditions. Nearshore research is ongoing and the Shoreline 

EIS will incorporate the best information available  

 

Tahoe Keys: The Tahoe Keys, including its lagoons and docks, present distinct planning issues and 

its structures do not impact Lake Tahoe in the same ways as on-lake structures. This planning effort 



will account for the boat usage associated with the Tahoe Keys docks and slips in the overall boat 

usage calculations and environmental analysis.  The Tahoe Keys Marina will be subject to provisions 

in the Shoreline Plan applicable to all marinas on Lake Tahoe.  

 

1.5 ALTERNATIVES 

The EIS will evaluate a reasonable range of project alternatives that meet most of the basic project 

objectives, are feasible, and have the potential to avoid or reduce environmental impacts, as 

compared to the proposed alternative, in accordance with the TRPA Rules of Procedure and Section 

3.7.2 of the TRPA Code. Preliminary alternatives are as follows: 
 

Shoreline Plan (Proposed Alternative):  The general goal of this alternative is to enhance and balance 
recreational access along Lake Tahoe's shores while protecting the environment and responsibly 
planning for potential future development along the shoreline. This alternative is the Steering 
Committee’s policy recommendations as endorsed by the Regional Plan Implementation Committee 
(RPIC).   

Piers: The Proposed Alternative incentivizes the development of multiple-parcel piers (accessible to 
multiple property owners) over single-parcel piers (single owner), facilitates the fair distribution of a 
maximum of 128 new private piers around the lake, and includes provisions intended to ensure 
environmental impacts are avoided or mitigated and thresholds attained. The policy proposal 
includes the following key components: 

• The overall development potential would be reduced by giving priority to multiple-parcel piers 
(80%) over single-parcel piers (20%). Application priority would be given for new piers that 
serve multiple parcels or retire development potential. Those parcels that already have 
access to a homeowner’s association or similar pier would be eligible to apply for a multiple 
parcel pier, but given lowest priority for permitting. 

• There are currently about 762 existing piers on Lake Tahoe. A maximum of 128 new private 
pier permits would be allowed under the plan in two phases. The initial phase would meter 
out 96 pier permits with a maximum of 12 pier applications accepted every two years. After 
the initial release, three new pier allocations would be metered out for every eight parcels 
that retire pier development potential (including those retired during the initial phase).  

• Piers would be distributed around the lake by defined quadrants and based on scenic 
sensitivity. New piers could potentially be placed in areas mapped as fish habitat, provided 
that a fish study and mitigation is developed to ensure no impacts to fisheries. The most 
environmentally sensitive areas of shoreline would be protected.   

• Ten additional public piers would be allowed.  

• The maximum length of single-use piers would be 6,219’ or the pierhead line, whichever is 
more limiting. The maximum length of multiple-use piers would be 6,219’ or 30’ past the 
pierhead line, whichever is more limiting.  For both types of piers, an additional 15’ may be 
allowed to increase functionality during low lake level conditions.  

• Flexibility in pier design at marinas would be allowed based on site-specific navigation and 
environmental considerations.  For marina piers, an additional 15’ may be allowed to 
increase functionality during low lake level conditions.  



 
Buoys/Moorings:  The proposed system will recognize existing permitted buoys, adapt to changing 
lake levels and provide flexibility for marinas and public land managers. Key policy recommendations 
include: 

• Initially, TRPA would work with all existing permittees, both approved and pending, to review 

and update their permits. Up to three existing buoys may be grandfathered in.  

• An allocation system for approximately 1,430 additional buoys would be distributed to 
private property owners, homeowner’s associations, and marinas for a cap of 6,316 total 
buoys. An initial release of 800 buoy permits would be issued with the remaining 630 placed 
in a reserve pool, with 330 of these specifically reserved for marinas.   

• All lakefront property owners could be allocated two moorings (buoys, slips, boathouse), 
provided setback requirements are met. Three buoys would be allowed if previously 
permitted or in place prior to 1972.  

• To more easily adapt to low lake levels, an additional buoy anchor or row of anchors (marinas 
and homeowner’s association buoy fields) could be located lakeward to move buoy floats.  At 
marinas and at facilities on public land, buoy allocations could be exchanged for slips.  

• Buoys that are currently permitted or pending approval by TRPA or California and Nevada 
State Lands would be given priority in the allocation pool.  

• Allocation of all buoys, including the reserve pool and allocation to association, would be 
revisited every five years through an adaptive management process. 

Public Boat Ramps-Two additional public boat ramps could be added to the six existing for a total of 
eight. If new public ramps are proposed or existing ramps relocated, these would be permitted only 
in areas that have adequate depth for navigability during low lake levels.  

Marinas- The Shoreline Plan policies would encourage access at Marinas (through marina buoy 
fields, slip rentals and ramps as applicable), particularly during times of low lake level. Instead of 
developing a Marina Master Plan, marinas seeking upgrades or reconfiguration would be required to 
be certified by a “Clean Marina” program, have an Aquatic Invasive Species Management Plan in 
place, and include other environmental improvements in their project design.  

Concessions- All concessions located within the shorezone with a valid TRPA permit would continue 
to operate under existing permit conditions, while new operations would be subject to requirements 
in the Shoreline Plan.  

Low Lake Level Adaptation- The Shoreline Plan will include strategies to adapt to changing lake 
levels at various defined phases as follows: 

Phase 1:          6,223 feet. This is the natural rim and the current legal low used in regional planning.  

Phase 2:  6,220 feet. This elevation is the historic low. During this phase, boating access would 
be directed to marinas and other public ramps that are operational. The plan policies 
would allow adaptation of marina facilities (such as pier extensions or floating 
structures) to the extent feasible.  

Phase 3:  Below 6,220 feet. At this level, boating and other access may no longer be reasonably 
provided at the majority of facilities.  

 



 

Dredging-New dredging would only be considered at marinas, the five essential public health and 
safety facilities, and the six existing public boat ramps (if increased functionality of the ramp can be 
demonstrated).  

Adaptive Management- The Shoreline Plan would require review of the program under both the 

Threshold Evaluation process (every four years) and an eight-year pier and buoy permitting activity 

report. 

 

TRPA Existing Shorezone Regulations (No Project Alternative).  This alternative continues the 

direction of the 1987 Regional Plan. The alternative prohibits the placement of new structures, 

including piers, boat ramps, and buoys, in areas identified as prime fish habitat. Under the terms of 

the 2010 injunction, the Partial Permitting Program, which prohibits new structures that could 

increase boating capacity, would cease.  

 
Additional Alternatives for Consideration: The EIS will evaluate 2-3 additional alternatives that meet 
the objectives of the Shoreline Plan and that either avoid or mitigate impacts to environmental 
thresholds.  

Detailed alternatives will be developed based on public and agency input during this scoping period 
and further refined and endorsed by TRPA’s Regional Plan Implementation Committee. Concepts 
that will be considered for inclusion in the range of alternatives include elements from the 2008 
adopted plan such as: density limits for piers, varying limits on the number and distribution of 
shoreline structures and moorings, prohibiting new piers in areas served or eligible to be served by 
an HOA piers, etc.  

1.6 PROBABLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS  

The Shoreline Plan EIS will include an analysis of the environmental effects of new shoreline 
structures and motorized boating on TRPA’s environmental thresholds (Water Quality, Air Quality, Soil 
Conservation, Vegetation, Fisheries & Wildlife, Noise, Scenic Quality, and Recreation) as well as 
strategies and mitigation measures needed to ensure these thresholds are maintained. The 2008 
EIS evaluated several potential environmental impacts related to shoreline development and boating 
use. These, in addition to other potential impacts identified by the Shoreline Steering Committee, 
Joint Fact Finding Committee and public will be analyzed in the EIS including, but not limited to the 
following:  

Water Quality 
• Discharge of Nutrients from Dredging Activities 
• Discharge of Petroleum Products from Operation of Motorized Watercraft and Fueling 

Activities 

• Degradation of Water Quality from Emissions and Atmospheric Deposition of NOX 

• Discharge of Sediments from Motorized Watercraft Launches 

• Water Quality Degradation from Increases in Backshore Access-Related Impervious Coverage 

and Disturbance 

 

Recreation  

• Reduced lateral shorezone pedestrian access from new shorezone structures 

• Obstacles to navigation from construction of new piers or extension of existing piers 



• Degradation of the recreational experience from motorized boating noise 

• Barriers to top-line fishing areas from construction of new piers or expansion of existing piers 

and placement of new buoys 

• Conflicts between motorized and non-motorized boating  

 

Scenic Resources  

• Degradation of nonattainment shoreline units 

• Increase in visible mass  

• Degradation of attainment status for roadway units and recreation areas. 

 
Air Quality 

• Increased NOX emissions from motorized watercraft 

• Increased reactive organic gas emissions from motorized watercraft 

• Increased CO emissions from motorized watercraft 

 

Fisheries 
• Affects to prime fish habitat 

• Disturbance during spawning 

• Substrate removal obstructions to fish migration 

• Native riparian vegetation removal 

• Introduction of invasive aquatic weeds related to boating activity 

• Disruption of littoral drift processes 

 
Noise  

• Increases in noise levels from motorized boating 

• Increased noise from vehicle traffic accessing public facilities. 
 
Soil Conservation  

• Loss of sensitive environmental zones and increased erosion 

• Increase in land coverage from new access paths or structures 

• Disruption to littoral drift processes along the shorezone 

• Addition of shoreline protective structures and retaining walls 
 

Written comments on the proposed scope and content of the Shoreline Plan should be sent no later 
than 5:00 p.m. on August 16, 2017 to: Rebecca Cremeen, Associate Planner, TRPA, P.O. Box 5310, 
Stateline, NV 89449 or rcremeen@trpa.org. This notice is also available at:  www.shorelineplan.org 
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Very truly yours,  
 
 
 

Laurel Ames,  
Chair, Conservation Committee 
Tahoe Area Group, Sierra Club. 
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Tahoe Regional Planning Agency                   August 14, 2017 
Attn: Rebecca Cremeen 
128 Market Street 
Stateline, NV 89449 
rcremeen@trpa.org

Subject:   Notice of Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
for the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan 

Dear Ms. Cremeen:

The Friends of the West Shore appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Notice of 
Preparation (NOP) of a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan 
(NOP). The Friends of the West Shore (FOWS) works toward the preservation, protection, and 
conservation of the West Shore, our watersheds, wildlife, and rural quality of life, for today and future 
generations. FOWS represents community interests from Tahoma to Tahoe City.  

As a federally-designated Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW) - a key fact missing from the 
NOP - the unique and irreplaceable natural values of Lake Tahoe must be protected. FOWS is concerned 
that new shoreline structures and associated increased motorized watercraft use will negatively impact the 
lake. We offer the following comments and recommendations for consideration in the draft EIS (detailed 
comments follow).  

 The DEIS needs to adequately evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed plan and 
alternatives, which include the specific recommendations throughout these comments, as well as 
identify enforcement needs and ensure adequate long-term funding; 

 The DEIS must not segment the impacts of future shoreline development and related on-land 
impacts (e.g. infrastructure and parking associated with the proposed cross-lake ferry, new and/or 
expanded marinas and boat ramps, etc., must be analyzed); 

 The DEIS must also include a capacity analysis to assess what level of infrastructure and boat use 
the lake can handle while still achieving and maintaining environmental thresholds (as well as the 
ONRW nondegradation standard); 

 The DEIS should include a reduced development alternative that is feasible, which begins with 
the framework identified in “Alternative 5” in the 2004 DEIS (attached), while also maintaining 
the density limitations included in the 2008 Ordinances; 

 If, based on rigorous analysis, any new facilities (e.g. boat ramps, piers, etc.) can be sufficiently 
mitigated such that no degradation to air and water quality (and other thresholds) occurs, priority 
should be provided to additional public facilities in local areas less served by such facilities;  

 The DEIS should evaluate additional measures to support the increased demand for quiet and safe 
non-motorized recreation; and 

 The DEIS should be prepared so it can also meet CEQA and NEPA requirements, thereby 
allowing other agencies to rely upon the same information to support associated regulatory 
changes. 
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We hope these comments will assist the TRPA in evaluating the benefits and impacts of the proposed 
plan, identifying alternatives, and adequately mitigating all potential impacts. Please feel free to contact 
Jennifer Quashnick at jqtahoe@sbcglobal.net if you have any questions.  

Sincerely, 

Susan Gearhart,    Jennifer Quashnick,  
President    Conservation Consultant 

Attachments: Excerpts from 2004 Shorezone Ordinance DEIS summarizing Alternatives 4 and 5 
8/31/2005 Letter from Attorney Marsha Burch 
9/24/2008 Tahoe Area Sierra Club letter regarding GHG emissions 
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Outstanding National Resource Water and threshold requirements: 

The NOP fails to even mention Lake Tahoe’s special status as a federally-designated Outstanding 
National Resource Water (ONRW) – a designation that affords Lake Tahoe special legal protection 
prohibiting the degradation of water quality. Therefore, any alternatives which result in degradation of 
Lake Tahoe will not comply with this federal designation and and would not be feasible.  

TRPA staff previously acknowledged that allowing additional development in the shoreline is a purely 
political decision.1 There is no right under the federal Clean Water Act (CWA) to allow degradation 
based on political considerations. Additional details regarding the CWA’s legal requirements are 
provided in the attached letter from Attorney Marsha Burch.2 The failure to identify this designation in 
the NOP precludes the public from having the information necessary to consider the proposed project and 
alternatives and comment on the potential impacts to the ONRW. Further, TRPA’s thresholds do not 
include exemptions for political considerations.

 The DEIS must clearly identify Lake Tahoe’s ONWR status and associated requirements, and 
explain how the proposed project and alternatives will comply with the ONRW protection.
Alternatives which do not comply with this designation will not be legally feasible, and therefore 
should not be analyzed in the DEIS as they would represent alternatives that could not possibly 
be approved. 

 The DEIS needs to clearly explain the need and rationale for adding more boats and shoreline 
structures, and how these additional structures will help protect Lake Tahoe.  

 The DEIS must also include sufficient details to ensure that the new shoreline ordinances will 
actually achieve the thresholds. As stated in the 2010 U.S. District Court ruling, it is not 
sufficient to conclude the amendments will simply “not aggravate” the problems.3

Goal of Shoreline Plan: 

The NOP states the goal of the plan is “to enhance the recreational experience along Lake Tahoe’s shores 
while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for future conditions.” (p. 2). FOWS believes 
the primary goal should be to protect the environment, and recreational uses should only be allowed 
within that framework.  

Enforcement: 

The restrictions and proposed mitigation measures that will be required by the proposed plan will be 
meaningless without rigorous long-term enforcement. 

 The DEIS must lay out the required enforcement and identify how adequate resources will be 
ensured. 

 

1 See discussion related to 5/22/2008 workshop in 7/3/2008 TASC comments to TRPA, p. 8. 
2 Submitted on behalf of the Tahoe Area Sierra Club regarding previous environmental documents 8/31/2005, p. 5-6.
3 “More fundamentally, however, TRPA misunderstands the nature of the obligation to achieve and maintain the 
thresholds. It is not enough to show that the Amendments do not make the problem worse. TRPA must ensure that 
the ordinances, as amended, implement the regional plan in a way that will actually achieve the thresholds. With 
regard to thresholds not presently in attainment, TRPA’s finding that the Amendments will not aggravate the 
problem is inadequate.” (Judge Karlton, U.S. District Court ruling, 2010, p. 11).
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Private/public recreational uses: 

The plan should carefully examine the distinction between public and private uses, including how many 
people experience the shoreline from public areas versus private lakefronts.

 The DEIS needs to examine and discuss the impacts to both public and private recreational use. 

