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Overview   

Changing TRPAÕs Thresholds is a major, major event. This is the first step in a process 
that will lead towards the most consequential action by a TRPA Governing Board in two 
decades. Certain findings, outlined in Resolution 82-11, must be made.  The proper 
instrument for analyzing the changes and explicating the findings is an EIS.

Several months ago, TRPA announced that it didnÕt have the time or money to do an EIS 
at this stage and wanted to have an EA suffice, with the intent of folding the more 
thorough analysis of the Threshold Updates into the final EIS for the new Regional Plan.

We objected to this approach and argued that it put the cart before the horse (or at least 
along side it).  Our view is that we need to clearly and scientifically establish the new 20 
year Thresholds before spelling out the details of a Regional Plan designed to achieve 
those Thresholds. 

This was the process used when the first set of TRPA Thresholds were adopted in 1982: 
ÒThe regulations, consistent with the Compact, require the preparation of an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) on any matter to be approved or carried out by the 
Agency that may have a significant impact on the environment. The (TRPA) Governing 
Body has determined that both the development of environmental thresholds and the 
regional plan will have a significant effect on the environment. The environmental impact 
statement has therefore been prepared by the Agency, as required by law and regulation, 
to disclose the environmental consequences of adopting thresholds.Ó (Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Establishment of Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities, 
TRPA, May, 1982, page 1, Purpose and Need) 

Thresholds are standards, measurable results TRPA is committed to achieve in order to 
save Lake Tahoe.  They need to be set first, based on sound science.  Co-mingling the 
process of setting those standards (a question of ÒwhatÓ) with the methods for achieving
those standards (a question of ÒhowÓ) isnÕt good planning and exposes us to at least the 
following 2 dangers:

1) If the tentative standards are set incorrectly, we will have to re-do all the 
implementation planning that was done to attain that (incorrect) standard.  That would be 
a huge waste of time and money. 



2)  There will be lots of pressure and momentum to accept the incorrect standards and 
thereby either weaken the Thresholds and not save this lake, or set the Thresholds too 
high and put an undue burden on our economy.  

TRPA listened to our objections but still felt they needed to proceed with an EA.We 
reluctantly compromised.  Our agreement is that if the EA clearly demonstrates that the 
new Thresholds are at least equal (and hopefully superior) in protection to the current 
Thresholds, we would accept the EA.  Anything less than this would trigger a full EIS.   
This decision point is not well described in the schedule at this point and needs to be 
included in TRPAÕs timetable.

In effect, the major scoping question for the whole EA is:  ÒWhat is the science and 
rationale that clearly demonstrates that each proposed Threshold change is equal to or 
superior than the current Threshold?Ó  

We have a number of general and specific concerns about the proposed thresholds that 
must be fully addressed in the EA.  We areskeptical that an EA will be sufficient to make 
a credible determination on whether certain proposed new thresholds meet the Òequal or 
superiorÓ test, given the current lack of available data or field evidence upon which to 
make such a determination. The proposed new soil conservation threshold, which would 
remove coverage limits and replace them with requirements for management plans in 
areas of excess coverage, is a prime example of this concern.  

A second serious concern is that with many Thresholds still not fully spelled out, it may 
be premature to start an EA of the Thresholds -- you canÕt analyze something that doesnÕt 
even exist yet.  How, for example, can the EA evaluate the equal or superior value of 
water quality thresholds, when the carrying capacity (the TMDL) is not yet completed 
and thus there are no threshold standards to address.

General Concerns

1) 2006 THRESHOLD EVALUATION REPORT

Number 4 on page four of Resolution 82-11 calls for 5 year Threshold reviews.  
Those are to be followed by Threshold amendments if certain conditions are met.  
The 2006 Threshold Evaluation Report should be a major part of this EA.  In 
addition, there were pages of action items adopted by TRPA as a result of the 2001 
Threshold Evaluation Report.  Which ones were accomplished?  And what was the 
impact on Threshold accomplishment?  Which ones were not accomplished?   Why 
not?  This information needs to be part of the EA as well.

2) COLLABORATION

In your packet you will see repeated reference to the term ÒCollaborative 
AlternativeÓ.  This can be quite misleading.  The word ÒcollaborationÓ implies that 
people have sat down together and hammered out something everyone can buy into.  



Nothing could be further from the truth.   The Forum did come to consensus on most 
of the Vision Statements and Desired Conditions, but we have not even seen some of 
these standards until November 8, 2006, let alone had time to sit down and discuss 
them.   This is not a collaborative alternative.

3) MEASURABLE THRESHOLDS

There werenÕt always good measures available for every Threshold in 1982, and we 
have suffered ever since not know whether we were succeeding or not.  Now we have 
better science and better measures.  But we are concerned that the proposed 
Thresholds are too general in some instances and not measurable enough. 

The environmental assessment of proposed thresholds must evaluate whether the 
reduction/simplification in indicators will have an individual or cumulative negative 
impact on the environment by removing a number of tangible measurements, such as 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) (air quality), Phytoplankton Primary Productivity (water 
quality), SEZ restoration target (water quality), and Old Growth Forest targets 
(vegetation)

We are concerned that removal of measurements which can be tied to specific pollutant 
sources Ð such as auto miles or the level at which nutrients trigger greater algal growth Ð
will lessen the ability to take corrective action against those pollutant sources. By 
eliminating specific measurements and lumping too much into broad categories, such as 
TMDL pollutant reduction goals listed under water quality, the ability to prove a 
correlation or nexus between the activity and the effect will be lessened or non-existent. 
This in turn will reduce the ability to develop meaningful Òadaptive managementÓ 
programs related to polluting activities, as lack of measurement will remove data 
necessary to change strategies and regulations where necessary. 

A recent example of this Ònexus problemÓ was demonstrated during the TRPA Governing 
Board discussion of Interim Allocations. The point was made that the failure to achieve 
the majority of TRPA Thresholds and declining lake clarity since the adoption of the 
Regional Plan in 1987 is evidence that the Plan essentially allowed too much 
development and use of the Basin; that the Plan incorrectly analyzed the amount of 
development the Tahoe Basin could sustain without suffering environmental damage. 

The response was while that is true at the macro level, a correlation or nexus could not be 
established between residential or commercial allocations and threshold non-attainment 
or clarity loss, and therefore there wasnÕt enough evidence to support a reduction of 
building allocations in the interim period. 

While all of the conservation signers of this letter appreciate the need to develop a 
manageable and meaningful set of threshold indicators and standards, we will strongly 
oppose a ÒsimplificationÓ or ÒstreamliningÓ of thresholds that has the practical effect of 
reducing or eliminating TRPAÕs ability to take action against particular polluters or 



identified sources. This would essentially weaken the package of environmental 
thresholds from their current state.  

Therefore, the EA must include in its analysis an alternative that maintains specific 
thresholds that are proposed in the Òcollaborative proposalÓ for elimination, including but 
not limited to:  Air Quality Thresholds Traffic Volume (AQ-5), Wood Smoke (AQ-6), 
VMT (AQ-7), and Atmospheric Deposition (AQ-8); Water Quality Threshold 
Phytoplankton Primary Productivity (WQ-3); Soil/SEZ Thresholds SC-1 (Impervious 
Cover, Bailey) and SC-2 (SEZ preservation and restoration); and Vegetation Threshold 
Late Seral/Old Growth Forests (V-4).

The EA must provide a thorough analysis of the relative environmental protection 
associated with a threshold alternative that maintains and contrasts particular 
measurements of pollution sources/resource protection targets against the Òcollaborative 
proposalÓ that eliminates or minimizes such measures. The EA should provide specific 
examples of potential environmental impacts from the proposed collaborative proposal 
versus one that maintains more specific measurements, such as how traffic-related 
impacts of development projects will be affected differently, and how protection of old 
growth trees (24 dbh) will change under the proposed new thresholds.

