
Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

 

Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project 
NEPA Environmental Assessment/CEQA Initial Study 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Initial Environmental 
Checklist 

 
Date: 

 
June 17, 2016 

 
 

Prepared by: 
 

U.S. Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, El Dorado County, California 
 

Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board, California 
 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
  



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

 

Table of Contents 
Chapter 1 – Introduction ....................................................................................................... 1 

1.1 Purpose and Need for Action ................................................................................. 1 

1.2 Decision Framework .............................................................................................. 6 

1.3 Public Involvement ................................................................................................. 6 

Chapter 2 – Alternatives ....................................................................................................... 6 

2.1 Alternative 1 (No Action) ........................................................................................ 6 

2.2 Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) .............................................................................. 7 

2.3 Actions Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study ........................................11 

2.4 Project Design Features ........................................................................................11 

Chapter 3 – Environmental Consequences .........................................................................21 

3.1 Assumptions .........................................................................................................21 

3.2 Consequences by Resource .................................................................................22 

3.2.1 Hydrology .......................................................................................................22 

3.2.2 Climate Change .............................................................................................34 

3.2.3 Aquatics .........................................................................................................37 

3.2.4 Botany ............................................................................................................44 

3.2.5 Wildlife ...........................................................................................................53 

3.2.6 Heritage .........................................................................................................56 

3.2.7 Recreation .....................................................................................................57 

3.2.8 Scenic ............................................................................................................62 

3.2.9 California Species (California Environmental Quality Act Compliance) ...........63 

3.2.10 Temporary Construction Impacts ...................................................................66 

3. 3 Cumulative Effects ................................................................................................67 

Cumulative Watershed Effects .....................................................................................71 

Consultation and Coordination ............................................................................................73 

References ..........................................................................................................................74 

Appendices .........................................................................................................................79 

Appendix A – 1 CEQA Initial Study ..................................................................................79 

Appendix A – 2 CEQA Response to Comments from Early Consultation ....................... 105 

Appendix B – TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) .............................................. 119 

Appendix C – 1 TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval ................................................ 141 

Appendix C – 2 National BMP Guidance ....................................................................... 147 

Appendix C – 3 Regional BMP Guidance ...................................................................... 172 

Appendix C – 4 BMP Checklist ...................................................................................... 184 

Appendix D – Electroshocking Guidelines ..................................................................... 190 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 1 of 196 
 

Chapter 1 – Introduction 
The Forest Service, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board), and Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA), Initial Study (IS), 
Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) in compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA), California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), TRPA Compact, and other relevant Federal 
and State laws and regulations. This EA, IS, and IEC disclose the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
environmental impacts that would result from the proposed action as modified by project design 
features. Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of project area resources may 
be found in the project record located at the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Supervisor’s Office 
in South Lake Tahoe, California and at the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board Office in 
South Lake Tahoe, California. 

1.1   Purpose and Need for Action 
The Taylor and Tallac Restoration proposed project area (~2600 acres) is characterized by a variety 
of sensitive habitats (e.g., barrier beaches, wetlands, meadows, stream channels) and important 
natural processes (e.g., hydrological) that have been adversely affected by previous land management 
practices such as grazing, infrastructure construction, and introduction of aquatic invasive species 
(Figure 1). The proposed project area contains approximately 11 miles of perennial stream and 470 
acres of Stream Environment Zone which is a combination of wetland, meadow, and riparian habitat 
that supports a suite of native, non-native, and aquatic invasive species. The proposed project area 
includes a heavily used recreation site (Taylor Creek Visitor Center) and one of the most popular 
beach destinations in the Lake Tahoe basin (Baldwin Beach, Figure 2). Impacts on natural processes 
and sensitive habitats have not only degraded the ecological conditions of the area but also indirectly 
affected the recreation experience by degrading both visual characteristics and water quality 
conditions in the area.   

Historically, Taylor and Tallac Creeks in the proposed activity area were connected through a series 
of lake-influenced swales that formed a large wetland complex. The connectivity of water in the 
swales and the overall level of water in the wetland complex depended on the water level of Lake 
Tahoe and the amount of spring flows in the creeks.  These swales are now hydrologically 
disconnected from Tallac Creek flows due to channel incision creating a new dominant flow path out 
to Lake Tahoe, directing Tallac Creek flows past the swales.   This flow path has been in existence 
since at least 1940 (per 1940 aerial photo) and is believed to have resulted from a variety of impacts 
associated with a historic dairy, cattle grazing, road construction, and water diversions.  Channel 
incision in response to fluctuating lake levels has continued to occur, exposing the top of the South 
Tahoe Public Utility District sewer line that crosses Tallac Creek.  The sewer line was installed in 
1972. When flows enter the swales from high lake levels, swale flow circulation is also affected by 
undersized culverts, which were installed in the 1950’s and 1960’s.  The degraded hydrologic 
condition has promoted the introduction of aquatic invasive species to these creeks and threatens the 
native species throughout the proposed project area.  