Further, the proposed plan substantially favors additional private development over public development 
(e.g. 128 new private piers versus just 10 new public piers).  

 The DEIS should include an alternative which substantially favors new public facilities over new 
private facilities. This alternative could draw from portions of the Alternative 4 included in the 
2004 EIS.4

Total motorized watercraft use: 

The proposed plan will increase motorized watercraft (MWC) use on Lake Tahoe. In addition to 
addressing the questions included in the “Policy Topic: Boating Facilities” paper regarding boat impacts 
(p. 65), the following also needs to be addressed: 

 The DEIS must use 2017 data for the baseline year. Information on boat use for the summer 
season will be available in time for use in the DEIS. The 2015 data relied upon in the January 18, 
2017 “Preliminary Approach for Estimating Watercraft Use and Emissions” memo (hereafter the 
“Watercraft Emissions Memo”)6 are outdated and do not reflect the recent increases in boat use 
from higher visitation associated with economic recovery, increased use on Lake Tahoe during 
drought years when other water bodies could not support motorized watercraft (MWC) demand, 
and the increased water levels from the significant precipitation experienced in 2017 to date 
(which have also allowed the opening of boat access facilities that were closed in previous years, 
such as the boat ramp by El Dorado beach in South Lake Tahoe,7 thereby increasing boat use on 
Lake Tahoe). CEQA requires existing conditions be based on the year the NOP was released.8

o If it is not possible to use 2017 data, then the DEIS must clearly explain why not and use 
2016 data as the baseline. However, if 2016 is selected, the analysis of future impacts 
must incorporate the increased boat use in 2017 into the estimate of the future impacts 
from maximum boat usage. 

 The DEIS must also address the potential boat use associated with maximum use/capacity of 
boating facilities under existing conditions (which would represent the maximum boat use under 
the No Action alternative) and the proposed project and alternatives. 

 The capacity analysis must include impacts to air and water quality, noise, non-motorized 
recreation, public health and safety, scenic resources (with boats attached to piers, on boat lifts, 
buoys, etc., as well as when in-use/floating boats crowd an area such as Emerald Bay), fisheries,
nearshore clarity, and the spread of AIS.   

 The DEIS should include significance criteria which effectively evaluate impacts to local areas 
(i.e. criteria need to assess the significance of impacts such as water and air quality, noise, and 
scenic resources to local nearshore areas rather than simply viewing impacts on a regional lake-
wide basis). 

 

4 Lake Tahoe Shorezone Ordinance Amendments Draft EIS – July 2004, p. 2-41 (excerpt attached).
5 http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/02-Boating-Facility-Issues-v9-3-14-17-no-tracks.pdf  
6 “Preliminary Approach for Estimating Watercraft Use and Emissions.” http://shorelineplan.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/07/Watercraft-Use-and-Emissions-Memo_1_18_17_to-JFF.pdf
7 http://www.cityofslt.us/index.aspx?nid=296  
8 15126.6(e)(2) 
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Air and water pollution from motorized watercraft: 

Air quality (ozone and particulate matter9) and water quality standards10 in the Basin are not being met. 
The proposed shoreline plan will increase the total number of boat-associated structures on the lake (e.g. 
piers, ramps, buoys, etc.). The 2016 “02 Policy Topic: Boating Facilities” document states the following: 
“There is a perception by many that boat use, specifically gas-powered motors, has a negative correlation 
to water and air quality.” (p. 2). This is not a “perception” - it is a fact. There is no question that 
motorized watercraft (MWC) emit air and water pollution. 

 The DEIS must examine the impacts to air and water quality from MWC based on the typical 
boating season (May 1 through September 3011), and peak boating season (July and early 
August12) where the highest concentration of harmful pollutants will occur. The DEIS must 
evaluate these emissions per day over the boating season (not simply averaged out over the year).
This is especially important with regards to concentrated air pollution where daily emissions of 
NOx and ROGs may contribute to ozone formation during the summer months. 

 The DEIS needs to identify a comprehensive monitoring and inspection program which will 
ensure boating requirements and mitigations are met (for example, where proper tuning is relied 
upon to meet air quality standards, the inspection of boats for oil and gas leaks is necessary for 
water quality standards, and where the prohibition of post-manufacturer modification of mufflers 
must be enforced to ensure noise standards are met). Previous documents, including those related 
to the lawsuit on the 2008 ordinances and associated court rulings, provide substantial guidance 
for performing a proper EIS analysis.  

Low Lake Level adaptation and dredging: 

The NOP states that pier extensions up to 15’ may be allowed during low water years (p. 4), however it is 
unclear what these extensions will be (e.g. floating platforms)?  

 The DEIS must clarify what will be allowed and analyze any associated impacts. 

FOWS appreciates the inclusion of a phased approach for low lake adaptation, including the recognition 
that at some point access just may not be possible (p. 5). However, future phases allowing additional 
activities cannot result in significant environmental harm.  

 The DEIS needs to provide the information supporting the phased approach and associated 
selection points, and analyze the potential environmental impacts associated with each phase. 
Alternatives should also examine phases based on more conservative (protective) water levels. 

FOWS appreciates the identification of research needs associated with dredging included in the “06 
Policy Topic: Low Lake Level Adaptation” Memo (p. 3). The proposed project will allow new dredging 
at specified facilities (p. 6) whereas only maintenance dredging is currently allowed.  

 The DEIS must clearly analyze the potential impacts of dredging and comprehensively examine 
the tradeoffs between dredging and not dredging, as noted in the cited policy topic document.  

 If dredging will be limited to fewer facilities (i.e. if environmental impacts are significant and the 
dredging must be reduced), FOWS recommends that priority be given to public access facilities. 

9 See California state designations for ozone and PM10 (resp.): https://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/2015/state_o3.pdf
and https://www.arb.ca.gov/desig/adm/2015/state_pm10.pdf  
10 TRPA 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report; 
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/10_Ch4_WaterQuality_FINAL_9_30_2016.pdf  
11 Watercraft Emissions Memo, p. 4. 
12 “Marina owners and boaters report that the boating season is primarily in July and early August, ending when 
students return to school in mid-August.” 04 Policy Topic: Marinas (p. 1).  
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Climate Change Adaptation and Greenhouse Gas Emissions: 

The NOP does not discuss Greenhouse Gas (GHG) emissions from MWC in the “Probably 
Environmental Effects” section. Notably, MWC emissions of GHG are far greater per hour of use than 
motor vehicles.13

 The DEIS must evaluate baseline and future GHG emissions for each alternative. 

The NOP also does not address the potential impacts of climate change on the shoreline, including but not 
limited to an extended boating season, boat use in shallower conditions, impacts of warming nearshore 
areas, proliferation of invasive species, and likely increase in visitors using MWC on Lake Tahoe as a 
result of warmer temperatures and lower lake/reservoir levels in other areas.  

 The DEIS must examine the impacts of climate change and identify how the shoreline plan will 
address and adapt to changing conditions.  

 The DEIS should also examine trends during the recent historic 5-year drought. Observations 
suggested many visitors who may otherwise have operated their MWC on lower elevation lakes 
(e.g. Folsom Lake) where water was extremely low were instead bringing them to Lake Tahoe. 

Impacts to nearshore clarity 

According to the 2017 State of the Lake Report (SOTL Report)14 by the Tahoe Environmental Research 
Center (TERC), the turbidity values in the nearshore are heavily affected by waves (p. 6-15).  

 Since boating activity creates waves on the lake, the DEIS needs to analyze the impacts of 
existing and potential boat use on nearshore clarity. 

Spread of Aquatic Invasive Species: 

The 2017 SOTL Report discusses the implications of boat use on the spread of aquatic invasive species 
(AIS) like Asian Clams (p. 6-17), which are tied to higher concentrations of algae growth. Researchers 
have identified MWC usage as the most likely reason for new populations of Asian Clams appearing in 
other parts of the lake, and have proposed two regulatory actions that would significantly reduce this 
impact.15 Previous reports have also identified boat use in the Tahoe Keys lagoon as a key contributor to
the spread of invasive plants into the lake.16 Although the NOP considers AIS to be “outside of the scope 
of the shoreline plan” (p. 3), the DEIS cannot assess the impacts of boating without addressing impacts to 
AIS within the lake.  

 The DEIS must evaluate the role of MWC in spreading AIS and address solutions necessary to
prevent ongoing/future AIS spread. 

 The proposed plan should incorporate the suggestions included in the 2017 SOTL Report. 
 Given the significant threat posed by quagga/zebra mussel infestation to Lake Tahoe, and the 

opportunity afforded by the shoreline plan, we recommend the plan require the use of mussel-
sniffing dogs as a part of the AIS boat inspection program as they have proven to be successful 

13 See attached TASC letter, 9/24/2008. 
14 http://terc.ucdavis.edu/stateofthelake/index.html  
15 “Two obvious actions can prevent this accelerated spread from occurring. First, all filling and emptying of ballast 
tanks should take place at least one mile from shore. The deep waters there are less likely to contain veligers, and 
any would invariably sink to the cold depths where they cannot reproduce. Secondly, it would be extremely prudent 
to require that all ballast tanks be equipped with filters that can effectively remove all particulate material.” (p. 6-17)
16 Integrated Management Plan for Aquatic Weeds For The Tahoe Keys Lagoons. 2016. 
https://uploads.strikinglycdn.com/files/f86b9f68-b417-4fdb-905a-
c44f4c912e29/FINAL_TKPOA%20IMP%20_May%2031%202016.pdf  
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and been incorporated into other inspection programs (including qualification by the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife17).18

Additional boat ramps: 

The NOP explains that the proposed plan would allow up to two more boat ramps (p. 5). The Watercraft 
Emissions report (cited earlier) discusses potential methods for estimating the impact of additional boat 
use associated with the new ramps. 

 The DEIS needs to analyze the maximum potential increase in boat usage associated with two 
new boat ramps and related air, water, noise, GHG, and other emissions. 

 Estimated boat usage must incorporate boat use by residents and visitors, including the 
anticipated increases in MWC use that will come with increased populations in northern 
California and Nevada. 

 If new ramps can be sufficiently mitigated such that no degradation to air and water quality (and 
other thresholds) occurs, priority should be provided to additional public facilities on the northern 
section of the lake as most existing launch facilities are located on the southern end of the lake.  

Buoys: 

The NOP includes recommendations regarding existing and additional buoys, however does not discuss 
what will be done with the illegal buoys currently on the lake.  

 The DEIS must assess the number of illegal buoys on the lake and specify how they will be 
removed (including the timeline for doing so). Removal must occur prior to the issuance of any 
new buoys to prevent additional impacts from expanded boat capacity.  

 While the 2012 appellate court’s ruling left the decision of how buoys would be addressed in 
baseline conditions to the deference of TRPA,19 illegal buoys must be analyzed and 
removed/mitigated. This can be done by either excluding illegal buoys from the baseline, or 
accounting for the impacts of the illegal buoys in the impact assessments in some way. 

Monitoring, Mitigation, and Adaptive Management: 
 
Technical inadequacies with the impact analysis and mitigation measures (identified in the previous 
lawsuit brought by the TASC and League to Save Lake Tahoe) played a significant role in the 2010 U.S. 
District Court ruling (Judge Karlton) that overturned the 2008 Shorezone Ordinances. 

 The DEIS must correctly analyze and identify mitigation measures and ensure they meet the 
requirements identified by Judge Karlton in the U.S. District Court’s 2010 ruling.

The NOP notes reviews every four years (Threshold Evaluation), five years (allocation of buoys), and 
eight years (pier and buoy permitting report), but does not explain the distinction nor how the separation 
of time periods will provide adequate ongoing information to support timely adaptive management. 

 We recommend the proposed plan include a pier and buoy permitting report and buoy allocation 
report every four years to be performed in conjunction with the threshold evaluation and any 
subsequent regional plan amendments that may be deemed necessary to address threshold 
conditions.  

17 www.musseldogs.info  
18 https://www.csmonitor.com/Environment/2016/1113/How-dogs-sniff-out-invasive-species-of-mussel-in-Montana;
http://dontmoveamussel.com/wp-content/uploads/Labor-Day-Mussel-Dog-Inspection-MEDIA-ADVISORY-
082312.pdf; https://lakepowellchronicle.com/article/dogs-learn-to-sniff-out-quagga-mussels-at-lake-powell;
http://www.sfgate.com/sports/article/Crustacean-sniffing-dogs-fight-invaders-for-Fish-3221513.php   
19 http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Appellate-Court-Ruling-on-2008-Shorezone-EIS.pdf  
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o If staff resources do not allow this comprehensive review during the same time period, 
the DEIS could require that these reports be released no more than six months after the 
final Threshold Evaluation report is issued, to ensure timely information is available for 
the consideration of plan amendments that may be necessary to meet thresholds.  

 
The NOP does not include any reference to an ongoing monitoring program. 

 To ensure sufficient mitigation and adaptive management, the DEIS must specify a robust 
monitoring program as well as how it will be funded.  

 New development which relies on mitigation and monitoring results should not be permitted until 
the program is fully implemented. 

Non-motorized recreation: 

The NOP gives little more than cursory reference to supporting non-motorized recreation. Given the 
increasing popularity of non-motorized recreation (e.g. kayaking, SUPs, etc.) and the negative impacts to 
safety and the recreational experience from nearby MWC, the proposed plan should emphasize and 
expand protections for non-motorized recreation activities.  

 The DEIS must include sufficient measures and significance criteria that can be used to assess the 
impacts and benefits of the plan alternatives specifically on non-motorized recreation uses.  

 The DEIS should examine the concept of a “Motor-free Monday”20 and other provisions (e.g. 
increasing the No-Wake Zone and decreasing the speed limit for MWC in areas of higher non-
motorized recreational use) to meet the increased demand for quiet, smoother, and safer 
conditions by non-motorized recreationalists; 

o For example, Mr. Steven Smith suggested three specific locations be designated as “quiet 
zones,” such that a 1,200 foot No-Wake Zone and 5 mph speed limit would apply, where 
demand for non-motorized recreation is especially high (e.g Sugar Pine Point State Park, 
Bliss State Park, and Secret Harbor).21 We recommend expanding this proposal to include 
other areas of the lake where non-motorized recreation is also in high demand. 

Other comments: 

 The NOP excludes analysis of upland uses/structures (p. 3), however the DEIS must analyze the 
impacts of upland development necessary to accommodate new/modified shoreline structures (i.e. 
expanded use of marinas, ramps, and/or new facilities will necessitate additional on-land 
parking). Failure to analyze these impacts will result in improper segmentation of the plan’s
impacts. 

 The NOP excludes analysis of the proposed cross-lake ferry, which will create significant 
impacts, including disturbance associated with the construction/expansion and ongoing 
maintenance (e.g. dredging) of the facilities, additional air, water, and noise pollution emitted by 
the ferries, and associated on-land impacts (e.g. more driving to ferry boarding sites, need for 
increased parking and associated coverage impacts, etc.). The cross-lake ferry must be included in 
the DEIS analysis of reasonably foreseeable projects, at a minimum. If the proposed shoreline 
plan would facilitate the cross-lake ferry in any way, the DEIS must fully analyze the associated 
impacts.  

 

20 Recommended by the Sierra Club, Tahoe Area Group. 
21 Letter dated 7/28/2016. http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/Shoreline-Plan-Public-Comment-
Summary-6_13_2017.pdf (p. 6). 
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9

Recommendations: 
 
In sum, we recommend the following: 

 The DEIS needs to adequately evaluate the environmental impacts of the proposed plan and 
alternatives, which include the specific recommendations throughout these comments, as well as 
identify enforcement needs and ensure adequate long-term funding; 

 The DEIS must not segment the impacts of future shoreline development and related on-land 
impacts (e.g. infrastructure and parking associated with the proposed cross-lake ferry, new and/or 
expanded marinas and boat ramps, etc.) 