Another alternative that must be evaluated in this EA is the alternative that selects a 10-
year time frame for attainment of threshold standards.   Since we know that lake clarity 
can be attained within 5-10 years of full implementation of load reductions, this 
alternative will provide significant decision space for the Governing Board to select an 
alternative that will restore Lake Tahoe most effectively and most expeditiously, 
considering the large public investment in restoration of the basinÕs important 
ecosystems. 

Soil Conservation

The radical shift in the proposed soil conservation/land capability system raises serious 
questions about whether the new proposed standard can be adequately evaluated against 
current standards with a simple Environmental Assessment. Since the existing Bailey 
threshold standard, not to be confused with its interpretation in the regional plan, was 
determined to establish the Basin carrying capacity for land coverage, the EA must 
conduct the necessary scientific evaluation that would support the abandonment of Bailey 
coverage limits. The EA must provide a sound scientific analysis to support a conclusion 
that a new land coverage/soil conservation system will provide equal or superior 
protection to the Tahoe Basin environment than the current system.

Preparation of a full EIS for the soil conservation standard must be seriously considered 
to adequately address all questions and concerns, BEFORE goals and policies are 
developed to meet new threshold standard concepts that have not been field-tested, peer 
reviewed or based on solid data.



Additional Soil Conservation/Land Capability Alternatives 

Please evaluate an alternative Land Coverage/Disturbance standard that retains limits on 
coverage based on the capacity of the soil (soil attributes) and geomorphic setting, in 
addition to considering the level of existing coverage in the sub-watershed where new 
development is proposed. This alternative should use the new NRCS soil survey and 
other current science to determine allowable coverage levels on a parcel by parcel basis, 
which would be adjusted up or down based upon the level of coverage in that 
subwatershed and attainment of performance-based outcomes, such as reduction in 
pollutant loads, erosion and runoff in that subwatershed.  The parcel and subwatershed 
coverage limits could only be exceeded after first meeting performance standards within 
that subwatershed (as opposed to simply developing a soil conservation/storm water 
plan). 

The EA should consider a soil conservation threshold alternative that tightens the current 
Bailey/IPES system, to be used as a ÒbridgeÓ to a new system that achieves the 
appropriate loading reduction and after it is field-tested, peer reviewed and compared 
with the current system. The EA must evaluate the proposals developed by TRPA and 
NRCS Soil Conservation staff for a Bailey/IPES ÒpatchÓ, that would refine soil types 
based on the new NRCS soil survey, reduce or eliminate the variability of the IPES ÒkÓ 
factor, prohibit development on slopes greater than 30%, etc. 

Questions that must be addressed by an EA or EIS within the Soil Conservation threshold 
area include:

1. What is the scientific and technical basis (as opposed to management or planning) 
for making the four findings required by TRPA Resolution 82-11 to amend the 
science threshold, particularly findings (b) and (d):

(b) substantial evidence to provide a threshold standard does not exist
(d) a threshold standard is not sufficient to maintain a value of the Region or additional 
threshold standards are required to maintain a significant value

2. What is the overall change in the amount of new impervious cover that could be 
permitted under the new soil conservation threshold standard compared with the 
existing system, assuming that other conditions in the new proposed plans are  
implemented (such as Òan improved and implemented soil conservation/storm 
water management planÓ)?  In other words, what are the specific implications for 
development in the Basin of removing coverage limits established under the 
Bailey threshold standard?   Please make this comparison with use of the new 
NRCS soil survey. When comparing to the current system, please consider the 
amount of coverage that would be permitted under the pure Bailey system Ð
without overrides, transfers, excess mitigation fees, etc.  

3. The EA should analyze how the new proposed subwatershed-based land coverage 
standard will affect TRPAÕs ability to regulate the size of developments on 



particular residential and commercial properties. The EA should specify how 
coverage will be controlled or regulated.

4. Similarly, the EA should consider whether a subwatershed-based land capability 
standard could create a scenario where there is Òflexibility for all, accountability 
for none.Ó The EA should describe the relationship between meeting 
subwatershed performance standards and coverage limits/flexibility given 
developable and re-developable parcels within that subwatershed.   For example, 
could the proposed standard potentially allow all landowners in a particular 
subwatershed to add 20% additional coverage so long as a Òsoil conservation and 
storm water management planÓ is in place for the subwatershed? 

5. The EA should describe how amounts and percentages of coverage on different 
soil types and settings within particular subwatersheds will be considered under 
the proposed Land Capability system

6. The EA should consider whether the proposed land capability standard leaves the 
door open for perpetual excessive development tied to promises for future BMPs 
and other mitigation measures which may or may not be implemented at a 
necessary level of effectiveness.

7. The EA must describe the performance standards that would be used to regulate 
coverage within subwatersheds, and how achievement of those standards will be 
tied to granting authorization for additional coverage.  The EA should evaluate 
the merit of including measurable subwatershed standards such as pollutant loads, 
runoff volume, peak discharge, measurable levels of erosion, and water 
infiltration rates. The standards should be set at a level that offers a measurable 
net improvement from current conditions, as required to make progress toward 
meeting TMDL pollutant-reduction targets.  

8. Since TRPA has not tracked new hard coverage through implementation of a 
Parcel Tracking System database as required by the 2001 Threshold Evaluation 
Report, what will be the basis for making the assessment requested above?

9. What was the purported need to develop an alternative to the Bailey/IPES system, 
and what is the science to support that change (as per findings required by TRPA 
Resolution 82-11)? Please refer to the singular study conducted in the Tahoe 
Basin to examine the effectiveness of the IPES system in mitigating negative 
impacts of impervious coverage on soil and water resources (Tracey, 1999). 

10.The EA should review the Bailey limits and make a finding on whether they are 
too strict or too lenient in terms of exceeding capacity of soil types to tolerate 
disturbance, with a reference to the new NRCS soil survey and other new 
information related to Basin geology, hydrology, geomorphology, etc.

11.The EA should evaluate the application of Bailey to IPES, including whether the 
IPES system provides sufficient protection against excess coverage. How do 
parcels in 100 year flood plains receive building permits under the current 
system?

12.The EA should comment on whether one study on the effectiveness of TRPAÕs 
Land Capability System since its adoption is sufficient basis to make the findings 
for amendment of the threshold as required by TRPA Resolution 82-11.



13.Would the proposed land capability system be better for soils conservation than 
pure Bailey (Bailey land coverage limits without coverage transfers, overrides, 
etc)?

14.Would the proposed new system work any better than pure Bailey in keeping non-
covered land in native vegetation (for soil conservation)?

15.How much coverage would have to be removed to achieve the pure Bailey 
system?  Is that number equivalent to the amount of coverage that would be 
removed to achieve a total maximum of 10% coverage by subwatershed?

16.Will the Impervious Coverage Model be run in the Basin before appropriate limits 
are determined for subwatershed-based coverage limits? If not, how will science-
based limits on impervious coverage be determined? The watershed coverage 
percentages must evaluate the percent of impervious coverage in developed 
portions of subwatersheds, in addition to evaluation of the entire watersheds.

17.The EA should analyze the point at which impervious coverage exceeds the 
capacity of any known or tested mitigation strategies to attenuate its impacts Ð
runoff, erosion, etc Ð and identify a strict limit of coverage beyond that point.