Fallen Leaf Lake is also within the proposed project area.  Fallen Leaf Lake has two dams, the Fallen 
Leaf Lake dam, also known as the Anita Baldwin dam, and the Lucky Baldwin dam (Figure 3). The 
Fallen Leaf Lake dam was constructed in 1934 to replace the Lucky Baldwin dam, which was 
constructed in 1907. The Lucky Baldwin dam Lake restricts mixing of water in the lake, and the 
retained (pooled) water between the two dams can create unnaturally warm water temperatures 
favorable for invasive species.  The Lucky Baldwin dam also restricts the amount of water that can 
flow into Taylor Creek during low water months.  
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Much of the Baldwin beach recreation site receives heavy visitor use.  Many of the facilities in the 
recreation site have a high level of deferred maintenance and have not been updated to meet Forest 
Service universal accessibility standards such as the Architectural Barriers Act requirements and the 
Forest Service Outdoor Recreation Accessibility Guidelines.  The rainbow trail is a challenge to 
maintain because it becomes flooded by Taylor Creek, preventing access and resulting in the creation 
of user-created trails as visitors attempt to get past the flooded areas.  Throughout the proposed 
project area, recreation facilities and access pathways do not adequately manage the heavy use the 
area receives, resulting in trampling of vegetation.   

The Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project is identified as a priority project on the Lake Tahoe 
Environmental Improvement Program (#01.02.01.0016). Projects in the Environmental Improvement 
Program focus on improving air, water, and scenic quality, forest health, fish and wildlife, and public 
access to the Lake and other recreation areas.  

The purpose of the Taylor and Tallac Restoration project is to begin restoring ecological processes 
and functions in the proposed project area while maintaining or enhancing existing recreational 
facilities and infrastructure.  To accomplish this purpose the following project needs have been 
identified: 

• Restore and enhance stream channel, lagoon, wetland, and swale hydrologic 
condition to enhance plant and wildlife habitat for native aquatic and riparian 
dependent species, and increase resilience to a changing climate. 

• Remove existing invasive plant and wildlife species, to further enhance habitat for 
native species. 

• Enhance existing recreational facilities and infrastructure to provide quality 
recreation experience while protecting sensitive habitat. 

• Improve the visual quality of the landscape features, including existing fencing and 
interpretive signage. 

• Enhance public access for non-motorized use to high-use recreation sites. 
• Enhance educational and interpretive opportunities. 
• Reduce impacts to Tahoe yellow cress plant occurrences from trampling. 

The goals of this project are consistent with the current Forest Plan (Plan) published in 1988 as 
amended by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) published in 2004. The Forest Plan 
Direction that applies to this project includes management area direction for Fallen Leaf Management 
Area (Plan p. IV-85 – IV-92) and forest wide standards and guidelines for Riparian Conservation 
Objective #2 (SNFPA p. 63-64).  
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Figure 1. Proposed project area.
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Figure 2. Detailed view of the proposed project area north of Highway 89.
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Figure 3. The Fallen Leaf Lake (Anita Baldwin dam) and Lucky Baldwin dams in Fallen Leaf Lake
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1.2   Decision Framework 
The Forest Supervisor is the Responsible Official for this project under NEPA. Given the purpose and 
need, the Responsible Official reviews the proposed action in order to decide whether or not the 
restoration project will be implemented as described. 

The Water Board is the CEQA lead agency for this project. Water Board staff completed a CEQA 
Initial Study, which is included in Appendix A. The Water Board will regulate discharges from the 
project by: (1) granting coverage under the Water Board’s General Waste Discharge Requirements 
and National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated 
with Construction Activity in the Lake Tahoe Basin (Lake Tahoe NPDES Construction Permit), (2) 
issuing Clean Water Act section 401 Water Quality Certification (401 WQC), and (3) granting 
exemptions to prohibitions contained in the Water Quality Control Plan for the Lahontan Basin 
(Basin Plan).  Issuing 401 WQC and Basin Plan prohibition exemptions are discretionary actions 
which trigger compliance with CEQA. Final design plans will submitted for Water Board review 
prior to permit issuance.  