 The DEIS must also include a capacity analysis to assess what level of infrastructure and boat use 
the lake can handle while still achieving and maintaining environmental thresholds (as well as the 
ONRW nondegradation standard); 

 The DEIS should include a reduced development alternative that is feasible, which begins with 
the framework identified in “Alternative 5” in the 2004 DEIS (attached), while also maintaining 
the density limitations included in the 2008 Ordinances; 

 If, based on rigorous analysis, any new facilities (e.g. boat ramps, piers, etc.) can be sufficiently 
mitigated such that no degradation to air and water quality (and other thresholds) occurs, priority 
should be provided to additional public facilities in local areas less served by such facilities;  

 The DEIS should evaluate additional measures to support the increased demand for quiet and safe 
non-motorized recreation; and 

 The EIS should be prepared so it can also meet CEQA and NEPA requirements, thereby allowing 
other agencies to rely upon the same information to support associated regulatory changes. 
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MARSHA A. BURCH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

131 South Auburn Street 
GRASS VALLEY, CA 95945 

Telephone: 
(530) 272-8411

Facsimile: 
 (530) 272-9411

maburch@onemain.com

August 31, 2005 

Coleen Shade 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
P.O. Box 5310 
Stateline, NV 89449 

Re: Lake Tahoe Shorezone Ordinance Amendments  
Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Ms. Shade: 

This office represents the Tahoe Area Sierra Club regarding the Lake Tahoe 
Shorezone Ordinance Amendments Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(“SDEIS”).  As explained below, the SDEIS does not comply with the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency’s Compact, Code of Ordinances and Rules of Procedure (equivalent to 
National Environmental Policy Act) in certain essential respects.  Additionally, the 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (“LRWQCB”), has 
pointed out in its comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (July 
2004), that to amend the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Region (“Basin 
Plan”), the RWQCB must prepare a functional equivalent document (“FED”) to comply 
with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).  Accordingly, these comments 
also include some discussion of the SDEIS’ failure to comply with CEQA.  Finally, 
throughout these comments, potential violations of the Clean Water Act (“CWA”) and 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (“TRPA”) goals and policies will be discussed.   

The Tahoe Area Sierra Club appreciates the opportunity to submit the following 
comments, and incorporates comments submitted in any form by the League to Save 
Lake Tahoe, LRWQCB, the United States Fish and Wildlife Service, the California 
Attorney General’s Office, the Nevada Tahoe Water Suppliers Association, and any and 
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all other members of the Shorezone Partnership Committee, Diane Bush, Don and Kay 
Edwards, Paul Guttman, M.D., and Dave and Kerstin Seufert.   

I. Introduction

The SDEIS does not clearly describe the development that will occur as a result of 
Alternative 6.  The SDEIS provides that 230 new piers, 1,862 buoys, 6 new boat ramps 
and 235 new slips, will result in an estimated 70,796 boat launches per year, including 
generation of literally tons of HCs, NOx and PAHs into the environment.  (SDEIS, Table 
5-1)  The document goes on to conclude that this will not result in a single impact that
will not be mitigated to a level of insignificance.  This conclusion fails to convince.  The
convenience of determining no significant impacts will result from this tremendous
increase in development in one of the most sensitive and valuable environments in this
country, and possibly the world, is simply not credible.  The lack of mitigation measures
and reliance upon vague “programs” that may or may not be funded violates the TRPA
Code of Ordinances and Rules of Procedure and applicable environmental statutes.

With respect to NEPA, CEQA or TRPA Code compliance, environmental 
analyses are to be prepared early in the decision making process so that they can make an 
important contribution to that process.  (See 40 C.F.R. § 1502.5.)  “Ultimately, it is not 
better documents but better decisions that count.  NEPA’s purpose is not to generate 
paper work – even excellent paper work – but to foster excellent action.”  (40 C.F.R. 
1500.1(b).)  The same holds true for CEQA and TRPA’s requirements modeled after 
NEPA.  In this case, acknowledgement of the status of Lake Tahoe as an Outstanding 
National Resource Water (“ONRW”), and the legal and practical ramifications of this 
designation, has not yet been done, and is so obviously not a part of the decision making 
process that TRPA has prematurely identified a preferred alternative with an illegal 
impact to water quality.  Not only does the omission of true baseline conditions result in 
an inferior document, it most certainly negates any possibility of excellent action.   

In County of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, the court 
cited a NEPA case and concluded as follows: 

Only through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and 
public decision-makers balance the proposal’s benefit against its 
environmental cost, consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage 
of terminating the proposal (i.e., the “no project” alternative) and weigh 
other alternatives in the balance.  An accurate, stable and finite project 
description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient 
EIR. 

The SDEIS does not provide an accurate view of the project such that the public 
and decision-makers may balance the project’s benefits against its environmental cost.  
The huge cost that would be borne by the citizens of the region and the United States 
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should not be measured against an inaccurate interpretation of what it means to allow 
degradation of an ONRW.  To move forward to approval of the Ordinance Amendments 
on the basis of the SDEIS in its current form would prevent the document from fulfilling 
its purpose of providing relevant information to all interested parties and decision 
makers. 

The mitigation measures included in the SDEIS also violate CEQA for their 
failure to include clear funding and enforcement mechanisms, and because of the lack of 
performance criteria and enforceable monitoring programs.  Under CEQA, mitigation 
measures must be fully enforceable through permit conditions, agreements or other 
legally binding instruments.  (CEQA Guidelines § 15126.4(a)(2).)  Because of the 
SDEIS’ failure to even attempt compliance with CEQA, the LRWQCB will be required 
to prepare its own FED, which will almost surely result in different mitigation measures 
being included in the Basin Plan amendment for shorezone development in California.   

The Project Overview section of the SDEIS indicates that the DEIS considered 
modification of the fisheries location standards for structures in the shorezone pursuant to 
TRPA Code Subsection 54.3.B.  (SDEIS, p. 1.)  It is unclear why Code Subsection 
54.3.B has been interpreted by TRPA to require an increase in shorezone development.  
That Subsection simply required TRPA to revisit the regulations upon completion of 
certain studies, and there is nothing in the Subsection indicating that such reconsideration 
should be done without consideration of TRPA’s goals and policies.  Further, there is no 
reason be believe that Subsection 54.3.B trumps the CWA and the anti-degradation 
mandate for Outstanding National Resource Waters.  As discussed in greater detail 
below, the CWA requirements prohibit any degradation of water quality.   

II. The Direct and Indirect Impacts of Alternative 6 are
Not Adequately Addressed

The SDEIS fails to adequately address the direct impacts of Alternative 6.  For 
example, in its analysis of impacts to fisheries, the SDEIS indicates that the loss of prime 
fish habitat and loss of native riparian vegetation have not been quantified.  Such a gap in 
information prevents reasonable conclusions regarding impacts to fisheries.  The Tahoe 
Area Sierra Club supports prohibition of new boat ramps in prime habitat areas, and 
testing of new restoration techniques before approving new shorezone development in 
fish habitat areas. 

The treatment of water quality impacts in the SDEIS simply falls short of the 
requirements of NEPA, CEQA, the TRPA Code and the CWA.  The document admits 
that “[b]ecause development is related to additional boats and boating use, and increases 
the probability of human use degrading water quality, Alternative 6 could have 
potentially negative impacts on water quality and full implementation.”  (SDEIS, p. 5-4.) 
The mitigation measures for water quality impacts are explicitly designed to “reduce” 
effects to water quality.  (SDEIS, pp. 5-6 and 5-7.)  The anti-degradation mandate 
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contained in the CWA for ONRW does not allow for “negative impacts on water quality” 
coupled with mitigation measures designed to “reduce” these negative impacts.   

Additionally, the mitigation measures for impacts to water quality involve the 
development of best management practices.  Thus, the SDEIS does not include specific 
discussion of actions to be taken under the mitigation measures, but inappropriately 
defers development of these programs and specific action to a later time.  Because of this 
deferral, the document fails to fulfill its purpose as an informational document. 

The SDEIS addresses the potentially significant scenic impacts of Alternative 6, 
but does not include any mitigation measures for impacts resulting from lighting 
associated with shorezone development.  Further, the document should contain specific 
discussion regarding Alternative 6 compliance with the TRPA Compact’s specified goal 
of protecting the scenic qualities of Lake Tahoe.  The fundamental goals and policies of 
TRPA are ignored by the analysis.   

The air quality analysis in the SDEIS minimizes discussion of the fact that 
TRPA’s ozone standard is currently exceeded every year, and that Alternative 6 will 
result in an increase in emissions by greater than 30% at full implementation.  (SDEIS, p. 
8-4.)  TRPA has been charged with attaining and maintaining thresholds.  These
thresholds may not be ignored for the benefit of meeting the expectations of a small
percentage of the region’s citizens.  Finally, the mitigation measures for air quality
impacts essentially take a wait and see approach, with a plan to try and play catch-up if
the air pollution levels exceed federal, state or TRPA standards.  (SDEIS, p. 8-4.)

A similar approach is taken with noise impacts.  The mitigation measures involve 
waiting until it is too late, when noise impacts have exceeded thresholds, and then 
halting, for example, the placement of additional buoys.  (See SDEIS, p. 9-4.)  The 
SDEIS includes discussion of the fact that Alternative 6 would increase boating activity 
on the lake, and such activity would increase noise impacts.  These increased noise 
impacts will not be mitigated to a level of insignificance by actions that involve an 
attempt to remediate a problem that has already gotten out of hand.   

The mitigation measures, generally speaking, involve monitoring, educational and 
enforcement programs.  There is scant information in the SDEIS regarding how these 
programs will be funded.  This failure to clearly identify the funding mechanisms is 
unacceptable.  None of the programs can be counted on, and this undermines confidence 
in nearly all of the important mitigation measures contained in the SDEIS.  The analysis 
and assumptions contained in the document rest on a house of cards – made up of hoped 
for programs and measures that may or may not be implemented.    
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III. Failure to Address Cumulative Impacts

The SDEIS fails to address cumulative impacts.  This failure violates the TRPA 
Code, NEPA and CEQA.    

IV. The Federal Clean Water Act Prevents Approval of Any Proposed
Amendment to the Lake Tahoe Shorezone Ordinance that Would Result in
Any Degradation of Water Quality

Any degradation of water quality in Lake Tahoe will violate the Federal CWA.  
Accordingly, the only amendment to the Shorezone Ordinance that would comply with 
the CWA would either result in no change to water quality, or would improve water 
quality.   

In the section “Factors Affecting Lake Tahoe Water Quality,” the DEIS states as 
follows:  “The human-caused sources of pollutant loading originating in the Shorezone 
primarily are from boat ramps, motorized boat operations, on lake boat storage, other 
wastes from boats . . . .”  (DEIS, p. 5-9.)  The DEIS attempts to separate the construction 
of piers, buoys and floating docks by asserting that these facilities are not a “direct source 
of water pollution.”  (Id.)  The DEIS and the SDEIS, however, identify increased boat 
traffic as a direct result of additional piers, buoys and floating docks, which will result in 
“decreased water clarity, degradation of an Outstanding National Resource Water 
(ONRW) and its designated beneficial uses, dredging activities, sediment exposure, 
spoils disposal, boating activities, and backshore development.”  (SDEIS, p. 5-3.)   

TRPA proceeds as though the degradation of Lake Tahoe’s water quality is 
acceptable and legal, even thought the lake is designated as an Outstanding National 
Resource Water.  This designation begins and ends the inquiry regarding any additional 
development that would result in degradation.  

Water quality standards must conform to federal regulations covering anti-
degradation (40  CFR Section 131.12) and in California, State Board Resolution No. 68-
16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in 
California.”  Application of the anti-degradation provisions to the standard setting 
process requires supporting documentation and appropriate findings whenever a standard 
(beneficial use and water quality objective) would allow a reduction in water quality 
below currently existing water quality or below higher water quality which may have 
existed since 1968.   

For waters designated as ONRW (40 C.F.R. § 131.12(a)(3)), a very restrictive test 
applies.  No permanent or long-term reduction in water quality is allowable in areas given 
special protection as ONRW.  (48 Fed. Reg. 51402 (Nov. 8, 1983).)  In this case, TRPA 
treats the proposed amendments to the Shorezone Ordinance as though the federal anti-
degradation policies applicable to surface waters generally will apply.  (40 C.F.R. § 

45Comments on the Notice of Preparation (Scoping Period)



Coleen Shade 
August 31, 2005 
Page 6 of 7 
 
 
131.12(a)(2).)  This simply is not the case.  As an ONRW, the water quality of Lake 
Tahoe must be maintained and protected.  Period.  There is no right, under the CWA, to 
approve of water quality changes based upon “important economic or social development 
in the area.”  (Id.)  (See enclosed Memorandum from SWRCB to Regional Board 
Executives, dated October 7, 1987, pp. 10-16.)  There is no such flexibility with respect 
to ONWR, and the DEIS and the SDEIS are based upon the assumption that flexibility 
exists.  As a result of this faulty assumption, the alternatives analysis is flawed, and 
conclusions regarding what is feasible are incorrect.     

 
To highlight the difficulty created by the false assumptions of flexibility in 

allowing degradation based upon economic or social factors, one need only look at the 
preferred alternative selected by TRPA, Alternative 6.  Alternative 6 will result in 
degradation.  (SDEIS, p. 5-3 and 5-4.)  The proposed changes to regulations will 
purportedly “help ensure that significant effects do not occur.”  (SDEIS, p. 5-4.)  The 
proposed regulatory and education programs do not include any performance criteria, and 
these efforts that may “help” prevent significant degradation do not amount to 
“mitigation measures” that will ensure impacts that are less than significant.  Further, 
these vaguely described regulatory and educational programs will necessarily require 
funding, and no funding sources, other than the programs themselves, are identified.  The 
only conclusion that can be drawn from the analysis in the SDEIS is that implementation 
of Alternative 6 will result in significantly increased boat traffic, and while regulatory 
and education programs may help minimize the impacts to water quality, there is no 
standard with which TRPA or the public can gauge the success of these programs, so 
some amount of degradation will occur.  Such degradation will violate the CWA.   
 
V. Implementation of Alternative 6 Would Violate TRPA’s Policies  

and the Compact 
 

TRPA was created for the purpose of maintaining “the significant scenic, 
recreational, educational, scientific, natural, and public health values provided by the 
Region;” and to “[i]nsure an equilibrium between the Region’s natural endowment and its 
manmade environment.”  (Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin, Goals and Policies, 
Principles 2(a) and (b).)  Noise and pollution caused by increased boat traffic does 
nothing to further these goals.  Nothing in Alternative 6 in the way of proposed 
regulatory or educational programs, or mitigation measures, do anything to achieve 
TRPA’s goals and the thresholds it is required to attain and protect.  In fact, Alternative 6 
will result in a greater distance between the real world and TRPA’s thresholds.   
 
VI. A Combination of Alternatives 5 and Elements of Alternative 4 Would be the 

Best Alternative 
 
 Because of the issues raised above, the Tahoe Area Sierra Club and its members 
believe that the SDEIR fails to meet the requirements of the National Environmental 
Policy Act, the California Environmental Quality Act, the TRPA Code, the TRPA 
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Compact and the CWA.  For these reasons, we believe the document should be 
withdrawn and a revised SDEIS released which adequately addresses all direct and 
reasonably foreseeable impacts, provides adequate and feasible mitigation, considers the 
alternatives under the correct assumptions about the current state of Lake Tahoe as an 
Outstanding National Resource Water, and avoids excessive and unnecessary impacts to 
the Lake in favor of increased private development.  In order to meet these goals, we 
believe that any such SDEIS should be based on Alternative 5 with some possible 
additions from Alternative 4. 