18.The EA must define terms used within the Land Coverage/Disturbance standard 
such as Òurban subwatershedsÓ, ÒcapacityÓ and Òimproved.Ó

19.Since the proposed ÒLand Coverage and Disturbance StandardÓ links 
development/coverage to implementation of mitigation measures such as 
implementation of BMPs and restoration of ground cover, the EA must define and 
evaluate required levels of effectiveness/performance for these measures --
particularly where those measures are used to offset the impacts of excess 
impervious cover.  It must be stated and demonstrated that BMPs relied upon to 
attenuate additional/excess impervious coverage have known and proven effective 
outcomes across a range of inputs (such as frequent heavy storms). The EA 
should specify that the required level of effectiveness for BMPs and other 
measures is to at least offset the level of natural soil functions lost when covered 
with new impervious coverage.  

20.Please analyze how specifically Òfunctional open spaceÓ will be determined, and 
describe the relationship between coverage limits and Òfunctional open spaceÓ 
requirements. Please consider whether each parcel would require analysis on its 
particular attributes, and whether this could result in coverage allocations being 
determined on a Òcase by caseÓ basis.

21.The EA should provide an alternative that links permission to add new coverage 
in any sub-watershed to first meeting specified outcome-based performance 
standards.

22.The EA should consider potential impacts of global climate change on required 
levels of BMP effectiveness, storm water treatment, etc. that would be necessary 
to handle effects such as increased surface runoff and erosion.

23.The EA should analyze an alternative that eliminates the distinction between 
ÒurbanÓ and ÒruralÓ soils, such that expected levels of function are equivalent for 
soils regardless of their location. The EA should compare the level of protection 
provided for soils in urban areas under the proposed standards/indicators versus 
what would be provided by using the soil function-based indicators/standards 
proposed for rural soils.  In other words, the EA should provide an alternative that 



requires soils both covered and not covered to provide the same level of function, 
regardless of setting. The EA should also evaluate whether un-covered soils in 
urban areas should be held to a lower level of performance than rural soils, even if 
presently in a degraded condition. Would rehabilitation of urban soils, as has 
already been successful in the basin, provide for better soil performance?

24.Please analyze the merits of adding performance-based indicators to the proposed 
Òurban soilsÓ threshold such as pollutant loads.

25.Please evaluate the level of protection against additional impervious coverage that 
would be provided to soils, particularly urban soils, under the proposed desired 
condition versus one that reads, ÒThe type and intensity of land development and 
use are within the capacity of an area to tolerate disturbance, while maintaining 
acceptable soil-vegetation and/or watershed functions.Ó

26.Please evaluate within the EA whether soil protection standards have been 
adopted to meet re-development goals or transect planning strategies, and how 
that process has affected the level of protection offered. A related question the EA 
must address is the definition of ÒruralÓ and ÒurbanÓ.  For example, do suburban 
subdivisions fit in the ÒurbanÓ or ÒruralÓ category? Does the proposed soil 
standard imply that never-developed land within urban or suburban areas is less 
capable of functioning naturally than land in the ÒruralÓ category?

27.The EA should analyze how many potentially developable parcels exist in the 
Tahoe Basin, and how close we are to Òbuild out.Ó  The EA should evaluate that 
build-out coverage under the pure Bailey standard and by subwatershed to 
compare the two standards.

28.Please evaluate the correlation between coverage limits/percentages on individual 
parcels and supply of moderate/affordable-income housing in the Basin. Please 
consider implications for the change in supply of affordably/moderately-sized 
(and priced) homes in a system that allows a larger footprint on each parcel by the 
removal of parcel-based coverage limits. Similarly, please evaluate the positive 
affects on the supply of affordable/moderate-sized (and priced) homes that would 
accompany stricter limits on coverage per parcel.

29.For SEZs Ð please analyze the net environmental cost or benefit of eliminating the 
25% disturbed SEZ restoration goal. Will eliminating this goal reduce the 
likelihood that EIP funds will be directed toward achieving it?  How will 
elimination of this standard affect the goal of maximizing acreage of naturally 
functioning SEZs in the Basin?  What is insufficient about this current standard? 
Would the SEZ goal be sufficient at a higher restoration target, say 50%? How 
does the alternative SEZ standard provide significant protection and incentive for 
restoration? Is the existing standard insufficient to provide additional functioning 
SEZ lands?  Is the proposed new standard equally sufficient?  How much 
restoration of SEZs does the new standard call for? 

30.Stream dynamics are physical elements of fluvial functioning.  This is a standard 
that protects the water in the stream and the physical characteristics of the stream.  
What is the comparison between this proposed standard and the existing threshold 
standard that requires restoration of all disturbed SEZs (as of 1982) in 
undeveloped, unsubdivided lands?



31.  What is the relative environmental benefit  between the new proposed standard of 
an SEZ Functioning Standard and the existing threshold standard that requires 
restoration of 25% of the SEZ lands that have been identified as disturbed, 
developed, or subdivided to attain five percent increase in the area of naturally 
functioning SEZ lands?  What number of acres would be restored under the two 
different standards? Would disturbed, developed or subdivided lands be required 
to be restored under the proposed threshold?   

32.Since all of the SEZ functioning indicators and Watershed and fluvial functioning 
indicators are not targeted to be completed until 2009 or later, why is this 
proposed threshold change currently proposed to replace the existing standard?  
The EA should analyze the merits of making the change after establishing all the 
monitoring protocols and receiving monitoring results.

33.What are the biological elements of SEZs that are protected under this proposed 
threshold standard?

Air Quality

Each new development in the Basin is required to perform an assessment of additional 
vehicle trips and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) that will be generated by the project. 
Removing this threshold standard will remove the requirement for developers to offset 
and mitigate new traffic impacts. By removing this specific measurement, developers will 
be essentially let off the hook for the impact of new traffic generated by their projects.  
The EA should evaluate whether removal of the VMT standard will reduce constraints on 
development and/or mitigation measures required to offset the impacts of development, 
and the corresponding affect on the Tahoe Basin environment. The EA should also 
evaluate whether continuous monitoring of traffic at key Basin intersections would better 
inform the relationships between measured emission constituents and vehicle traffic, 
thereby making the VMT standard a more useful indication of transportation-related 
pollution.  

The EA should evaluate whether removing the traffic volume indicator will have a 
deleterious effect on providing the data necessary to monitor the effects of new or 
alternative transportation strategies in the Basin, including nitrogen components of 
automobile emissions. In addition, VMT and traffic volume indicators must be analyzed 
in the EA for their role in measuring and reducing the fine sediment contribution from 
roadway anti-icing materials and tire wear.

The TRPA proposal would measure atmospheric deposition through the TMDL process 
under water quality. The problem is that the TMDL in its current state is unable to 
provide a direct correlation between specific sources of air pollution and loads deposited 
on Lake Tahoe, much less a correlation between particular development projects and 
traffic-related air pollution. The EA should analyze whether removal of specific, 
measurable indicators such as VMT and traffic volume that are indicators of auto-related 
atmospheric deposition will essentially de-link transportation patterns from air quality 
consequences, therefore making it more difficult for the TRPA to take action on this 
critical issue.



The TRPA Compact mandates a reducing a reliance on the private automobile.  The EA 
should clarify that the purpose of this Compact mandate is to reduce transportation-
related pollution in the Basin. In order to achieve this goal, the EA should prepare and 
analyze an Air Quality Threshold alternative that not only retains the VMT and traffic 
volume indicators, but adds another indicator and standard:

Emissions per person/passenger mile traveled associated with different 
transportation options, applicable for both visitors and locals.  Thus, this new 
indicator would provide valuable data on the most efficient and least-polluting modes of 
transport.  The EA should analyze modes such as automobiles, airplanes and buses to 
determine the average amount of NOx, CO and other emissions produced in the Basin on 
a per passenger mile basis, so that alternatives proposed to the automobile are shown to 
produce fewer pollutants per person, not more. The EA should contemplate the ability of 
such a standard to weigh the effectiveness of carpooling, mass transit, and other travel 
options.
   