Sincerely, 

Marsha A. Burch 
Attorney 

Enclosure 

cc: Tahoe Region Sierra Club 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region 
Nevada Division of State Lands 
California State Lands Commission 
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Tahoe Regional Planning Agency  9/24/08 
Governing Board and Advisory Planning Commission Members 

Subject: Questions regarding Volume 4, Appendix M: for consideration at 9/25 Public Workshop 

Dear TRPA Governing Board and Advisory Planning Commission Members: 

We appreciate your taking the time to discuss the proposed Shorezone Ordinances at the workshop on 
9/25.  Although the agenda currently prohibits public comment during the (public) workshop, we first ask 
you to reconsider this decision and allow the public to speak.   

Because this workshop is being held to allow you to ask questions and discuss issues, including new 
information provided in the recent “Volume 4”, we would like to provide you with some additional 
information with regards to impacts from motorized watercraft, with focus on greenhouse gas emissions. 
We also herein incorporate comments provided to you on 9/24/08 by the League to Save Lake Tahoe, 
which discuss other issues of concern. 

In August, we contacted the California Air Resources Board to ask for emission rate information for 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from watercraft, and based on that information, we put together our 
own estimates (below).  Recently, TRPA released “Volume 4,” and on 9/10, provided Appendix M, 
which purports to estimate GHG emissions and discuss what levels of increased emissions are considered 
“acceptable.”   

Our emission estimates were based on the boat use information provided in the 1/31/07 Supplemental 
document and used by TRPA up until Volume 4 was released.  As you will see below, one of our current 
questions is why the boat use information has changed, and what data and equations were used in making 
these changes.  We assume this may in part be the reason for the differences between our estimates and 
TRPA’s (which are less), however, because TRPA has not also provided the GHG emission rates used 
(stated to be from CARB) or other relevant assumptions, it is not possible to assess TRPA’s process for 
generating the estimates. 

Below, we first present boat use information used in our analysis, followed by the estimated GHG 
emissions and a discussion of the emission rates used.  Finally, we list questions we have with regards to 
Appendix M in Volume 41.  We hope this information and these questions will help facilitate helpful 
discussion at the 9/25 workshop.     

Sincerely, 

Michael Donahoe,  Jennifer Quashnick 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club Tahoe Area Sierra Club 

1 Also included is “Additional Information” which discusses our process and data in more detail – a 
discussion TRPA should include in their own technical supporting documents so the public can understand 
where the final estimates came from. 
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Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions related to Proposed Shorezone 
Ordinances (August 2008): 

Number of Additional boating trips/year that would result from proposed 
Ordinance (~June 2008): 

Prior to the new numbers provided in Volume 4 (although where the new numbers came 
from is not provided), the last estimate of boat trips we had from TRPA came from the 
1/31/07 Supplemental EIS (section D), which was based on Alternative 6A but referred to 
as the supporting analysis for all recent revisions until the release of Volume 4.   

2004 Yearly Boat Trips: 232,210 
2024 Yearly Boat Trips: 312,753 
Additional Boat Trips/Year: 80,543 

Total Fuel Use per Year (from all motorized watercraft on Lake Tahoe)2: 
Total Fuel Use (gallons) for 2004 (Baseline): 2,642,187 gallons 
Total Fuel Use for 20243:  3,434,843 gallons 

Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions from motorized boats 
Greenhouse gas emissions include carbon dioxide (CO2) and “carbon dioxide equivalents 
(CO2-E)” [a standard CARB emission rate which includes the combined emissions for 
methane (CH4) and nitrous oxide (N2O)]. 

Because CARB has not separated out the GHG emissions from recreational watercraft, 
CARB provided average rates (in grams per gallon of regular gasoline) to be used for a 
general, conceptual representation of values.4  These rates are not to be used in lieu of an 
actual analysis, but only as a conceptual representation of potential GHG emissions – see 
caveats and limitations of emission rates (from CARB staff) discussed in “Additional 
Information” Section. 

Using the emission rates provided (and data from the 2007 SEIS), the increase in the 
annual emissions of CO2 and CO2-E over the 20 year life of the Shorezone Ordinances 
would be:  

(2024 minus 2004 emissions)
Additional CO2:  7,024 tons (30,436 tons – 23,412 tons) 
Additional CO2-E: 7,364 tons (31,910 tons – 24,546 tons) 

This would equate to a ~ 30% increase in GHG emissions in a time when California, 
Nevada and others are calling for an overall decrease in GHG emissions. 

2 From 1/31/07 Shorezone SEIS, Section D: Air Quality. 
3 TRPA does not provide this for Alt. 6/6A/Proposed.  Use estimated by increasing 2004 fuel use by 30% 
based on TRPA’s assumption of a 1.5% increase in boat use/year (over 20 years). 
4 Pers. Comm. Kevin Eslinger, CARB, Emissions Inventory Branch. 8/13/08.   
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Questions regarding GHG estimates in Volume 4: 
In Volume 4, TRPA provides a last minute “Appendix M” which purports to analyze 
estimated greenhouse gas emissions.  Appendix M also includes a general discussion 
about why TRPA believes an estimated increase in GHGs of 30% is acceptable because it 
falls below potential maximum limits being discussed by California entities.  Problems 
with Appendix M are two-fold: 

1. The technical data (including revised boat use and emissions data) are not supported.
• No data are provided to explain the reduction in annual boat trips by almost

18,000/year (or ~25%) compared to the boat trip numbers still used up until
Volume 4.

• No data are provided with regards to the equations or emission rates used to
develop the ‘estimated’ GHG emissions for each alternative.

• Additional unlabeled and undefined ‘rows’ of information are included in the
estimated emissions spreadsheet (e.g. ‘floating numbers’ under the estimated
emissions on right side).  We are provided with no information regarding what
this information is and where it came from.

Basically, the document fails to provide the public with adequate information to 
‘repeat’ the analysis and get these results, let alone to even understand how TRPA 
did the analysis and obtained such results. 

2. The discussion regarding what level of increased GHG emissions is inappropriate.
• Regarding the discussion of appropriate ‘maximum emission limits’ for GHGs,

first, the reference to conceptual limits still under discussion and adopted by no
entity is inappropriate.  Additionally, TRPA feels that they should not have to
develop their own limits because other governmental agencies are working on this
already.  Basically, this entire discussion should be irrelevant because TRPA
should not be approving Plans that will increase GHGs.  Period.  Rather, TRPA
should take the leadership role it once had with regards to environmental planning
and go the extra mile and help reduce GHG emissions from the Basin.  In the
past, there was a time when other regulatory agencies looked at what TRPA did
for guidance on how to implement more protective and innovative environmental
planning, rather than the other way around.

• TRPA has a responsibility to reduce GHG emissions from the Basin, just as the
states have a responsibility to reduce statewide emissions.  The Tahoe Basin
should be finding ways to reduce GHG emissions, not allow increases!  Not only
is this a global problem – and global responsibility – but as the 2008 State of the
Lake Report (from Tahoe Environmental Research Center) shows, the Basin is
already feeling the effects of climate change.  Those effects will affect our
environment in unique ways, including lake clarity and forest health, and our
economy (e.g. shorter ski seasons and less snow mean less skier dollars spent in
the Basin).  It is clearly in the Basin’s best environmental and economic
interest to provide a net reduction in GHG emissions.

• Further, TRPA fails to address the cumulative impacts of the increased GHG
emissions from boats, from vehicles driving those boats in the Basin, and from the
many other large scale projects being considered that will increase VMT in the
Basin.
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* ADDITIONAL INFORMATION *

Estimated Greenhouse Gas Emissions from motorized boats 
Although CARB recently created a GHG emissions inventory for California, the 
inventory does not separate the emissions associated with recreational watercraft at this 
time.  In substitution of this data, CARB staff5 stated that in general, the GHG emissions 
per mile for a motorized boat are similar to the average for motorized vehicles.  However, 
of note are the relatively small miles per gallon for boats (generally between 1-4 miles 
per gallon – see last section below).

CARB therefore provided average rates (in grams per gallon of regular gasoline) to help 
estimate, at least conceptually, potential GHG emissions (see caveats and limitations 
discussed below*).  Those rates are: 

CO2: 8,861grams / gallon 
CO2-E: 9,290grams / gallon 

* These rates are the average of all on-road gasoline vehicles listed in CARB’s published 1990-
2004 online inventory.  Note that gasoline carbon content will vary year to year, and sometimes
season to season, and therefore the emission rates of GHGs will also vary.  Further, CO2-E
pollutants will be affected by the type of emissions system on each boat, and therefore the boat
emissions may further (and significantly) vary from average motor vehicle per gallon emissions.

Using these emission rates, we calculated the difference between the 2004 and 2024 
emissions: 

2004:     2,642,187 gallons * (8,861 CO2 & 9,290 CO2-E grams/gallon) = 
CO2: 23,412,419,007 grams = 23,412 Tons/year 
CO2-E: 24,545,917,230 grams = 24,546 Tons/year 

2024:     3,434,843 gallons * (8,861 CO2 & 9,290 CO2-E grams/gallon) = 
CO2: 30,436,143,823 grams = 30,436 Tons/year 
CO2-E: 31,909,691,470 grams = 31,910 Tons/year 

Additional Emissions from Proposed Ordinances  = 2024 emissions minus 2004 emissions 

Additional CO2: 7,024 tons (30,436 tons – 23,412 tons) 
Additional CO2-E: 7,364 tons (31,910 tons – 24,546 tons) 

----Excerpt from CARB re: Emission factors for GHGs----: 
Here are the on-road emission factors: 8861 gCO2 (and 9290 gCO2E) per gasoline gallon. These 
numbers are an average of all on-road gasoline vehicles listed in ARB's published 1990-2004 
online inventory: http://www.arb.ca.gov/cc/inventory/data/data.htm (see the multiple inventory links 
at the bottom of the page) 

Please note that carbon content in gasoline changes year to year (and even season to season) 
which is particularly true in more recent years due to MTBE phase-out, so real measurements of 
gasoline carbon (and thus, CO2 emissions) would vary from this averaged/approximated 8861 
number I've provided you. Furthermore, recreational vehicles such as boats have different 

5 Pers. Comm. Kevin Eslinger, CARB, Emissions Inventory Branch. 8/13/08. 

51Comments on the Notice of Preparation (Scoping Period)



emissions control systems which means there could be drastically different CH4 & N2O emissions 
when comparing boats to gasoline cars, trucks, etc. So please make extra effort to caveat any 
mention of the 9290 gCO2E number with "from the on-road inventory which is likely different from 
boat CH4 & N2O emissions" 

Miles per gallon associated with typically-sized boats on Lake & total fuel use/year: 

Example Mile Per Gallon (mpg) for boats: 
The following table provides mpg info for a selection of boats within the top 3 size 
categories (per TRPA’s survey data). 

(length [ft.]) Boat Miles per gallon (mpg)*
27.5’ 2003 Cobalt 250 BR 2.1 to 2.8 
24’ 2005 Bayliner 249 Deckboat 1.94 to 3.19 
22’ 2006-2008 Tahoe 250  2.35 to 4.44 
20’ 2006-2008 Tahoe 195 I/O  1.86 to 4.49 
18’ 2007 Ranger Boats 1850 Reata 3.27 to 5.02 
16’ 2007 Tracker Pro Team 170 TX 4.18 to 13.50 

* For all boats except 2003 Cobalt (mpg range depends on speed), averages provided are from
data for mpg running at 1,500 rpm and above.  Source, full mpg range and engine information for
these boats (and additional boats in these size classes) were collected and are available upon
request.
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August 16, 2017

Rebecca Cremeen, Associate Planner VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency rcremeen@trpa.org
128 Market Street
Stateline, NV 89449

Re: Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan – Comments on Notice of Preparation of an EIS

Dear Ms. Cremeen:

As counsel for a littoral property owner, we offer the following comments for consideration in 
the scope of the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan (Plan) EIS.  

Consistent with the stated overarching goal of the Plan to enhance the recreational experience 
along Lake Tahoe’s shores while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for future 
conditions, the Plan should incorporate incentives to achieve environmental gain.  For example, 
an applicant for a single-use pier who agrees to complete a project that will reduce fine particle 
sediment discharge to Lake Tahoe may receive higher priority of review.  Another option could 
be to provide higher priority for single-use pier applications that include the retirement of pier 
development potential by deed restricting a littoral parcel from shorezone development.       

The Plan should include a process for the transfer or relocation of an existing pier from one 
littoral parcel to another, similar to established procedures in the TRPA Code of Ordinances for 
the transfer of other existing development (e.g., land coverage, residential units of use) from one 
parcel to another.  Applications for transfer and reconstruction of an existing single-use pier on 
another littoral parcel should receive higher priority review than applications for new single-use 
piers.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the scope of the proposed EIS.  

Sincerely,

FELDMAN McLAUGHLIN THIEL LLP

By:

Kara L. Thiel

KLT/js
cc: Client
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Brandy,

I attended today's meeting in the TRPA office to hear the status of the proposed plan and the EIS that still needs to 
be completed.
The meeting was very informative and I now have a better understanding of the number of meetings you must have 
had to get to
this point with all the stack holders.

As a home owner, lake user and Chairman of Lakeridge's GID, we support the plan in making the lake more 
accessible to those who 
want to enjoy the lake, while protecting the resource. I did not hear much concerning the process on how the 
additional buoy's, piers
are going to be allocated or what the process is going to be. I am not sure if it is somewhere within the plan or 
another spot in TRPA's 
web site?

As you may be aware Lakeridge has a Pavilion on the lake along with a State permitted (NAC 488.465) swim area 
(see three attachments).
These areas are used by the 80 Home owners within Lakeridge. Our issue has been the Pavilion is built on land 
(rocks) which is to high
off the water to be able to access it by boat. We would like to understand the process in applying for approval to 
add a floating dock/pier
off the Pavilion which would allow our Home Owners to be able to load/unload from their boat/jet ski. We are also 
interest in the application 
process to apply for a number of buoy's, which would also be used by the Lakeridge Home owners. Currently our 
GID does not have 
any Buoy's, but some of our Lake front Home Owners do.

One of the concerns that did come up at today's meeting was having a fair process in the allocation of any new 
piers and buoy's. I was 
happy to read and hear there is going to be some weight given to multi users such as GID's/HOA's that want to 
increase their access to the 
lake. I look forward hearing from you concerning the application process for both a dock/pier extension and a buoy 
field. I would be happy
to set up an appointment to discuss this with you and/or others that may be involved in this part of the process.

Best Regards,

Andy Huckbody
Lakeridge GID Chairman
775 790 7476 
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Section I. Comments on the Notice of Preparation (Scoping Period)  

1.3 Individuals  
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Thought you should know about this event:
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Dear Ms. Mc Mahon, 
I sent this letter to Steve Sweet recently and I believe that your work on near shore environments for 
Lake Tahoe might be interested in how the 14-year deplorable Near Shore Turbidity at Incline could be 
improved by stopping the dumping of large amounts of dog poop from Village Green (300yards away) into 
two vary active adjacent creeks -Third Creek and Incline Creek directly into the lake. 

Thank you for your work to keep Tahoe beautiful.  Maybe this information will assist you and others at 
TRPA. Please feel free to forward it to whomever you feel it might assist with lake clarity, and the removal 
of nutrients for algae. 
Stephen Dolan 

To: ssweet@www.trpa.org

Dear Steve, TRPA 

Over a year ago I pointed out Incline Villages problem with its SEZ pollutants based 
around Village Green.  I have been a volunteer for the State regarding the study of 
spawning fish up the two creeks adjacent to Village Green (VG) Incline Creek and Third 
Creek.  

I have submitted statistics related to spikes in nutrients adjacent to VG. I have submitted 
photos showing runoff from the feces laden VG melt during the winter. You can stroll the 
SEZ adjacent to the two streams to find an inordinate amount of dog poop.  Such that 
you can not raise your eyes from the soil for the danger of stepping in it.  I have given 
photos of the beautiful fish spawning in Incline creek and Third creek and still the 
livestock that Incline Trustees direct to VG is unconscionable. I use the term livestock 
because of the laws governing livestock in SEZ.  The numbers of dogs legally qualifies as 
livestock. 

I direct your attention to the rule that "live stock shall not be allowed in SEZ"  This is 
clearly what the Incline Board of Trustees has directed for the past 17 years.  Daily! The 
hundreds of piles of feces, puddles of urine, can not be self monitored as the prevailing 
trustees would have one believe. Even if the 80% of responsible dog owners did pick up 
the feces, we all know that it is impossible to be 100% clean. Not to mention the urine. 
17 year has created a methane cloud in the warm summer days that should in itself be 
evidence of the problem. 

The SEZ which in some cases is directly part of the VG area, is being abused by the use 
of this property as a shit storm. A year ago I participated in a TRPA report that showed of 
the 50 or more Near Shore Zone studies Incline was one of the two that had shown no 
improvement in 13 years! Can you say Village Green.   

TRPA is negligent in addressing this problem and may soon be brought into litigation 
because I have informed you of this last year and NO progress has been made.  

Please address this violation of TRPA and Nevada statutes and rules in Incline Village, at 
Village Green.  
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I have spoken to the IVGID Board of Trustees; Dent, Calicrate, Wong, Morris and Horan 
and the IVGID staff: Stephen Pinkerton, Brad Johnson, and Indra Winquest and they all 
want to address this issue and find my claim has merit. They all profess that they want to 
do something to correct this problem.  They have said this with prior boards and let it 
drop. Their intentions may be good but their will is weak. I need you to and believe they
want you to give them a kick in the legal ass to make them save the streams and the 
lake and fish. 

Thank you, 

Stephen Dolan 
P.O. 3844
Incline Village, NV 89450 
Resident 25 yrs. 
(775) 843-7244 
dolan@gracethomas.com
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Dear Ms. Cremeen,

I have been a resident and taxpayer of the Lake Tahoe Region since the mid-1980s. Please consider and make 
available to your planning team the following comments regarding your NOP.

The TRPA should stop bending over backwards to cater to moneyed interests and motorized recreationists.  Please 
include the following provisions in your upcoming DEIS:

1) Your DEIS should include an alternative to actually RESTORE the scenic beauty of Lake Tahoe by 
REMOVING nearly all of the existing piers and buoys from Lake Tahoe. Such an alternative should retain just a 
very small number of public piers for public use, access, and enjoyment.

2) All alternatives in the DEIS should include a robust provision to make some modest progress toward 
achieving the TRPA's threshold for NOISE. Specifically, the TRPA should make efforts to restore some modicum 
of natural QUEIT by endorsing â€“ within EVERY alternative -- the concept of Motor-Free Mondays as 
proposed by the Tahoe Area Sierra Club. I am only asking for one motor-free day per week. People who prefer the 
ROAR of their motors will still have six out of every seven days, every week, to enjoy their NOISE.

Thank you in advance for considering my comments.

tomas suk
po box 7720
south lake tahoe, ca 96158
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PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The DRAFT EIS must list thresholds that are affected, the proposed solutions for attainment with 
timelines and enforcement policies. 

The DRAFT EIS must include a timeline for removal of illegal buoys and develop a code and approve 
code for removal of illegal buoys before new are approved and allowed on lake within 6-8 months of 
Shoreline Plan approval. 

The DRAFT EIS must include a high water level adaptation strategy (include policies, studies, etc.) along 
with low level adaptation. 

The DRAFT EIS must analyze environmental documentation differences if streamlining and getting rid of 
Marina Master Plans.  Master Plans require more analysis and stringency which should be the perferred 
method for marina growth and management. 

The project description is very vague and must include what the Regional Plan Implementation 
Committee (RPIC) endorsed, denied, requested further analysis of to allow the public and agencies a 
better understanding of process and not second guess what is all-ready been endorsed and a foregone 
conclusion. 

BACKGROUND 

Fish Habitat is not the only issue that has been studied and litigated.  The background lacks information 
about illegal buoys, affects of shorezone structures on lake clarity and scenic, etc. 

The background states a Joint Fact Finding (JFF) Committee was formed to provide scientific and 
technical input. A list of existing scientific studies identified by JFF must be included in Reference section 
and identified as JFF recommendations to influence Shoreline Plan. If there were recommendations 
made those must be summarized and included in  the DRAFT EIS and analyzed. 

PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The DRAFT EIS must include criteria for fair and reasonable access to the Lake, public piers, etc. 

Along with criteria, maps showing current access points, public piers and state recreations areas and 
private amenties must be included. Provide individual maps that do not cram too much info onto one map 
making it virtually impossible to ascertain info being provided. This will allow the public and agencies 
ability to determine where new points of access would best suit their jurisdiction and provide 
environmental studies for new access points. 

The DRAFT EIS must provide criteria for what is stated to be “enhance the environment” and provide 
examples to clarify. 

Preserving a quality recreation experience is subjective. The person that wants to sit on beach and read a 
book may be irritated by large engined boats decibels, while small children in nearshore, kayakers and 
paddleboarders have definite conflicts with jetskiers and boaters.  The DRAFT EIS must provide specific 
policies/standards that address all types of recreation in shorezone and on lake and develop achievable 
enforcement practices. Don’t just say it…. ENFORCE IT. 
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SHORELINE PLAN CONTENT 

The DRAFT EIS must define and provide criteria for “effective resource mamangement” to insure 
environmental threshold attainment. Include a timeline that must be adhered to. The Shoreline Plan 
content adequately describes “structures” but has not achieved what is expected to be completed to 
attain thresholds.  The DRAFT EIS must include a list of threshold standards as related to shoreline: 
nearshore, water quality, air quality, noise etc. The list must include current status and what 
studies/analysis will be expected to be completed to achieve attainment and a timeline for completion and 
enforcement actions if not completed. The timeline must be realistic and not state this will happen in 20 
years.  Near-term provisions for achieving threshlod attainment must be included.  

The DRAFT EIS must include a list of the 12 marinas in California and two in Nevada and a GIS accurate 
map showing the piers by quandrant to allow public and agencies ability to ascertain where new pier 
location is appropriate. Scenic analysis must accompany the existing piers and simulations with scenic 
analysis for newly proposed piers. The DRAFT EIS must include visual simulations of floating piers 
versus hard structure piers and analyze the scenic differences during high and low water. Along with 
public safety/access analysis of floating versus hard structure extensions. 

The DRAFT EIS must provide pierhead diagrams for general public understanding and impactson scenic. 

The DRAFT EIS must include analysis of each motorized boating type (boats, jetskis) individually and 
cumulatively for affects on lake. Possibly develop a code for restricting the number of each type 
inconjunction with the number of non-motorized water craft anticipated especially during high holiday 
season and summer vacation times. 

The DRAFT EIS must provide diagrams/definitions (jetties, rock cribs, piers, ramps, other structures) for 
proposed design standards to allow public and agengies a fundmental understanding of what is being 
proposed to ascertain if scenic and other environmental analysis has been adequately met. 

The DRAFT EIS must determine if analysis is required for potential of Aquatic Invasive Species (AIS) and 
ability to hitchhike on kayaks, inflatable paddlebaords, etc. 

The DRAFT EIS must require removal of all illegals buoys before new are authorized and allowed in the 
lake and study disturbance issues with removal. The TRPA surely knows how many illegal buoys there 
are: a scenic study with all existing buoys needs to be completed in the DRAFT EIS along with scenic 
photos and simulations showing existing buoys (legal and illegal) and what the lake will look like by 
quandrant with removal of illegal buoys. And include a study of lake disturbance if proposal to allow 
additional lakeward buoys for low water levels.  

Another simulation and scenic study with buoys at buildout needs to be completed in the DRAFT EIS 
along with scenic photos and simulations showing existing buoys to understand the cumulative effects of 
all buoys. 

Another scenic issue is boats on boat lifts.  If/when allowing more than one boat lift per pier provide 
scenic simulations for cumulative analysis/affects of multiple boat lifts. 

The steering committees focused on low lake level. The DRAFT EIS needs to add a high lake level study 
and analysis to include impacts to beaches: smaller beaches, too many people at one place at one time, 
environmental  affects.  High level adaptability is just as important as low level adapatibility.  Adaptive 
management  applicable. A GIS/survey map of high and low water mark boundarys should be provided in 
the DRAFT EIS. TRPA or State Lands needs to offically mark high water level. Adaptive Management 
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applied to high water at lake as well as low water.  This year has brought interesting challenges to beach 
usage on little to no public lands on North (South also) Shore where much of the beachs are now on 
private land.   

The DRAFT EIS must provide financial feasibility studies of electric boat charging stations and an 
anticipated electric boat usage study. Small electric/battery boat, like those used in enclosed large 
marinas, will not fair well on the lake with it’s changing conditions. Public Health and Safety a factor/issue 
with this type of boat usage and must be studied for actual appropriate use on Lake Tahoe. Also study 
North Shore water taxi failure due to financial infeasibility. 

The DRAFT EIS must include the most current scenic roadway information to allow public and agencies 
to determine if enough scenic anlysis is being completed in specific areas and threshold attainment is 
achievable. The information provided should provide how long the roadways have been in non-
attainment. Continuing to to allow non-attianment but never achieving goals fo attainment is 
unacceptable. 

Enforcement again! Don’t just say it… DO IT ! The DRAFT EIS must develop and codify enforcement 
policies that are achievable. Develop a fee structure for violations and adhere to them within 6-8 months 
of Shoreline Plan approval. The enforcemet policies must include illegal buoys, parking boat trailers on 
public highways, unleased dogs, hotel signage on fences.  TRPA must identify if local jurisdictions are 
responsible for enforcement i.e. signage. 

Yes I am a  broken record but Martis Camp and Ritz private amenities have environmental affects not 
studied i.e. parking demand/associated VMT, the number of people at one location, scenic impact of 
resort style chairs and canopies etc . REAL and accepted permissible use for these type of shoreline 
properties, not the hybrid that has been approved recently, must be analyzed and codified within 6-8 
months of Shoreline Plan approval. Approval of future like amenties should have to go before the 
Governing Board and not relegated to Hearing Officer. This is the Shorezone Shoreline 

Much like other issues the concession operators must have a stringent policy they adhere to and permits 
obtained. Enforcement and fines of those who break the stated rules must be developed and established 
within 6-8 months of Shoreline Plan approval. 

Not just evaluate, analyze effects of new and existing dredging. Provide scientific evidence of what was 
done and effects and how mitigation actually provides protections. Provide criteria for “increased 
functionality of the ramp”.  

The DRAFT EIS must provide the 1987 fish habitat map and current map as refrence of location of fish 
habitats to allow the public and agencies to determine if new studies are required and if there is a 
potential for habitat disruption based on location. 

OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF SHORELINE PLAN 

Upland  issues. The parking demand issues for summer specific related issues at beach recreation 
shoreline facilities must be completed by state and local agencies within 6-8 months of Shoreline Plan 
approval as related to consessionaires, commercial facilities,etc. Area Plans did not study summer 
specific related issues like boat trailers on street, rental boats purveyors parked on highways, 
paddleboard signs on vehicles for rental, etc. This must be analyzed and code/fines established in the 
Shoreline Plan DRAFT EIS for scenic as well as capacity and pedestrian/bicyclist conflict issues as 
related to public health and safety. Code must be developed and approved within 6-8 months of Shoreline 
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Plan or why bother having rules and regulations. Or amendments to Area Plans madndatory and must be 
developed and approved within 6-8 months if local jurisditions are to be responsible entity. 

The proposed Keys herbicide plans and studies must be included in the DRAFT EIS to allow the public 
and agencies a better understanding of the results of the proposed herbicide introduction to Lake Tahoe 
at the Keys to determine if further studies and analysis must be completed before any other introduction 
of herbicdies should occur at Lake Tahoe. 

Transportation has been studied to death. Without actual implementation why bother. The DRAFT EIS 
must study areas like Speed Boat Beach  for public health and safety, capacity issues, etc. If bicycles 
actually use the buses to get to beaches around the lake additional bicycle storage facilities will need to 
be analyzed and installed. If people actually get out of their cars and park at a transportation center like 
that in Tahoe City, additional parking needs may require additional development and must be studied.   

The DRAFT EIS must require traffic studies with newly proposed public piers with VMT analysis for 
potential of Tahoe basin VMT exceedance. 

ALTERNATIVES 

The DRAFT EIS must include an alternative component for a reduced buoy, reduced public/private pier 
alternative that is reaonably fair but definitely a reduction.  

The DRAFT EIS must provide scenic sensitivity data and criteria and provide a map by quadrant to allow 
the public and agencies the opportunity to understand scenic impacts.  

The DRAFT EIS must provide criteria and scientific evidence of identified “environmentally sensitive area 
in the shoreline that would be protected”.  

The DRAFT EIS must provide scenic analysis for allowances of up to 15 more feet in pier length for single 
use as well as multiple-use piers for low lake level conditions. We should not be chasing lake level. Also 
provide analysis of how 15 feet extension wasdtermined to be the correct addional maxumum length. 
Why not 5 or 10 foot extensions. Provide scenic simulations of varying lengths. 

The DRAFT EIS must establish a maximum length for marina and public piers to allow for scenic 
evaluation of current piers and any length beyond those maximums. 

The DRAFT EIS must include a condition of only two grandfathered buoys as a reasonable 
recommendation to improve scenic views from lake and shoreline.  

The DRAFT EIS must include critieria and scientific evidence for proposed “Clean Marina” program to 
assure public and agenices that adequate analysis has been completed to achieve threshold attainment 
as well as scenic standards.  

The DRAFT EIS must include a component that does not allow floating piers which obstruct public access 
as well as being a public safety issue and scenic degradation issue. Analyze if floating pier can be 
temporary and removed during low lake level occurrences.  

The DRAFT EIS must include limiting non-motorized boaters within the no wake zone for public health 
and safety. Possibly extending the no wake zone to 1000 feet with mandatory enforce could solve 
conflicts.
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OTHER 

The DRAFT EIS must provide documented technical sciencific evidence of analysis i.e. name of study, 
scientific report title and should reference page numbers. 

Enforcement by local juridictions is virtually non-existent: Petty stuff like signage by hotels for rental of 
beach stuff placed on hotel fences.  How do you know they are permitted?  Scenic impacts should be 
analyzed in DRAFT EIS and code established and approved within 6-8 months of Shoreline Plan 
approval requiring local jurisdictions to enforce. 

Capacity studies must be completed and possibly lake attendance capped during high summer 
attendance months, holidays, etc.  A study of implementing toll booths, at the very least to count the 
number of people coming into the basin, must be completed especially for the useage at the shoreline.  
May be impossible to count people at the beach and on the water but a capacity study of some sort must 
be done sooner than later. VMT associated with summer visits affects shoreline thresholds. 

The DRAFT EIS must provide a table showing responsibility by agency and how enforcement will actually 
be achieved. Examples: Is TRPA in the process of monitoring the use of fertilizer at properties abutting 
the lake? The Code of ordinances 60.1.8. Fertilizer Management; Dog off leash at State and CTC 
beaches, parks, campgrounds, etc. The environmental effects of fertilizer has been studied so 
enforcement a must.  Dog feces analysis not easily accomplished but some sort of study should be done. 