In a similar respect, the Human  and Ecosystem Health Desired Condition needs to be 
reconsidered in the EA as distinct separate conditions for human health, lake clarity, and 
forest health.  The protection for human health protection is based upon state and federal 
standards whereas there is a lack of standards established for ecosystem health and 
funding resources differ for each.  Instead of ecosystem health being combined with 
human health conditions, indicators, and standards, it needs to be considered separately 
as lake clarity and forest health.  

The current TRPA one-hour ozone standard of .08 ppm (which is more stringent than the 
California standard of .09 ppm) was instituted to protect forest health.  Although the 
California standard for one-hour ozone measurements is .09 ppm which is sufficient for 
human health, research has indicated that adequate protection of the forest requires an 
even more stringent standard.  By combining ecosystem health into human health, this 
will effectively weaken the TRPAÕs current .08 ppm standard.  Despite demonstrated 
non-attainment of this standard in status evaluations in 1991, 1996, and 2001, the TRPA 
should continue with meeting this overall goal.    

Lake clarity is influenced dramatically by atmospheric deposition and therefore needs to 
retain its clearly identifiable connection to air quality, as well as to water quality. 

As wood smoke during the winter in Lake Tahoe has been the second highest contributor 
of particulate matter (next to sulfates) and degrades visual quality as well as providing 
more particulate matter into the atmosphere for deposition, the EA must evaluate the 
removal of this indicator on Tahoe Basin air quality.  Assessment of the woodstove 
conversion strategy and future advancements needs to ensure protection of the air quality 
in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  Although it has only been measured indirectly from aerosol 
filters at DL Bliss State Park, further improvements in indirect sampling or scientifically 
sound direct measurements may be available in the future, which should be considered in 
the EA.    



The EA should describe how the removal of several specific air quality threshold 
standards Ð particularly traffic volume, wood smoke, VMT and atmospheric deposition Ð
will affect development decisions, mitigation requirements and the overall level of 
protection against air pollution in the Tahoe Basin.  That evaluation will directly inform 
the adoption of a standard necessary to protect the air quality value of the Tahoe basin. 

Questions that must be addressed by the EA within the Air Quality/Transportation 
threshold areas include:

1. During a twenty year period, any accelerated climate change may have a 
pronounced effect on air quality in the Basin.  The EA should analyze whether 
and how the possibilities for climate change is accounted for in the new threshold 
plan.

2. Atmospheric deposition has a significant direct impact on lake clarity.  How will 
removal of the management standard for reduction of nitrates and NOx into the 
Basin affect TRPAÕs ability to regulate and reduce air pollution in the Basin? Will 
movement of atmospheric deposition into the TMDL fully account for all the 
atmospheric deposition processes that affect lake clarity, and will the ability to 
provide a correlation between air pollution sources and lake clarity be 
strengthened or diminished?

3. As one-hour ozone levels have been demonstrated thru scientific data to harm 
pine trees with levels of ozone less than .09 ppm and the TRPAÕs current standard 
of .08 ppm was instituted to protect the forests, how will the proposed threshold 
standard demonstrate equal or better protection for the pine forests of the Lake 
Tahoe Basin than the current .08 ppm standard?  The EA should analyze whether 
a weaker standard will increase the potential for pine beetle infestation, mortality, 
and lead to additional fire fuels in the Basin.

4. Are the current air quality indicators (ozone, carbon monoxide, particulate matter) 
sufficient to account for other pollutants that need to be monitored and evaluated 
that can be carried in from upstream communities  from beyond the Basin (i.e. 
Sacramento)?

5. Are the new threshold air quality standards adjusted properly for a continuing 
aging population?  Is the current adequate margin of safety sufficient for the 
trends in an aging population?

6. Assuming that woodstove conversion mandates within the Basin have had a 
positive influence on air quality, how is the downstream influence of the 
continued use of woodstoves in adjoining or adjacent communities going to be 
monitored without keeping the wood smoke indicator?  How is the effectiveness 
of new strategies to reduce wood smoke or prescribed burn pollutant contributions 
going to be evaluated?

7. Even if wood smoke can be only measured indirectly, an EA alternative should 
analyze the benefit of keeping the wood smoke indicator until measuring methods 
can be improved to better quantify this pollutant.

8.  Considering the most important needs for improved air quality such as an 
emissions inventory, an airshed model, air quality effects on water quality, and 



the establishment of sufficient monitoring, how will a reduction in air quality 
indicators affect TRPAÕs ability to reduce air pollution in the Basin until this 
important scientific information has been gathered?

9. Considering that diesel emissions are toxic and therefore may influence human 
health, the EA should analyze the benefits of adding indicators and standards for 
diesel emissions. 

10.Considering that Lake Tahoe atmospheric deposition model is still under 
development, the EA should analyze the benefit of retaining measurable air 
quality factors such as VMT and traffic volume until the atmospheric deposition 
model is able to provide a reliable correlation between air pollution sources and 
effects. 

11.As technical experts agree that the current air monitoring network is not sufficient 
for regulation and other purposes, the EA should consider an alternative whether 
this network is strengthened first before making any changes to the current 
threshold regulations.  The EA should evaluate whether strengthening the data 
collection structure could help identify Òhot spotsÓ and translate to targeted 
strategies to meet attainment goals.

12.How will removal of the VMT and traffic volume indicators affect the need to 
develop new transportation strategies (including, but not limited to mass transit 
options) to reduce reliance upon the automobile and other high-polluting modes 
of transportation? 

13.As visibility trends have demonstrated improvement since the 1990Õs, the EA 
must analyze an Air Quality Threshold alternative that sets a higher bar as a goal 
for attainment than maintenance of the 2001-2003 levels.

14.How does the new threshold plan account for seasonal variations in air quality 
(summer vs. winter)?

15.With the importance of VMT data to construct mobile source emission 
inventories and its role in air shed modeling, how can the new threshold plan 
insure an equal or better environmental result considering it is excised completely 
as a threshold?

16.As emissions from vehicles contribute NOx to the atmosphere which degrades 
both air and water quality,, how will improvements of these conditions  be 
accomplished without the direct monitoring and designation as indicators and 
standards of traffic volume, VMT, and perhaps even other useful transportation 
data?

17.As atmospheric phosphorus results from suspended dust from roads, disturbed 
land, and construction sites, how will elimination of atmospheric pollutants 
(nitrogen, phosphorus, and fine sediments) from analysis under the air quality 
threshold interfere with identification of their atmospheric specific source 
culprits? 

18.The EA should analyze the sufficiency of retaining the current FAA visibility data 
and standard based upon observation of distant locations in addition to the light 
extinction standard.



Recreation 

The proposed Recreation threshold itself is an ambiguous threshold, based on an activity 
and a value and is not a mandated science-based standard.  Due to a concern that the 
Forum might remove Recreation as an actual threshold and establish a status such as the 
Transportation issue was granted, the Forum was heavily lobbied by various agency 
recreation staff and others to assure a full threshold status for recreation.  

Need for additional alternatives

The failure to provide for protecting the basinÕs environment is a significant failure of the 
proposed recreation threshold alternative.  Additional recreation alternatives are needed, 
focused on the protection of the environment and the beneficial impact of a healthy 
environment on recreation, rather than a preoccupation with increasing recreation 
opportunities and access at the expense of the environment. 

The discussion required to justify recreation as a threshold highlights the need for 
additional alternatives that can produce threshold standards that can meet the findings 
required by Resolution 82-11.   The EA must consider a recreation threshold alternative 
that gives preference on forms of recreation which are most compatible with the sensitive 
Lake Tahoe Basin ecosystem. This alternative is needed to meeting Resolution 82-11 
findings 4 (a) and (d) in particular:

(a)  two or more threshold standards are mutually exclusive

(d)  ÒA threshold standard is not sufficient to maintain a significant value of the Region 
or additional threshold standards are required to maintain a significant value.Ó

Indicators and standards in this third alternative recreation threshold should analyze, 
measure and consider the correlation between the proposed expansion of recreation 
access and impact on other thresholds, and provide desired conditions, indicators and 
standards that give preference to forms of recreation that have the least negative impact 
on other resource thresholds.  