The DRAFT EIS must develop educational materials for concessionaires, hotel owners, rental properties 
and for general public in the form of brochures for general awareness and public health and safety within 
6-8 months of Shoreline Plan approval. 

The DRAFT EIS must include Land Use section for possibility of additional parking, structures, etc. 
Provide analysis of increased land coverage proposed for new access paths and identify on a map 
potential sites for those paths. 

The DRAFT EIS must be consistent with terminology use Shoreline not Shorezone. Update TRPA code 
of ordinances to reflect terminology change within 6-8 months of Shoreline Plan approval.  

The DRAFT EIS must provide studies of rock removal in nearshore during low level occurrences and 
establish policies and educational materials why not to disturb littoral waters. Example: private amenity 
Martis Camp removed rocks to allow guest ease of access to water by removing rocks and creating a 
path. Ultimately fined but disturbance was done.  

The DRAFT EIS must identify and provide criteria/definition of protective structures and retaining walls 
and where they will potentially be allowed or proposed. Land use studies must accompany approval. 

The DRAFT EIS must include historical data on lake level to provide public and agencies a better idea of 
drought versus high water to determine if chasing lake level is even prudent. Lake level fluctuations have 
occurred throughout history: low level is not news. 

The DRAFT EIS must include information stating (if adopted as policy) when a buoy allocation is 
exchanged for a slip at a marina or public facility that buoy is not re-allocated as an additional buoy and 
retired. 

The DRAFT EIS must establish a maximum distance lakeward for buoy fields (marinas and HOAs) as 
well as littoral owner buoys and provide scenic analysis of distance determined appropriate. Provide the 
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number of buoys currently located at HOA buoy fields as well as marina buoy fields. Inventory and list the 
number of rental boats in marina rental pools. Possibly limit rental pool. 

The DRAFT EIS must consider annual review of allocation of buoys (report the number of new buoys) 
instead of re-visiting every five years as related to scenic analysis and sensitivity. In addition develop a 
fee structure for illegal placement of buoys. Make it a meaningful amount to deter people from putting 
them in the water in the first place. 

 

STEERING COMMITTEE MEETINGS 

Meeting #2 Held April 26, 2016 

The DRAFT EIS must provide a parking analysis study that could be accomplished by starting with 
current marinas and state parks parking capacity numbers. Approximate on-street highway parking near 
beaches and recreation areas. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must define and provide criteria for “beneficial to existing shorezone conditions or water 
quality and clarity. Nearshore threshold establishment and standards must include new dredging impacts. 
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The DRAFT EIS must include a proposal for public and health and safety facilities as suggested in each 
quandrant. Provide a map of potential locations being consider. Analyze each site for impacts and 
access. Make a selection. 

Meeting #3 Held May 12, 2016  
 

 
The DRAFT EIS must include definitions and criteria for the different categories of marinas and proposed 
policy changes and environmental analysis associated with proposed changes and allowances. 
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The DRAFT EIS must include a policy that requires ADA compliance (provide a timeline) at marinas as 
part of public health and safety as well as public access as code already allows coverage exemptions.  

The DRAFT EIS must analyze parking constraints, provide solutions, determine if expanded operations 
are achievable without environmental impacts, install ADA compliant areas before new parking can be 
installed as policy as land is not always available. The North Shore is not as parking friendly as the South 
Shore allowing people ability to walk to facilities.  Provide a study of North Shore tourist accomodations 
and possibility of transit provided to marinas and launches. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must provide a study determining if expanding launches benefits more than just the 
marina bottom line. Capping launches must be considered. Especially during high summer months and 
holidays. 
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Meeting # 4 Held June 1, 2016 
 

 

The DRAFT EIS must include defined low lake level numbers, and not allow adjustment for that number 
once environmental analysis has been completed to determine adaptation measures can be successful. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must identify low and high water lines by quadrant. Provide mapping showing the 
proposed allowable distances and provide scenic analysis. 
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As suggested the DRAFT EIS must include bathymetric studies to understnd shallow areas to develop 
policies.  

The DRAFT EIS A study by quandrant must identify possible hazard areas with proposed pier extensions. 
Some extensions may not be granted due to hazard of public helath and safety.  Include maps where 
possible navaigation hazards will arise. Also include bouy and buoy field studies for potential hazards. 
Same as piers some buoys may not be allowed to relocate.  We cannot chase the water line to satisfy all 
pier/buoy owners. It’s a priviledge to be located on the Lake. 

 

 

Once buoy counts have been completed the DRAFT EIS must include a GIS mapping and eventual 
tagging of all buoys. Different tags for legal versus illegal that must be removed.  Once tagging is 
completed a scenic analysis must be completed to help determine if other policies for moving buoys 
lakeward is a good idea as well as establishing a maximum lakewar location by quandrant as well as 
navigation hazards. 
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Meeting #5 Held June 23, 2016 
 
 

 
 

As recommended the DRAFT EIS must include a systems map of the lake, outline use and conflicts and 
provide assumptions based on studies on increasing facilities as inducing recreation or boat use. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must also include threshold issues related to land use i.e. access paths, ADA, additional 
parking, etc. 
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The DRAFT EIS must study beach use along with boating use as related to environmental impacts.  
There is current issues with boat trailers taking up on-hiway public parking.  A policy and required 
enforcement by assigned agency must be established. Fines need to be steep to deter boat owners from 
leaving trailers on highways for several days at a time eliminating beach user parking availability. 
Kayakers use beach as well as lake so parking for them also in the mix. Creating more parking not 
necessarily the answer but already available on-street and pocket parking lots must be monitored for 
shared use.  Tahoe Vista Recreation Area a good example of mixed use parking with trailer spots 
incorporated.  It’s getting the trailer users there. Possibly prohibiting trailer parking on major highways 
should be considered. They must park at assigned launch areas. Lake Forest luanch another good 
examle of miced parking uses. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS should establish a policy that encourages more “beach clean up days” not just 4th of July. 
By volunteers being out on beaches during summer season sets an example that the public can see and 
possibly stop leaving trash.  
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Meeting # 6 Held August 25, 2016 
 

 
I disagree that capacity should not be addressed. A previous comment about states it needs to happen 
and sooner than later.  Starting with the Shoreline plan as first step in the DRAFT EIS must be 
considered. All agencies have avoided the capacity for fear of capping development.  It’s a component 
that must be studied as related to threshold attainment.  Our scenic highways have been in non-
attainment for way too many years.  The basin VMT and potential exceedance is looming.  
 
At the August 2017 Governing Board Tim Cashman brought up user conflicts.  The statement above says 
user conflicts will not be addressed.  The DRAFT EIS must consider the no wake zone as well as 
lakeward for possible restrictions of use for public health and safety.  Of course, enforcement is always an 
issue and responsibility needs to be determined. 
 

 
 

The inventory map must be included in the DRAFT EIS for public and agency review to allow for 
meaningful comments on a variety of shoreline issues. 
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The DRAFT EIS must include a summary of agreements made by the States. 
 
 
 
 
 
Meeting # 7 Held September 29, 2016 
 

 
 
The disclaimer is fine but as mentioned a summary of what has been endorsed must be available int eh 
DRAFT EIS to allow the public and agencies the ability to rpvide meaningful comments. 
 

 
The DRAFT EIS must include the finalized agreements/recommendations (a summary table by category 
with refernce to meetings where items were discussed for detailed info) to allow the public and agencies 
the opportunity to understand the depth of the planning process and what has been endorsed to provide 
meaningful comments 
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The example of low lake level information the public and agencies should have to provide meaningful 
comments. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must provide clear criteria and intent when using the word expansion. Also of concern is 
the defintion and criteria for temporary mats or other features at ramps. Clear critieria and intent must be 
provided. 

 

 

103Comments on the Notice of Preparation (Scoping Period)



Comments on Notice of Preparation EIS for the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan   August 16, 2017 
Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista Resident   Comments for the Record 
 
 

Page 16 of 87 
 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must provide clear criteria and intent when using terminolgy for extending ramps? This 
must include analysis of a larger permanent footprint impact. Maybe there will be times when access at 
ramps is not achieveable. Much like the river rafting companies, topography, too much or not enough 
water cause operations to be stopped.  

As stated AGREED above: “The environmental analysis will evaluate existing ramps plus 2 new public 
boat ramps”.  The two new ramps must be identified on a map.  With new ramps comes environmental 
analysis of parking, VMT, Air Quality impacts etc. 
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The Draft EIS must identify the proposed new ramps. Provide a comprehensive plan on boat-ramp 
location and provide detailed environmntal analysis on the selection sites. 

 

The statement above that Nevada Division of State Lands does not offer temporary permits must be 
defined and new policy developed that addresses both states. 
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The DRAFT EIS must analyze in-lieu fees versus scenic degradation. Other in-liue fee programs like 
parking management and affordable housing have never generated enough capital to actually 
acommplish anything.  This is a bad idea.TRPA analysis as prescribed above must be compelted and 
included in the DRAFT EIS. 

 

The DRAFT EIS must include the outermost limit for buoys and piers to allow the pubic and agencies the 
opportunity to determine if this is too far.  Scenic impact analysis as well as a study for public health and 
safety in regards to navigation must be included.  
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The DRAFT EIS must include detailed information on the consultantions with Corps, NDOW and Coast 
Guard to allow the public and agencies the opportunity to provide meangful comments based on their 
recommendations. 

The DRAFT EIS must include a definitiona nd provide criteria for temporary and identify impacts of 
floating piers. Most specificly scenic and navigational issues. 

 
Meeting #8 Held 10.19.2016 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS mustinclude all Agreements in summary form as previously requested. 
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Meeting #9 Held 11.10.2016 

The DRAFT EIS must include definitions as well as criteria for Steering Committee list above: 
Marinas, Marina Recreation Uses List, Commercial Boating, Personal Watercraft. 
 

 
The DRAFT EIS must include a comprehensive analysis of the proposed phasing, or elimination of 
Master Plans and prove beneficial environmental gain. 
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The DRAFT EIS must include a comprehensive analysis of the proposed suite of options and prove 
beneficial environmental gain and no degradation to scenic with additional buoys allowed within existing 
boundaries. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must include a comprehensive set of policies to address steering committee requests 
that allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments 
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The DRAFT EIS must include a comprehensive set of policies to address steering committee requests 
that allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments. 
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#10 9:00- 4:00 
Tuesday, Nov. 29, 2016 
9:00 -4:00, Wednesday, Nov. 30, 2016 
9:00-1:00, Thursday, Dec. 1, 2016 
http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/SC10_meeting_packet.pdf 
 
The DRAFT EIS must include all recommendation and language set forth for policy in summary form to 
allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments. 
 

#11 9:00-4:00, Tuesday, Jan. 10, 2017 
http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/SC11_meeting_packet.pdf
 
 
The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments 
 

Note: change title in document to reflect meeting #12 not #11 as titled 
9:00-4:00, Wednesday, Feb 1, 2017 

http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/SC12_meeting_packet.pdf

The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments 
 
 

#13 9:00-4:00, Thursday, Feb 9, 2017 
9:00-1:00, Friday, Feb 10, 2017 
 

http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/SC13_meeting_packet.pdf 

The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments 
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(#14) 3/3/2017, 10:00 - 11:30 Video Conference Call 
 

 
 

The DRAFT EIS must include alternatives for public easement, ramps, how many boat lifts are eligible, 
scenic credit criteria and analysis, scenic units not in attainment should not allow any new piers ntil 
attained.  Pier definition mst be descriptive not subjective defintion. The DRAFT EIS must further include 
all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in summary form to allow the public 
and agencies to provide meaningful comments 
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The DRAFT EIS must include scenic analysis of fences.  At low water the fences are sometimes unsightly 
and at high water a public health and safety issues.  Careful analysis of unintended scenic consquences 
must be completed. 

The DRAFT EIS must include a list of approved private harbors, criteria for how it was determiend to be a 
private harbor and careful analysis of unintended  scenic consquences must be completed. 

The DRAFT EIS must include alterative fee schedules 

The DRAFT EIS must include criteria and descriptive not subjective definitons of Green Infrastructure and 
Community Incentives and analyze them. 

The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments 

 
Steering  
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#15 3/7/2017, 10:30-12:00 Video Conference Cal 
 

 

The DRAFT EIS must  include criteria for EIP Shoreline to allow public and agencies he opportunity to 
provide meaningful comments. Alternatives must e included.  Recreation unmet needs criteria must be 
descriptive not subjective.  Funding enforcement: identification of where funding sources are thoight to be 
and shortfalls.  Enforcement should not be left for future years.  It isnot a mybe a must.  Establish 
sources, and if funding shortfalls then hard decisions must be made to limit boating,  removal of all illegal 
buoys before new are allowed. 
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The DRAFT EIS must include Assn Mooring Allocation inventory accuracy before policy can be 
completed and analysis done accurately and adequately.  The inventory must be sited in the 
environmental documentation. 

Describe in the EIS enforcement (a must) by States if buoy permitting is authorized by states and not 
TRPA.  If TRPA is the enorcement arm, describe the process and codify. 

Steering Committee (#15)3/8/2017, 1:30 
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Steering Committee (#15 ) 3/8/2017, 1 :30 - 3:00 Video Conference Call correct on-line this is 
meeting #16 
 

The DRAFT EIS must include analysis of visual mass necessary for saftey measures within existing limits 
as well as proposed new lakeward extensions.  The non-boater conflicts must be analyzed. 

The DRAFT EIS must provide alternatives for less than three moorings and consider not-grandfathing the 
three moorings due to potential health and saftey issues and no-boater conflicts. 
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The DRAFT EIS must include maximum length fo public piers. There has been no policy codified stating 
maximum length.  Scenci analysis a must. Provide criteria for Public Agency and Buoy Associations. List 
public agencies and buo assoications that condsidered to allow the public and agencies to provide 
meaningful comments. 
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The DRAFT EIS must provide MOU information for Public Trust in California to insure enforcement issues 
are codified. 
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The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments.  
 
The summary must distinguish between Steering Committee recommendations and Regional Plan 
Implementation Committee consensus. Provide two separate summaries. 
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The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments.  
 
The summary must distinguish between Steering Committee recommendations and Regional Plan 
Implementation Committee consensus. Provide two separate summaries. 
 
The DRAFT EIS must also spell out acronyms throughout and more than once in the document to allow 
the public an understanding of the terminology of the agency or technical term. 
 
The DRAFT EIS policy proposed must include and spell out one boat lift limitation as noted. An analysis 
of the boat itself on the lift is the scenic issue that must be analyzed. 
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The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments.  
 
The DRAFT EIS policy proposed must include and spell out Scenic BMP requirements and must be 
enforced. Provide criteria if extension is allowed beyond six months. 
 
The DRAFT EIS must provide criteria what “inaccessible due to sediment accumulation” is. Provide 
criteria for what is meant for “exchange for slips”-slips where? This also applies to New Topics for Future 
discussion. 
 

 
The DRAFT EIS must provide 2008 buoy grandfathering provisions language for public and agency 
review to provide meaningful comments. 
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#19 Meeting Held 4.14.2017 
 

The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments.  
 
The workshop formats previously conducted don’t always capture the public’s comments accurately or 
adequately.  The DRAFT EIS must provide a summary of the public’s concerns and recommendation to 
assure us that we were heard and comments taken into consideration. 
 