The EA must disclose the ultimate adverse environmental impacts that will accrue under 
the proposed new threshold standards, including whether the new proposed recreation 
thresholds provide more or less protection for the resource-based threshold areas, such as 
air and water quality.  

For example, the current recreation threshold policy statement links recreation experience 
to the Òpreservation of high-quality undeveloped shorezone and other natural areasÉand 
additional access for Òhigh quality undeveloped areas for low density recreational uses.  
As Òlow densityÓ and ÒpreservationÓ are generally synonymous with minimal impact on 
environmental resources, the EA must analyze whether removal of these statements in 
favor of ÒopportunityÓ and ÒaccessÓ in the proposed recreation desired conditions, 
indictors and standards will strain the Tahoe BasinÕs natural resources more than the 



existing Recreation threshold.  The EA must discuss the comparison between the 
sufficiency of the existing threshold that limits expanded access to all but low density 
recreational uses, versus the proposed threshold standard that fails to address carrying 
capacity limits, density impacts, or growth inducement.

In addition to analyzing a Recreation Threshold Alternative that would be shown to have 
a positive correlation with protecting the Tahoe Basin environment, an additional 
Recreation Alternative that eliminates indicators and standards should be analyzed. The 
EA must consider how inclusion of indicators and standards affects the range of 
recreation options in the Basin and their impact on environmental protection. 

Carrying Capacity

With this proposal, the existing carrying capacity is removed, there are no standards-
based numeric thresholds, and there is no connection to the five mandated or the other 
three added threshold standards committed to resource protection.   The 2001 Evaluation 
Report refers to overcrowding (a carrying capacity issue) in recreation uses, but did not 
evaluate that problem in relation to the carrying capacity of the policy statement adopted 
in 1982. 

The proposed Recreation Threshold standard is to remove the Òfair shareÓ policy 
statement of the existing thresholds and replace that with statements that are instead 
elements of a recreation plan:  Opportunity and Access.  While the Òfair shareÓ policy 
was intended to protect the recreation capacity use of infrastructure from unequal 
competition with other users of infrastructure, it has been the experience in the Tahoe 
Basin that this perceived threat does not exist.  Thus the removal of the policy statement 
threshold may be correct.  However, once that policy statement is removed, the proposed 
replacements, increased opportunity and increased access, have not been supported by a 
standard that will protect the natural resources of the Tahoe Basin.  

In fact, recreation is specifically a carrying capacity issue, so the EA must address the 
following issues: 

1. The EA must evaluate the carrying capacity of the basin to support recreationÕs 
impact on the science-based thresholds.  This evaluation must assess impacts of 
the many various forms of outdoor recreation, both public and private, on water 
quality, air quality, soil conservation, vegetation, noise, fish, wildlife, and scenic 
values. The threshold analysis must analyze overall Òcarrying capacityÓ for 
recreation development and uses of the Tahoe Basin, and describe how increased 
recreation capacity and access in combination with increases in commercial 
development, housing construction, and public facilities will, together, meet 
overall pollutant reduction requirements and will not contribute to further 
degradation of the basinÕs environment. If the scale of environmental impact 
caused by recreation access and opportunity is analyzed to increase, the EA 
should indicate where offsetting reductions in capacity and negative impact will 
be achieved elsewhere in the Basin. 



2. Since the Basin is nearing its carrying capacity or has exceeded it due to all of the 
forms of human inputs, then the Òfair shareÓ policy should be clearly spelled out, 
not dropped.  

3. What is the carrying capacity of the Tahoe Basin to accommodate what level of 
recreation activities? 

4. How can recreation activities be analyzed for environmental impacts if the 
carrying capacity, the upper limit of the amount of recreation that is possible in 
the basin, is unknown?  

5. Is there a sufficient carrying capacity standard at this time to justify replacing the 
fair share carrying capacity policy statement?

Desired Conditions

The current policy statement threshold recommends preserving and enhancing high 
quality recreation including the preservation of high quality undeveloped shorezone and 
other natural areas.  As the 1982 EIS for the Recreation Thresholds states ÒThe focus of 
environmental thresholds for the outdoor recreation resource is the protection and 
enhancement of opportunities unique to the Lake Tahoe Basin.  Attainment of air, water, 
noise, vegetation, fish, wildlife, and visual thresholds are an essential part of and will 
support the recreation resource.Ó

In order to show that the existing threshold is insufficient and the proposed threshold is 
sufficient or better, the EA must describe how the proposed threshold better attains the 
numeric values of the existing or proposed resource protection thresholds.  To be more 
precise, the proposed desired conditions should be titled Increased Opportunity and 
Increased Access.

The EA should address the following questions and issued inherent in the proposed 
Recreation desired conditions: 

1. What is the relationship between ÒopportunityÓ and the mandated protection of 
the resource values of the basin?  

2. How will the EA analyze the environmental impacts of Opportunity?  
3. What is the relationship between ÒaccessÓ and mandated protection of the 

resource values of the basin?  
4. What is the relationship between user expectations and mandated protection of the 

resource values of the basin?
5. How will the EA analyze the environmental impacts of Access?  What kind of 

access?  How much and where?  
6. The Desired Condition ÒEducationÓ does not propose a threshold standard.  Is this 

a planning concept or an effort at a threshold concept in an undefined state?
7. The Opportunity DC refers to sustainable recreation and not to a sustainable 

environment to support recreation.  How will the EA analyze the environmental 
impacts of sustainable recreation?  

8. What is sustainable recreation? Does the phrase reflect the protections of existing 
or proposed threshold standards for the other eight resource values?  How? 



Increased Opportunity Threshold Standard

The proposed threshold standard for Opportunity is 1) a survey of experiences, 2) 
retention of ALL existing recreation facilities and opportunities, plus a guarantee of a 
10% increase every five years, and 3) providers must identify top priority projects and 
implement 50% over the next unknown number of years.  

Not one of these threshold standards relates to the threshold standards of the eight 
resource protection thresholds.  Therefore, the EA must consider the following:

1. How will the environment be protected under this threshold and how will that 
protection be measured?

2. How does retention of ALL existing recreation facilities assure environmental 
protection?

3. How do you measure the environmental impact of retention of all existing 
opportunities?

4. How will a survey of experiences be evaluated for its environmental impact? 
5. How will the retention of existing recreation facilities and opportunities be 

evaluated for current adverse environmental impacts? 
6. Does the TRPA, Forest Service or State Parks have inventories of the state of the 

environment impacted by current damage caused by facilities or opportunities?  If 
not, what data exists to evaluate the impacts? 

7. How will you evaluate the environmental impact of a current or future 
opportunity? 

8. How will you determine what a 10% increase over existing facilities and 
opportunities is?  Is there a complete list available to the public?

9. What is the planning period referenced in the proposed standard?  
10.What is the relationship between recreational ÒqualityÓ and the environment?  For 

example, does a bicyclist value the high quality of the vertical steepness of a trail 
or the protection of steep hillsides from erosion? 

11.How are conflicts between recreation values, as above, addressed in the 
Opportunity threshold standard?

12.How will a 50% increase in top priority projects by quantified?  
13.What is the environmental impact of adding 50% of top priority projects in the 

basin?
14. Is this proposed threshold growth-inducing? 
15. Is this proposed threshold without environmental protections?

Increased Access Threshold Standard

The first proposed threshold standard for Access is to maintain and increase the quantity 
of land available for public recreation access.  Following this statement is a list of the 
amount of the quantity of lands in six categories that should be increased, focusing on the 
shoreline and trails. The second proposed threshold standard is for high quality access, 
again with no environmental relationship.  The existing threshold states that access will 



be increased for low-density recreation uses.  This statement is not repeated in the new 
proposed Access threshold, so the consequences of its absence should be considered and 
analyzed in the EA.

The existing Recreation Threshold includes preservation of high-quality undeveloped 
shorezone and other natural areas.  Since the new proposed threshold standard does not 
re-state these qualities, it appears that they have been dropped for acquisition for 
recreation only.  Thus, it appears that the proposed Access threshold does not meet the 
sufficiency test. Therefore, the EA must:

1. Compare the proposed open-ended acquisition for public recreation access with 
no constraints to the existing threshold constrained to low-density uses  

2. Compare the proposed acquisition for recreation only with the existing threshold 
that includes acquisition for preservation. 

3. Since the acquisitions for recreation use will result in increased recreation use, 
how will the EA analyze the environmental impacts of these substantial 
increases?  Is this threshold growth-inducing?

4. How will the EA determine the definition of Òhigh qualityÓ access?  Does that 
mean larger parking lots?  Air conditioned buses for transport?  Larger ramps for 
launching ÒcigaretteÓ boats? Does that mean added traffic lanes?  Added turn 
lanes?  New access in sensitive lands?  

5. This is a proposed threshold standard with no environmental limits.  Yet, the EA 
must evaluate such an open-ended activity.  

During the drafting of the early attempts at threshold standards, the Forum Transportation 
Committee took a very strong stand recommending that recreation must include a strong 
commitment to transit-based access. While that access notion was included in the earlier 
drafts as a non-auto mode split, it has disappeared in the final draft, and access apparently 
is now described as Òhigh-qualityÓ as noted above.  The failure to retain a commitment to 
a transit-based access program is indicative of the failure to consider that the relationship 
of the recreation threshold to the rest of the concerns and issues in the basin is extremely 
important. Therefore, the EA must include transit-based access in an alternative 
threshold, and compare the environmental impacts to the proposed threshold.

One of the proposed access threshold standards proposed is a no-net loss standard for 
access to Lake Tahoe.  The EA should consider the following:

1. What if the access were in a sensitive area?  Would the proposed standard require 
that it couldnÕt be closed unless an alternative access was provided?  

 The Forum reviewed and discussed a previous version of the proposed recreation 
standards at some length.  This version is substantially different and has not been 
reviewed by the Forum. 



Water Quality

Need for a Third Alternative

The NOP provides only one alternative to the status quo.  Unless the proposed alternative 
proves that each new proposed threshold is of equal or better sufficiency, to existing 
threshold standards, it will have failed to meet the test of Resolution 82-11 for changing a 
threshold.  In order to meet the sufficiency standard for changing a threshold (82-11, 
resolved item #4(d)) the TRPA must demonstrate how the standard in existence is not 
sufficient to maintain a significant value or additional standards are required to do so.

If the required analysis cannot be completed because the data is not available, it appears 
that a third alternative be provided, that adopts the current threshold standards, updated to 
reflect the need for tighter standards.  

1. Please address the requirement of 82-11 to determine that the proposed new 
threshold standards are better than the old standards in a way that the old 
standards were not sufficient.    

2. Why is this NOP to be circulated before the required science-based threshold 
standards to replace the current water quality threshold standards are available? 

3. How will the EA analyze the sufficiency of the to-be-determined standards 
compared to the existing standards?   

4. How will the EA address the change from a system based on accountability at the 
lowest level (parcel, road, project, etc) to a system based on accountability at a 
macro level? 

5. Who will be responsible for the enforcement required to achieve the threshold 
standard?  Based on what numerical standards?  If no one is accountable, how 
will the Basin qualify to receive restoration funds?  

6. If the threshold standards are designed to track threshold attainment at the macro 
level, and there are no enforceable threshold standards at the project, plan or 
permit level, how will the basin prove to the federal and state funding sources that 
the efforts to attain threshold standards are serious and efforts can be successful? 

Carrying Capacity

One step can be commended in this process.  The development of the water quality 
TMDL is a significant step forward for the development of threshold standards.  When it 
is completed, the TMDL will serve as a carrying capacity, as required by the Compact, 
which requires an environmental threshold carrying capacity -- in other words, a carrying 
capacity report that guides the threshold standard.  It is important to have this water 
quality carrying capacity as a model for other threshold standards. 

The TMDL is a model, and a model is only as good as the numbers entered.  It does 
establish an important step for the development of the next generation of threshold 
standards, providing those standards are sufficient to replace the old standards.



Best Available ScienceÐ Lake Clarity

The current Pelagic lake threshold standard has three parts Ð nitrogen loading reduction 
of 25% of the 1973-81 average, achievement of a mean primary productivity measure, 
and a four-month winter clarity standard of 33.4 meters.

In addition, there are two management standards that require a reduction from various 
sources by specific percentages of the1973-81 average and reduction of loading of algal 
nutrients to achieve ambient standards for both primary productivity and clarity.

These standards address three inputs that were recognized at that time Ð nutrient inputs in 
a nitrogen sensitive lake and the loss of clarity.  The nutrients were thought to be carried 
to the lake by sediments, as well as fertilizer runoff and air deposition.  The nutrients led 
to algal growth, reducing clarity.  While the new data adds fine sediment to the clarity 
problem, instead of acting as a delivery mechanism, the result is the same Ð a loss of 
clarity and a need to reduce the sediment load as required under the 1982 threshold 
standards. Along these lines:
  

7. Will the pollutant load reductions determined by the TMDL be stated in the same 
terms as the existing thresholds?

8. How will comparisons be formulated to compare the sufficiency between the old 
threshold standards and the future threshold standards?  When will that 
information be available?

Without a complete understanding of the existing threshold standards and how they were 
implemented or not, how successfully they were implemented or if efforts were tried and 
failed over the past twenty-four years, it will be exceedingly difficult to ascertain how 
new threshold standards will stand up to bureaucratic dynamics.

9. Will the EA address the reasons why the loadings were not attained in order to 
inform the actions that will be required before the next review period?   

10.How will we be able to compare the existing history of attempts to attain the 
current threshold standards with the understanding of the new standards and what 
it will entail to meet the new standards?

11. If the standards are currently listed in non-attainment, was this due to incomplete 
efforts to achieve the threshold standards, inadequate funding, absence of 
programs to track the standards, or other explanations? 

12.Please describe, for each non-attainment standard why it is in non-attainment.  

If we donÕt learn from history, we are doomed to repeat earlier mistakes.
Today, after 24 years of data collection, we now know that nitrogen loading was not 
effectively controlled and the lake became sensitive to a less prevalent nutrient Ð
phosphorus.  While this is change is well-known, what is needed now is a description of 
the efforts that were undertaken by TRPA to increase the tracking and enforcement 



actions to increase the amount of reduction of both nitrogen and all algal producing 
loading elements.

13.What was done and how effective were the actions taken?  
14.How much load reduction was attained? 
15.Will the new standards require greater load reduction than the standards of 1982?
16.Does the history of reduction efforts to date make the future reductions more 

difficult?   
17.Will a new standard be proposed that reduces loading further than the past?   

Timing Issues

In the future Ð 6 months, maybe longer, there will be a new set of loading reduction 
numbers and then, at that time, the standards can be established.
  

18.How will the EA be completed if the new set of loading targets is not released 
until early summer?  

19.What is the current estimated release date for the loading reductions? 
20.What will be the time allotted to review this new data?   
21.What is the time allotted for the review time between the release of the new 

loading data and the time the new standards are proposed?
22.How much time will there be for the public to comment on these entirely new 

standards before they are added to the EA? 