 

The DRAFT EIS must include all comprehensive documentation on the proosed herbicide plan to ris the 
Keys of AIS.  The future impacts of the herbicide proposal must be taken into consideration as related to 
herbicide introduction to Lake Taheo regardless of a containment field at the Keys.  The results of the 
proposal when implemented will  allow the public and agencies to glean information/results 
documentation for future planning of any other herbicide proposal.   

The Keys have on-going and diffucult issues to handle. The DRAFT EIS must include solutions for the 
problems plaguing the Keys.  Defining the Keys as not Lake Tahoe propoer is absurd as it’s waters affect 
the lake directly. The Keys must be analyzed for their contribution to AIS  and other polluant factors that 
affect the lake. 
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The DRAFT EIS must include provide the compilation information to assure the public and agencies  
have the framework information to provide meaningful comments. 

The DRAFT EIS must provide the organizing principals developed by Joanne Marchetta, Executive 
Director, to allow the public and agencies the opportunity to comment on what is influin governing policy. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must identify the similarities between the 2008 and 2017 Shorezone programs to assure 
the public and agencies that the impact analysis completed on the 2008 Shorezone plan actually was 
completed and results documented showing the nexus between the two plans.  
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The DRAFT EIS must provide the April 2017 Regional Plan Implementation Committee concepts, what 
was adopted and what was dropped to allow the public and agencies the opportu ity to provide 
meaningful comments on feasibility of proposed alternatives. 

 

 

The recommendation for commercial and/or tourist accommodation piers should not be studied in the 
DRAFT EIS.  This is setting a very dangerous precedent that could upset the existing equations for total 
pier numbers.  

The current problems being experienced with high water as well as low lake level as related to public 
versus private access must be defined in the DRAFT EIS as stated above. 
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The DRAFT EIS must provide detailed criteria for eligibility and not leave the development rights issue on 
the table. Scenic anlaysis must accompany the criteria with daigrams, roadway  analysis where 
applicable, etc. 

 

 

The DRAFT EIS must include a minimum and maximum pier requirement and analyze it in one of the 
alternatives. 
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The DRAFT EIS must provide detailed criteria rather than rely on individual, subjective scenic analysis.  
Analysis must include baseline scenic information for comparatove analysis, cumulative scenic analysis, 
mandatory threshold improvement. 

The DRAFT EIS must provide density criteria as a tool to meet environmental objects as requested by the 
AG’s office. 

 

The DRAFT EIS must provide analysis that proves that any marina pier extension does not impact safe 
navigation or degrade it’s existing scenic views. The mitigations must include analysis proving an 
extension is environmentally beneficial. 
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# 20 [v1] May 11, 2017, 9:00-4:00 
 

 
 The DRAFT EIS must not study TAU upland buoy fileds.  This opens the door for the request of 
residential upland piers/buoys. 

http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/SC20_meeting_packet.pdf 

The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments.  
 
The summary must distinguish between Steering Committee recommendations and Regional Plan 
Implementation Committee consensus. Provide two separate summaries. 
 

 # 21 [v2] May 23, 2017, 9:00-3:00 

http://shorelineplan.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/06/SC21_meeting_packet.pdf 
 
The DRAFT EIS must further include all recommendations and changes to language set forth for policy in 
summary form to allow the public and agencies to provide meaningful comments.  
 
The summary must distinguish between Steering Committee recommendations and Regional Plan 
Implementation Committee consensus. Provide two separate summaries. 
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Joint Fact Finding Meeting # 8 Held May 10 , 2017 

 

 
The DRAFT EIS must include definitive mitigation and threshold attainment standards not just strategies. 
Too many years have passed and attainment not achieved.  Timeline must be established and adhered to 
enabling threshold attainment in my lifetime. The TMDL is a prime example of never really achieving 
standards.  Monitoring programs must have meaningful objectives and criteria and not just benchmarks. 
 
 

128Comments on the Notice of Preparation (Scoping Period)



Comments on Notice of Preparation EIS for the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan   August 16, 2017 
Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista Resident   Comments for the Record 
 
 

Page 41 of 87 
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The DRAFT EIS must include definitive mitigation and threshold attainment standards not just strategies. 
Too many years have passed and attainment not achieved.  Timelines must be established and adhered 
to enabling threshold attainment in my lifetime. The TMDL is a prime example of never really achieving 
standards and maybe achieving lake clarity in 60 years.  Monitoring programs must have meaningful 
objectives and criteria and not just benchmarks. 
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Joint Fact Finding Meeting # 7 Held January 31, 2017 
 

The DRAFT ES must include better average boat trip information from all marinas for cumulative analysis

Joint Fact Finding Meeting # 6 Held October 27, 2016 
 

The DRAFT EIS must include the aerial imagery to allow the public and agencies the opportunity to 
determine if adequate and accurate analysis is completed based on new aerial information. 
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As noted above fish habitat decline is real. Mitigation must be analyzed/assessed in the Draft EIS 
 

 
 
The DRAFT EIS must include better average boat trip information from all marinas for cumulative analysis 
in the DRAFT EIS for low lake level environmental impacts. Analysis must be provided on longer boating 
seasons. 
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Moving forward with a 20 year plan is commendable but haven’t we been moving forward for at least that 
amount of time. A timeline for near-term threshold achievement must be included in the DRAFT EIS.  
Recommendations for mitigations, etc. 
 
Joint Fact Finding Meeting # 5 Held September 21, 2016 

 

 
 
Robust impact analysis must be included in the DRAFT EIS to determine if BMPS and mitigation. The 
redundancy between state, federal, and TRPA must be identified to insure streamlining can achieve the 
required environmental standards. 
 

 
The DRAFT EIS must include the most recent study data on fish habitat and the map as stated to be the 
best available science for public and agency review to determine if enough information has been provided 
to complete environmental analysis. 
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Other 
The DRAFT EIS must evaluate and assess annual fees that TRPA finds commensurate with the cost of 
buoy enforcement and monitoring for water quality. TRPA must engage both states to assist in 
compliance through legislation and/or participation in the enforcement program.  
 
Recognition of legally existing structures and buoys acknowledging a baseline for enforcement must be 
analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. The enforcement fees will provide a reliable funding source for enforcement 
and monitoring programs.   
 
The deficiencies in the previous environmental documentation must be remedied and a new ordinance 
package be adopted in a timely manner, and jointly work to prepare and provide alternatives that result in 
quantifiable environmental improvements and either saleable or useable shorezone development rights 
for property owners analyzed in the DRAFT EIS.  
 
The obligation to achieve the thresholds has requirements of timeliness: The DRAFT EIS must 
demonstrate that the analysis will provide a path to threshold attainment not just planning and monitoring 
in hopes of future attainment. A timeline must be established and adhered to. 
 
The TRPA has selected and convened a collaborative Shoreline Planning process that included shoreline 
owners, commercial and retail boating businesses,  non-profits representing shoreline owners, and 
agency personnel to facilitate the findings of the above growth interests.  The TRPA did not select and 
convene an equal and fair collaborative process of that included those who care about the lake and 
whose interests are of those who are dedicated to restoring and protecting the lake. Jo/Joe public: people 
like myself provide meaningful comments that do not always get completely understood or adequately or 
accurately addressed.   
 
TAHOE IS MY BACKYARD:  its once-fabled crystal purity and the level of efforts that are needed to do 
that restoration and protection is in jeopardy of being lost for future generations to enjoy.  In fact, a fair 
and equal set of members of each set of interests;  the one focusing on the economic and personal  and 
the other focusing on restoration and protection, would have produced a plan that could have reviewed 
the recreation access priority toward an access goal with no increased environmental impacts. 
 
The Shoreline title change is confusing at best.  What is the defintion, what should it include? The 
nearshore, Fallen Leaf and Cascade lakes, the Keys, The Truckee River gateway and rafting zone.   
 
YES, all these are part of the preservation of Lake Tahoe Shorezone and the Lake itself.  
 
I will give a specific example of a current experience and why the entities must be analyzed and included 
in this EIS. The Truckee River Rafting zone is a gateway and explicitly connected to the lake.  I am 
working for one of the rafting companies and public health and safety a real issue.  The proposed 
bikepath and zone where the rafting companies are located are in direct conflict with bikepath alignment. I 
am directing traffic and trying to prevent fatalities. The Fanny Bridge approval did not adequately address 
the conflicts and injuries are inevitable. The DRAFT EIS must address the locality issues and eventual 
injury or death that could occur. The commercial zone is part of the lake access.  Public parking another 
huge issue that must be studied/analyzed in detail to accommodate lake acess. 
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The letter below dated April 25, 2017 presents good points.  The DRAFT EIS must provide a reasonable 
range of alternatives and specfic mapping as recommended by the Attorney General. 
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139Comments on the Notice of Preparation (Scoping Period)



Comments on Notice of Preparation EIS for the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan   August 16, 2017 
Ellie Waller, Tahoe Vista Resident   Comments for the Record 
 
 

Page 52 of 87 
 

The DRAFT EIS must provide a table of all the scientific studies completed and applicability to 
environmental protections that will produce new regulations and updated standards. 

 

The DRAFT EIS must include a summary of all the workshops and input to allow the public and agencies 
to determine of their comments were integrated into the steering committee and other stakeholder 
group discussions which ultimately will derivie the required analysis to completer the Shoreline Plan and 
achieve threshold attainment, reasonable fairness for buouys/piers, etc. 
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The comments for meetings 14, 15, 16 were not made available. If there were recommendations made 
those must be summarized and included in  the DRAFT EIS and analyzed. 

 

 

The League comments in 2008 are still relevant/applicable. The requests in the comment above must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. 
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The Department of Fish and Game comments are still relevant/applicable and must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. 
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The California Regional Water Quality Control Board comments are still relevant/applicable and must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. Please accept these few pages but acknowledge the other pages 
within comment letter for recommendation for analysis. 
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The California Regional Water Quality Control Board comments are still relevant/applicable and must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. 
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The Sierra Club comments are still relevant/applicable and must be addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT 
EIS. 
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The USDA Forest Service comments are still relevant/applicable and must be addressed/analyzed in the 
DRAFT EIS. 
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The former Lt. Governor Garamendi comments are still relevant/applicable and must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. 
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The California States Lands Division comments are still relevant/applicable and must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. Please accept this portion but include all of the document 
requests for analysis or correction. 
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The Assemblyman Fourth District Tim Leslie comments are still relevant/applicable and must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. Please accept this portion but include all of the document 
requests for analysis or correction. 
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The NTWSA Board of Directors comments are still relevant/applicable and must be addressed/analyzed 
in the DRAFT EIS.  
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The California Environmental Protection Agency comments are still relevant/applicable and must be 
addressed/analyzed in the DRAFT EIS. 
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IN CLOSING:  

 

People don't want to recreate in a buoy field with boats and the gas slick that's often near them. They 
don't want to swim there, they don't want to kayak there - and this is the public's lake. It doesn't belong to 
the lakefront homeowners, it belongs to all of us.   

Lake Tahoe is an Outstanding National Resource Water body. The beauty of its cobalt blue waters and 
pristine clarity has inspired visitors since the time of Mark Twain.  

Lake Tahoe is protected by a decades-old Congressionally-approved Compact between the states of 
California and Nevada, which mandates the region to protect the environmental health and scenic quality 
of the Lake Tahoe Basin watershed.
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Tahoe Regional Planning Agency   
P.O. Box 5310  
Stateline, NV 89449 
 
Date: July 17, 2015 
To:         Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Governing Board  
From:  The League to Save Lake Tahoe 

Re:  Shoreline Adaptation Strategy and Action Plan   

  Dear members of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Governing Board,  
 
The League to Save Lake Tahoe (the League) and the Tahoe Lakefront Owner’s Association (TLOA) 
appreciate the renewed prioritization to update a Regional Shorezone Program and the new emphasis on a 
Shoreline Adaptions Strategy including the nearshore as five-year priorities. TLOA and the League have 
both made updating of a Shorezone Program a priority and have dedicated staff time and resources to 
addressing the topic this year. Additionally, leadership on both organization’s boards are committed to 
making meaningful progress towards this priority. 
 
Progress towards updating the Shorezone Program (as part of the Shoreline Adaptation Strategy) should 
begin immediately. The Shoreline Adaptation Strategy fails to detail meaningful actions to make progress 
towards a robust Shorezone Program. TRPA not only has the legal responsibility to update its Shorezone 
Program but the TRPA Governing Board (GB) has clearly directed staff on multiple occasions to make 
adoption of a new plan a priority. We recommend that the following actions be initiated: 
 

 Re-establish a TRPA Governing Board Shorezone committee 
 Begin submitting funding requests to both states to conduct a comprehensive 

environmental analysis  
 Develop and build consensus with stakeholders on a Shorezone Program 

development process 
 Stronger enforcement of current Shorezone regulations 

o Begin identifying and cataloging illegally and non-permitted buoys in public 
buoy fields or off of public lands and initiate appropriate enforcement 
measures for citation and ultimately removal (as needed) 

o Secure and finalize MOUs necessary to remove illegal buoys 
o Begin identifying and collecting boating data for baseline information to 

guide the eventual environmental analysis 

Background  
 
Since 1987, TRPA has been mandated through their Code of Ordinances to adopt a new Shorezone 
Program and reconsider prohibitions on fish habitat. Updating of the Shorezone regulations has been a 
GB identified strategic priority for TRPA for over three years. The process has started and stopped 
numerous times. The League and TLOA have raised concerns on multiple occasions about the lack of 
progress on a Shorezone Program. With the lack of comprehensive and consistent regulations both the 
Lake and people seeking access to the Lake are suffering as illegal activity is likely increasing. There is 
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also an absence of necessary mitigation measures during low water conditions and fluctuating boating 
activity.  
 
There are current interim Shorezone regulations that need to be enforced and complied with until a new 
Shorezone Program is developed. We suggest that TRPA take more rigorous and immediate steps than 
outlined in the current Shoreline Adaptation Strategy. Along with the recommendations below, TRPA 
should also establish a timeline with milestones as well as begin to secure funding necessary to expedite 
the environmental review and planning process. Staff and other resources should be immediately 
allocated to this priority. 
 
Re-establish a TRPA Governing Board Shorezone committee 
 
TRPA GB members have directed staff to prioritize advancement of a Shorezone Program in consecutive 
strategic planning sessions over the last several years indicating their willingness to dedicate their time to 
guiding this process. A GB committee should be reformed with adequate representation from both states 
to guide the process and provide the public an opportunity to participate in the creation of these 
regulations. 

 
Submit funding requests to conduct a comprehensive environmental analysis 

Funding limitations have been an obstacle for TRPA’s progress on updating a Shorezone Program due to 
other resource intensive obligations.  The estimated cost for the environmental analysis alone has been 
stated by staff to be between $750,000 to $1,000,000.  With the current cooperative atmosphere between 
the two states and their success in identifying funding for other priorities, the likelihood of finding this 
additional funding seems high. TRPA should clearly identify these funding needs for state and federal 
funding for conducing the environmental analysis and any other associated costs (staff time, stake holder 
meetings, public hearings, facilitator, etc.) in their next round of budget requests to both states.  Once 
funding is identified, TRPA should create a timeline for planning and implementation of the program.  
 
Develop and build consensus with stakeholders on a Shorezone Program development process 

Through the GB Shorezone committee, a stakeholder process should be developed and agreed upon.  
The process should identify a timeline and milestones to ensure progress will be made. The process 
should also identify the need for a facilitator and potential resources for this role. 
 