Other Water Quality Threshold Standards (Nearshore, Tributaries, Surface Runoff and 
Other Lakes.

In addition to lake clarity, the existing water quality threshold standards provide 
numerical standards for the nearshore, the tributaries, surface runoff and other lakes.  A 
management standard is set for groundwater inflows.

The proposed new formulation focuses almost entirely on the lakeÕs clarity and now 
appears to downplay the need for standards for the quality of the water in the nearshore, 
the tributaries, surface runoff, groundwater and other lakes.

23.What is the basis of the decision to change the numerical standard for each of the 
current elements of the adopted thresholds to a different standard?

24.What are the recorded water quality measurements over the past twenty-four 
years for surface runoff?  

25.What are the recorded water quality measurements over the past twenty-four 
years for tributary water quality?  

26.What are the recorded water quality measurements over the past twenty-four 
years for groundwater and other lakes?  

27.What measures have been taken to reduce inputs from groundwater to surface 
water and the lake due to construction or other disturbance that intersects 
groundwater?  Have they been successful?  



There is no recommendation, only a hint of a promise for a new threshold standard for 
nearshore aesthetics for nearshore clarity. This is the part of the lake that many people see 
first, and which is often clouded by algae on the rocks or dirty water from stream inputs, 
the occasional polluted water from sewage spills, plus localized impacts of shore-side 
construction from homes to lawns to marinas to commercial buildings, and surface runoff 
from roads and parking lots. Therefore:

28.How will the existing threshold be usefully compared to the new, unknown 
threshold standard? 

29.While the nearshore standard in NTUs was discovered 24 years after its adoption 
to be an unusable measurement, what is the reason that no measurements were 
taken during that time?  

Desired Condition Statements

The existing threshold standards did not depend on Desired Condition Statements.  
However, in the new formulation, there are two Desired Conditions which are Lake 
Tahoe Clarity and Human and Environmental Health.  These are not referenced to the 
previous threshold report.
  

30.How does the existence of two Desired Conditions alter the previous Water 
Quality set of threshold standards?  

31.Was there a need for a human health standard for water quality in the past?  What 
was that reason? 

32.Do the states not adequately monitor the human health relationship to water 
quality in the basin? 

33. Is the TRPA to adopt and monitor health standards for water quality?  Will that 
include the water districts and drinking water standards?  Will that include the 
sewer treatment districts?  

34. Is the TRPA to adopt and monitor standards for sewer district maintenance and 
operations?  

35.Why is the health data from groundwater and surface runoff now important to the 
TRPA?  

36.Are current standards for chemical, mineral, biological and physical conditions of 
the groundwater and surface water to be retained or dropped?  Why? 

37.How will the EA compare human health standards to the current clarityÐbased 
threshold standard limits?

IBI

The Index of Biological Integrity for Wildlife and Fisheries is proposed as a Desired 
Condition and an indicator for the environmental health of water quality.

38. Is IBI a carrying capacity or is IBI a threshold standard?  The NOPÕs only 
alternative provides no proposed threshold standard for this suggested idea for a 



threshold standard. In fact, the alternative suggests components for which to 
establish benchmarks, but does not even suggest the benchmarks.  

39.Will there be numerical threshold standards for the elements of the IBI?
40.How well is the IBI is tested in the Tahoe basin for predicting the health of those 

systems that directly effect and impact the clarity of Lake Tahoe? 
41. Is this a concept that will yield results that can highlight problem areas?  How? 
42. Is this a concept that will indicate that changes are needed in reduction 

allocations?  How? 
43. Is this a concept that will be plugged into the TMDL model?  When?
44.How will IBI be applied to developed urban areas?   If IBI were not applied to 

urban areas, what standards would predict the environmental health of the water 
quality of urban areas?

This proposal appears to be another late-arriving idea to either inform or add to the water 
quality threshold standards.  The Forum saw one presentation of the concept and was 
never re-briefed on any progress.  The alleged Collaborative Alternative failed to get 
more than a conceptual agreement for a concept.  That action is hardly the material for an 
EA analysis.
  
The challenge for the EA will be to explain why this new proposed threshold is sufficient 
to inform the water quality threshold standard such that the standards should be amended 
in accordance with Resolution 82-11. 

TMDL

The only Alternative presented refers to the TMDL process, including the modeling 
efforts.

45.What constitutes the process in addition to the modeling efforts?  The Alternative 
refers to the TMDL process in concert with the management strategies.  

46.What does Òa process in concert withÓ mean? 

With no standards known or listed this is a carrying capacity, but only a carrying 
capacity, not a threshold standard.

47.How will the EA compare a carrying capacity (the TMDL) to a threshold 
standard? 

48.How will the TMDL be ground-truthed to ensure that modeled load reduction 
targets are in fact achieved?

Global Warming

The EA must consider potential significant changes in both loading inputs and the 
impacts of global warming. The EA must examine the potential that summer clarity may 
degrade faster than winter clarity due to changes in the basin climate.  A number of 



climate predictions for the Sierra are available for this assessment.  The EA should assess 
this assumption by considering questions such as:

Will global warming change the ratio?  If fines are the main contributor to loss of 
clarity, as now asserted, wonÕt bigger storms flush in more fines?  Does that change 
the summer/winter ratio?

Vegetation

1. Does the new vegetation threshold through its definitions for a Òhealthy forestÓ 
and Òold growthÓ provide equal or better protection for old growth trees than the 
current threshold? Will the proposed threshold standard provide equal or greater 
protection for trees greater than 24 dbh?

2. Please provide a detailed analysis of why the 55% late seral/old growth standard 
was adopted in 2001, and the basis for its removal in the proposed threshold. 

3. Please analyze the impact on old growth trees in the Basin of replacing a specific, 
measurable standard for protecting old growth trees with a vague, virtually non-
enforceable standard to Òachieve a 3% reduction in departure from historic 
(conditions)ÉÓ   Specifically, please describe how particular development 
proposals, whether for removal of old growth trees for a new ski lift or to develop 
a new timeshare condo complex, would be affected in areas that contain trees 24 
dbh or greater.  

4. Please address the concern that removal of the old growth/late seral standard 
would remove the ability of TRPA to protect this resource on an individual basis, 
as each particular developer will simply allege that their particular project will not 
have a significant negative impact on the vague healthy vegetation standard?    

5. What are the impacts of the excision of urban vegetation as a desired condition, 
with indicators and standards, in regard to encouraging the use of native 
vegetation in both residential and commercial settings and the best corresponding 
practices?

6. Without urban vegetation indicators and standards, please analyze how removal 
of urban vegetation as a threshold will likely affect the use of turf and other urban 
interface vegetation which can impact water quality and lake clarity by the use of 
fertilizers, etc? 

7. Without urban vegetation indicators and standards, how is the direct correlation 
between urban non-native vegetation and water quality to be clarified for 
vegetation restructuring strategies?

8. Please analyze whether the new vegetation threshold adequately identifies and 
quantifies negative trends in old growth or other vegetation types with respect to 
fire or other similar events.

9. How does the new vegetation threshold maintain or surpass the protection for 
trees, especially deciduous trees, and other native vegetation types within urban 
boundaries?  Similarly, what are the insurances that native trees lost to death or 
disease or intentionally removed for hazard purposes will be replaced by similar 
native species?



10.Without urban vegetation as an indicator, how will be the proportion of parcels 
that meet approved vegetation criteria be determined, monitored, and enforced?

11.How are the conditions favorable for late seral growth/old growth to be improved 
with the new threshold, especially in the subalpine and montane regions which 
have exhibited non attainment in the 1991, 1996, and 2001 status evaluations?