Enforcement and compliance of current Shorezone regulations 

Beginning no later than fall 2015 and following the above identified action items, TRPA should make a 
good faith effort to commence stronger enforcement of its interim Shorezone regulations. These actions 
should include (but are not limited to) the following; 
 

Begin identifying and cataloging illegally and non-permitted buoys in public buoy fields or
off of public lands and initiate appropriate enforcement measures for citation and 
ultimately removal (as needed) 

TRPA must begin to catalog the existing conditions of the Lake to establish their baseline for the 
updated Shorezone Program. Action should be taken on any illegal buoys once these conditions 
are assessed and any MOUs needed to remove buoys have been finalized between TRPA and 
any other required agencies. The 2016 boating season should be the target for these actions. 

Secure and finalize MOUs necessary to remove illegal buoys 
 

Because management of Shorezone activities falls under the jurisdiction of multiple entities, 
TRPA must work with its state land partners to streamline and coordinate actions such as 
permitting and illegal buoy removal. Both State Lands Divisions have indicated willingness to 
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coordinate processes to avoid redundancy and inconsistency. TRPA should immediately develop 
and finalize MOU’s with the appropriate agencies to ensure consistency moving forward.  
 
Finalizing the MOUs will allow consistent permitting between agencies, citation of unpermitted 
buoys and steps toward removal of illegally placed buoys (as needed).  
 
Begin Identifying and collecting boating data 

Previously, TRPA staff had committed to collecting data on boating uses, concessions and 
Shorezone structures during the summer boating season of 2015. If this is not currently occurring, 
TRPA should identify timelines and mechanisms to start collecting this information. This data 
collection is necessary for TRPA to define a baseline as a first step towards conducting the 
Shorezone Program environmental analysis.  

Recommendations  
Delay of any progress on a Shorezone Program is a disappointing departure of TRPA’s responsibilities to 
protect and permit uses in the nearshore. An updated program is necessary to encourage compliance with 
design and location standards and ensure better compliance with environmental thresholds and standards. 
Without an accelerated timeline for implementing a new program, we are not going to get the much needed 
improvement to the shorezone and nearshore. TLOA and the League to Save Lake Tahoe recommend that 
the TRPA GB direct staff to initiate the following actions immediately: 
 

 Re-establish a TRPA Governing Board Shorezone committee 
 Begin submitting funding requests to both states to conduct a comprehensive 

environmental analysis  
 Develop and build consensus with stakeholders on a Shorezone Program 

development process 
 Stronger enforcement of current Shorezone regulations 

o Begin identifying and cataloging illegally and non-permitted buoys in public 
buoy fields or off of public lands and initiate appropriate enforcement 
measures for citation and ultimately removal (as needed) 

o Secure and finalize MOUs necessary to remove illegal buoys 
o Begin identifying and collecting boating data for baseline information to 

guide the eventual environmental analysis 
 

Sincerely,  
 
Jan Brisco,  
Executive Director of Tahoe Lakefront Owner’s Association 
 
and 
 
Darcie Goodman Collins, PhD,  
Executive Director of the League to Save Lake Tahoe 
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TWSA Members: 
Cave Rock Water System   
Edgewood Water Company  
Glenbrook Water Cooperative   
Incline Village GID 
Kingsbury GID   
Lakeside Park Association  
North Tahoe PUD  
Round Hill GID 
Skyland Water Company  
South Tahoe PUD 
Tahoe City PUD 
Zephyr Water Utility 

 
 

 
9/22/16 
 
Brandy McMahon, AICP, Principal Planner 
Long Range and Transportation Planning Division 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
P.O. Box 5310, Stateline, NV 89449 
(775) 589-5274 
bmcmahon@trpa.org 
 
 
Ms. McMahon –  
 
The following correspondence is follow-up to our discussion at the 9/21/16 TRPA Shoreline 
Workshop. That discussion focused on the TWSA concerns regarding shoreline structures/buoys 
and recreation activities/boating impacts on drinking water quality and infrastructure.  
 
Our main concerns include these items:    
 

We wish to request to TRPA to revise the Code of Ordinances section 60.3.3.1 for an 
enlarged Protection Zone (infrastructure buffer zone) around Lake Tahoe drinking water 
intakes.  
 
Source water assessments for surface waters (DHS, 2000) recognize a recreational area 
on or near a surface water source as a Possible Contaminating Activity (PCA) associated 
with high potential risks, specifically due to microbiological contamination. Protection 
zones based upon fixed distance, time-of-travel, modeling or combinations of these 
approaches have been used to delineate areas with greatest potential impact. Our 
request is that the zone be enlarged from the current 600 ft.  to 1,320 or more feet.           
This language would trigger mandatory notification to a water provider whose Lake 
Tahoe intake (entire line and inlet) falls within the zone of a potential shoreline 
development or PCA. The notification would request comments and/or potential 
mitigations from the affected utility, regarding the proposed development or activity.   
 
I have attached a support letter from Black and Veatch, who conducted a full Risk 
Assessment analysis in 2008 on PCAs at several Tahoe intakes.  The full Risk Assessment 
report supporting this request is posted at the TRPA website at: 
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/2008-TWSA-Tahoe-Source-Water-
Protection.pdf  .    

1220 Sweetwater Road 
Incline Village, Nevada 89451 

775-832-1212 
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Lakebed infrastructure damage has occurred to several water providers from anchors 
and ‘migrating’ buoys.  Buoy fields over or adjacent to intakes raise concerns to 
potential infrastructure damage and/or water contamination from sinking boats or fuel 
releases.    
 

As the Shoreline Plan moves forward, TWSA requests that considerations should be made to 
enhance future compliance on keeping boats on assigned buoy locations and reducing potential 
impacts from shorezone recreation activities by adopting the larger requested infrastructure 
Protection Zones.    

 
I appreciate your interest in addressing TWSA concerns.  If you have questions, please contact 
me directly.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment.  

 
 
 
 

Madonna Dunbar, TWSA Executive Director    
 

Reference: 
60.3.3. Source Water Protection Standards  
To protect public health and to insure the availability of safe drinking water, TRPA shall review proposed 
projects identified as possible contaminating activities to source water that are located within a source 
water protection zone depicted on TRPA Source Water Assessment maps according to the following 
standards and procedures:  
A. Source Water Defined  
Water drawn to supply drinking water from an aquifer by a well or from a surface water body by an 
intake, regardless of whether such water is treated before distribution.  
B. Possible Contaminating Activity Defined  
Activities equivalent to TRPA primary uses identified by either the California Department of Public 
Health or the Nevada Bureau of Water Quality Planning, regardless of where the project is located, as 
having the potential to discharge contaminants to surface or groundwaters. Such uses are listed in 
subsection 60.3.5.  
C. Source Water Protection Zone Defined  
A zone delineated around drinking water sources in the following manner as depicted on the TRPA 
Source Water Assessment maps.  
1. Protection Zone  
A protection zone consisting of a fixed 600 foot radius circle shall be identified around wells, lake 
intakes, and springs assessed by TRPA. Protection zones shall be delineated using the best available 
source water location data known to TRPA. Protection zones may be located using the centroid of the 
parcel in which the well, lake intake, or spring is found. Protection zone delineations may be modified by 
TRPA as follows: Upon receipt of source water assessment information collected by the California 
Department of Public Health, the Nevada Bureau of Water Quality Planning, or other public agencies 
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responsible for conducting drinking source water assessments in accordance with state Source Water 
Assessment and Protection Programs and if recommended by the California Department of Public 
Health or the Nevada Bureau of Water Quality Planning; or upon receipt of source water assessment 
information provided by the property owner in which the well, spring, or lake intake is located and if the 
California Department of Public Health or the Nevada Bureau of Water Quality Planning concurs with 
the new delineation. 
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Section II. Comments on the Notice of Preparation (Pre-Scoping Period)  

2.2 Individuals 
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This issue should be addressed in the shoreline plan.   
It's NOT ok for these concessions to block access and create scenic blight and private 
amenities like Martis Camp Beach Shack (and Ritz Beach Pavilion soon) need to follow 
the scenic rules for signage, use of public lands ,etc. 

Thank you for your consideration when Shorezone code compliance is drafted. 

Regards, Ellie 
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why did I get this?
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Check it out - Forbes published a feature story about Vacasa and Eric Breon co-founder, which 
highlighs Vacasa's founding story and ambitious growth plans.

Cindy Donaldson | Business Development Representative
530.723.1589
cindy@vacasa.com
vacasa.com
Vacation rentals made easy®
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August 29, 2016 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
128 Market Street 
Stateline, NV  89410 
 
Attention: Rebecca Cremeen 
 

Subject:  Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan 
 

As I mentioned in my email last week, my name is Arnold Finn and I am President of Global 
Dock and Marina Systems, LLC, which has recently headquartered in Reno, NV.    

We have over 35 years of experience designing, building and maintaining all manner of 
waterfront elements, from simple residential docks to commercial marinas.  While with Moffatt 
& Nichol Engineers, in Long Beach California, I was the Project Engineer for the Downtown Long 
Beach Marina Feasibility Study.  I also co-authored the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers design 
manual entitled Small Craft Harbors: Design, Construction and Operation.   

On this occasion, I am writing to introduce our newest product, the Blue-Dock®.  Over 20 years 
of focus and refinement have gone into the creation of our proprietary, “Blue” rated, floating 
dock system.  The Blue-Dock® is made in the USA from recycled materials and is itself 100% 
recyclable.  For a typical 100-slip marina installation, for instance, Blue-Dock® would eliminate 
about 66 tons of plastics from our landfills. 

You might be interested to know that we are the only proprietary floating dock system 
designated as a “Blue” system and listed in the NOAA “Clean Marina” program as such.  
Therefore, we believe that this product melds perfectly with the objectives of the Fact Finding 
Committee relative to the Lake Tahoe Shoreline Plan.  Our company understands TRPA’s 
commitments in terms of responsible growth, innovative development and working in the best 
interest of the community and the environment relative to Lake Tahoe.   

For the most thorough analysis of the environmental benefits of the Blue Dock®, please refer to 
the Tech Blue Center for Waterfront Solutions Clean Waterfront Product Review.  This report 
shows why Blue-Dock® earned its “Blue” designation. 
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Our lightweight design and systems engineering allow the Blue-Dock® to be installed without 
the use of heavy equipment, using local contractors, with only hand labor and hand tools. This 
approach to assembly and installation supports the local economy as well as allowing for much 
greater delicacy when installing the system in environmentally sensitive areas.   

This system does not require piling for installation and completely eliminates the need for 
treated timber.  The inert components of Blue-Dock® eliminate leaching of harmful elements 
into the lake, particularly copper and arsenic, the injurious elements from pressure treated 
timber. 

Being a bottom anchored, floating system, any Blue-Dock®, be it residential or marina, can 
easily be relocated as necessary to accommodate any range of lake elevation, up or down. 

I am seeking an endorsement from your agency.  Ideally, we would like to obtain a “pre-
approved” status for our system that would streamline the permit process for shore zone 
projects that choose to use the Blue-Dock® in Lake Tahoe.  The dock may even qualify as a 
guideline environmental mitigation measure for your Agency.  

I will be attending subsequent meetings relative to the Shoreline Plan and would be willing to 
give a presentation to your technical staff regarding the technical aspects of the Blue Dock® 
system.  I have attached a Power Point presentation for your review. 

I have a Master’s Degree in Coastal Engineering, and, aside from the dock issue, may be able to 
help the committee with littoral zone and hydrodynamic issues at the lake shoreline.     

Thank you for your consideration, 

AArnold A. Finn 

Arnold A. Finn 
President 
Global Dock and Marina Systems, LLC 
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Bob, Brandy, Joanne,

In an effort to help the Shoreline process to a positive conclusion I have some suggestions or comments 
that might be considered as we as a committee finish up this process.  Some of my comments are from 
spending time listening to the meetings.  I would also like to thank Mitch for the spreadsheet he did  
establishing pier length extension estimates, this will be a valuable tool in the future.

First of all I feel that the RPIC meeting on the 22nd went well and commend the efforts put in 
to a well done presentation.  I have 3 comments about what was presented. 

o The question that Shelly had about how pier visual mass calculations were derived 
was an important question however I do not believe she was totally satisfied with 
the answer.  I propose you write up a brief uncomplicated definition of what goes 
into that calculation and should include the lake level used to derive what is visible 
which I am assuming is the median lake elevation of 6226.  I would also mention 
what surfaces are used i.e. pier deck, pilings, catwalk deck and fender pile.  It should 
be mentioned that other visible mass calculations such as davits, boat lifts, rails, etc. 
are not included in design standard for minimum pier but are needed as additional 
mass for mitigation purposes.  

o The terms single use pier, multi-use pier, public pier, HOA pier, private commercial 
pier, marina pier, etc. should be defined in the document somewhere close to 
where you are indicating design standards.  There has been a great deal of 
misunderstandings and questions about this at both committee and RPIC levels,(for 
instance, ‘what is the difference between a multi-use pier and a public pier?’).  
Along with this there is also considerable misunderstanding as they relate to how  a 
pier is measured when involving catwalks, for example, everyone is assuming that a 
pier length can be extended beyond limiting factor by adding a catwalk (30’ or 45’).

o I am not sure if it is understood if the visible mass calculations involving a boatlift or 
davit involve a certain calculated mass for a vessel occupying the davit or boatlift 
and if so whether the lift device is holding a personal watercraft or a standard 
vessel,  I think this is important in determining the impacts of what Jan has been 
getting at. 

Marinas.  I think we are just about there with the exception of pier length which for most 
marinas at this time may be a redundant conversation however there are certain marinas 
where pier length is an issue.  With the understanding that some pier length extensions can 
be handled as a temporary solution there will be a time that the temporary nature of the 
structure may be asked to become permanent.  With the understanding that temporary 
floating structures come with an attachment system that usually means pilings the marina 
wishing to extend a pier on a more permanent basis will be faced with mitigating a visible 
mass that must include the pilings.  Also, I am assuming that removing a “temporary” 
floating pier will require the removal of the attachment pilings which may create an 
undesirable lake bottom disturbance every time the pier is put in and removed.  There are 
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other attachment systems available that are subsurface but it is unclear as to the viability of 
using these devices to retain the pier during a wind/wave event.  I think some kind of 
permanent floating structure could be allowed with a length that is a compromise between 
what is needed between phase I and phase II conditions that will allow for a temporary 
structure to go out from there in extreme phase II conditions, scenic mitigations 
opportunities for this scenario could and should be more attainable without necessarily 
having to be totally mitigated onsite because of the public nature of the facility.  Review of 
the Environmental Menu items for reconfiguration and the process and requirements for 
accommodating during low lake adaptation needs more work.

Concessions other than what is associated with a marina.  The concerns from Nevada about 
this came as a bit of a surprise but I believe it just indicated that this item needed more 
work before presentation.  Some items to consider here are: 

o Define what is meant by concessions so that it is understood what this entails i.e. 
personal watercraft, non motorized watercraft, parasailing, charters, boat rentals, 
etc. 

o Define the reason for the concerns over this i.e. individuals running concessions 
from boat ramps or personal property without having to comply with the standards 
that the marinas need to abide by. 

o Perhaps allowing public beaches to have a non motorized beach concession without 
a permit from TRPA if they are required to have a permit from the associated public 
agency.  

o Any concession that requires a motorized vessel should have TRPA permit in order 
to assure compliance with mooring, fueling and servicing requirements. 

o Personal watercraft mooring can be handled by a low impact device such as a string 
line with a stated limit on how many personal watercraft are anchored and should 
be considered as one mooring. 

o Existing concessionaires should be grandfathered if they can comply with 
established standards and should use a time frame established in a manner similar 
to the grandfathering of private moorings. 

o I am not sure if the environmental document will need to try to assess the scenic 
impact of beach concessions whether motorized or non motorized if not then no 
further discussion but if so some kind of standard will need to be established in 
order to be analyzed.

That is it for now,  Jim Phelan 
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