Scenic

1. Please include for analysis simpler measures of scenic integrity and quality, such as:

! Miles of Lake Tahoe shoreline free from development
! Number of manmade structures in the Lake Tahoe shorezone, including piers, buoys, 

ramps and marina slips 
! Number of developments in the Òvisually sensitiveÓ portion of the Lake Tahoe 

shorezone
! Number and size of new developments and other degradations of the natural 

landscapeÐ residential, commercial, recreational -- on currently undeveloped land per 
year.

! Amount of new impervious coverage permitted per year

2.  Please explain why the Dark Sky Desired Condition was removed from the 
ÒCollaborative AlternativeÓ, after receiving strong support from the Forum and public. 
Please analyze the impact of removing the proposed ÒDark SkyÓ desired condition on the 
amount, placement and intensity of light-producing development permitted in the Tahoe 
Basin. 

Wildlife and Fisheries

Please analyze whether removal of non-degradation standards for fish habitat (F-1 Lake 
Habitat) and Òsignificant wildlife habitatÓ (W-2, Habitats of Special Significance) and 
Stream Habitat (F-2) will have a negative effect on protection of fish and wildlife habitat. 
Please describe in detail how the broader ecosystem-based indicators will provide equal 
or superior protection to wildlife and fish habitat as the existing non-degradation 
standard. 

Please assess whether or not particular development proposals that would violate the 
more tangible fisheries or wildlife non-degradation standards would face lesser scrutiny 
when evaluated for their impact on larger ecosystem-based standards and indicators. For 
example, how would construction of piers, ramps or marina slips in fish habitat areas be 
considered under the new proposed threshold that contains undefined ÒbenchmarksÓ of 
meeting Òaquatic ecosystem componentsÓ, not including fish habitat, versus one that 
specifically disallows degradation of fisheries habitat?

Similarly, will the removal of measurable standards for achieving levels of stream habitat 
make it more or less likely that the proposed threshold will produce the goal of improving 
stream habitat?



Noise

Over time, we have come to realize that standards set for urban areas, copied in many 
cases for the Tahoe basin in the 1982 thresholds, are not necessarily applicable to the 
Tahoe Basin. 

TRPAÕs original EIS for the development of the Environmental Threshold Carrying 
Capacities showed that documented public responses to noise (i.e. noise complaints) 
generally began around 40 decibels (dBA) and became rather significant around 60 dBA. 
The EIS also recognized that TahoeÕs environment should be kept quieter than other 
areas.  Further, more recent studies have also shown that sleep is disturbed at levels as 
low as 35 dBA.

A more recent discussion of noise impacts in the 10/15/06 Sacramento Bee states that 
ÒReports by the World Health Organization in 1995 and 1999 found that Òcommunity 
noiseÓ Ð including sounds from traffic, airplanes, construction, rock concerts, and 
motorboats Ð can affect work productivity, hamper sleep, cause spikes in blood pressure 
and even harm the ability of schoolchildren to learn.  Some of us are more sensitive than 
others to the psychological and physical effects of noise, the report notes, including the 
elderly and people with anxiety disorders.Ó  Further, many residents of the Sacramento 
area responded to the BeeÕs earlier request for comments about noise by stating their 
frustration over the loss of Òquieter, more peaceful areas to enjoyÓÉwhich, according to 
public input, Tahoe is expected to be (www.sacbee.com).  

Nonetheless, the alternative proposes that much of the noise threshold standards remain 
the same as the existing standards.  However, there are two proposed additional areas for 
standards Ð non-airport aircraft (helicopters and seaplanes) and hourly standards.  Each of 
these non-numerical standards is proposed in response to public input during the public 
outreach period of the TRPA in early 2005, but no numbers have been suggested for 
standards.

Third Alternative

The public has asked for a noise standard for boats that would measure the level of noise 
on the beaches and be unrelated to the distance from the motor (itÕs the noise where one 
is, not how far away the source is), and a separation of noise-producing uses in dispersed 
recreation areas from quiet recreation uses.  Neither of these requests has been included 
in the final noise recommendations. 

Since the above two complaints are consistently heard and the noise levels impact tourists 
as well as residents, a third alternative should evaluate these noise impacts situations.  

In addition, the document proposes increasing the existing noise standard on four 
highway sections.  The TWG recommended reducing the speed limits and requiring re-



paving with quieter pavement rather than increasing the noise. These options should be 
offered in a third alternative.

1. The EA must analyze the noise impacts on the communities from increasing the 
CNEL in the transportation corridors over the current noise threshold standard. 

Regarding the noise impacts on wildlife, postponing action until some unnamed time 
after 2008 is unacceptable.  A third alternative should offer an option and analyze the 
results of a much closer date for investigating and acting upon up-to-date measurements 
of the impacts of noise on wildlife.  For example, recent studies in an Austrian alpine lake 
have documented noise impacts on freshwater fish.

A noise standard for non-airport aircraft, together with studies of the levels of noise 
impacts on wildlife is necessary as an alternative threshold standard.  

All of the above comments point to the need for a third alternative for the noise impacts 
on the Tahoe basin environment.  Further arguments for a third alternative are 
enumerated throughout these comments on noise threshold standards. 

Wildlife

Previously the noise threshold standard for wilderness and critical wildlife habitat areas 
was increased by 20 dBA from its original level, a two hundred percent increase, at the 
request of the Forest Service.  

While public observers have documented the loss of eagle and osprey nesting under the 
flight paths of the helicopter tour service and the hot-air balloon rides, no noise 
monitoring results of these sites has been made available to the public.  The Proposed 
Indicator for the Effect on Wildlife has been postponed in the Alternative document to 
Òpost-2008Ó, and no interim noise levels are proposed to protect these important birds.

2. How will the EA evaluate the effect of these noises on wildlife?  
3. Are the noise standards for critical wildlife areas (45dBA) met or are they 

exceeded? 

Noise Events

Most versions of motor vehicle noise standards are numerical and have been correlated 
with state standards.  Thus there are few standards that are established to protect the 
values of quiet that one expects for the esteemed Tahoe environment.  However, the 
monitoring and enforcement that the public has called for is recognized in the Indicators.
But the issue for Tahoe is not how much noise the vehicles make, but what is the impact 
on the natural environment and on the human environment.  

4. How will the EA analyze these proposed impacts on the human environment?  



Non-airport aircraft are not subject to FAA or TRPA noise standards, and the TRPA 
proposes that standards will be adopted later Ð type III -- which is a date that is left 
unstated.  Thus, protection of the residents and visitors from intrusive helicopter noise 
any day of the year is non-existent now and for the foreseeable future.   Seaplanes are 
entirely unregulated as to noise impacts on beaches and lake-side homes.
  

5. The EA should analyze the impacts of non-airport aircraft on residents and 
recreation enthusiasts.

Beaches, high-use areas for tourists and residents, are receiving areas for boat noise, yet 
boat noise is monitored on the water. The noise standard for boats has no relationship to 
the population of those impacted by the noise.  

6. The EA should analyze the effectiveness of measuring boat noise on the water as 
it compares to the receptors of the noise who are primarily on the beach.

Cumulative Noise Events

The proposed threshold alternative proposes endorsing the existing CNEL standard.  The 
Noise TWG discussed the best available science and the recommendations of WHO 
(World Health Organization) for quieter standards for rural areas.  For example, the 
existing CNEL for low density residential is 50 dBA, while WHO recommends 45 dBA, 
which is ten times quieter.

7. A third alternative should evaluate quieter noise standards for the Tahoe basin.

The alternative proposes to adopt hourly noise levels by 2008. Governing Board 
members on November 15, 2006 suggested a shorter time frame, as short as 15 minutes, 
as a time to monitor actual single noise events.  This is another threshold standard with 
no numerical standards.  

8.    A third alternative should evaluate the difference in noise impacts at a one-hour 
standard vs. a 15 minute standard.