TRPA is the lead agency under the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact. An Initial Environmental 
Checklist (IEC) has been prepared in accordance with Article VII of the Compact, Article 6 of the 
Rules of Procedure and Chapter 3 of the Code of Ordinances (Appendix B).  

1.3   Public Involvement 
The Forest Service first listed the Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project in the January 2014 Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit Schedule of Proposed Actions (http://www.fs.fed.us/sopa/forest-
level.php?110519). 

The NEPA scoping (request for comments) period began on October 17, 2014 and ran until 
December 5, 2014. Public scoping included notification to local media outlets, scoping letters mailed 
or emailed to interested parties, and posting information on the Forest Service website. During the 
scoping period the Forest Service met with Water Board, TRPA, South Tahoe Public Utility District 
(STPUD), Tahoe Resource Conservation District (Tahoe RCD), Washoe Tribe (Darrel Cruz), 
California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
to discuss the initial proposed action and receive their comments. The Forest Service received a total 
of seventeen comments from interested parties.   

On December 16, 2014 the Forest Service met with STPUD to discuss the proposed action and the 
STPUD sewer line that crosses Tallac Creek.   On January 5, 2016, the Water Board and Forest 
Service met with STPUD again to discuss progress on the draft proposed action as it relates to the 
sewer line that crosses Tallac Creek. 

From October 23, 2015 to November 25, 2015, the Water Board (lead CEQA agency) requested early 
consultation and comment from interested parties on the proposed action.  The request for early 
consultation was circulated through the State of California Office of Planning and Research’s State 
Clearinghouse. A total of four comment letter were submitted to the Water Board. One comment 
letter repeated comments submitted to the Forest Service during the NEPA scoping period.  

Chapter 2 – Alternatives 
2.1   Alternative 1 (No Action) 

No action would be taken. Hydrologic conditions and aquatic organism passage would continue to be 
disconnected by dilapidated and failing culverts. The quality and quantity of habitat for aquatic 
organisms in Taylor and Tallac Creeks would continue to not meet desired conditions.  Infrastructure 
(e.g., fish ladder, bridge abutments, Rainbow Trail, stream profile chamber, picnic area) would 

http://www.fs.fed.us/sopa/forest-level.php?110519
http://www.fs.fed.us/sopa/forest-level.php?110519
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continue to exist in poor condition. Aquatic invasive species would continue to persist and thrive. 
Sensitive resources (e.g., Tahoe yellow cress plants) would continue to be at risk from human impact.  
Forest Service universal accessibility standards (including Architectural Barrier Act compliance) 
would be limited to existing access. 

2.2   Alternative 2 (Proposed Action) 
Based on extensive scoping, the Forest Service developed the following proposed action.  This 
proposed action differs slightly from the initial proposed action based on input from scoping and 
further study of the proposed project area (see Actions Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Study below).  This proposed action uses performance standards which describe the functional 
expectations of the various activities/infrastructure.  Because methodologies and technologies to 
implement the proposed action have the potential to improve over time, and because implementation 
will be phased over time, the performance standards allow the flexibility to utilize new technologies 
and will be incorporated into project designs.   

1. Swale restoration: Restore hydrologic connectivity and improve aquatic organism passage 
and the movement of water.  For all swales, crossing structures described below (including 
any pedestrian/bicycle crossings) would meet the following performance standards: 

• The swale bottom through the crossing structure(s) is contiguous with surrounding 
substrate in elevation and material.  

• Up to bankfull flow conditions1, the crossing structure(s) maintain function as a 
connected water body. Crossings do not inhibit natural flow and aquatic organism 
passage. 

• Above bankfull flow, the crossing would not cause accelerated channel erosion.  

• Swale 1: Reestablish Swale 1 as the primary flow path for Tallac Creek to restore 
hydrologic connectivity, maintain aquatic organism passage and the movement of water 
to Taylor Creek.   Remove the five existing culverts (A-E) and associated fill. Re-contour 
portions of swale impacted by existing culverts (Figure 2). Replace culverts A, B, C and 
E with crossing structures with the following criteria: pedestrian access for all crossing 
structures and vehicle access for the crossing structure at B (for sewer line easement 
access) and E. Do not replace culvert D.  Re-vegetate portions of swale 1 with native 
vegetation (primarily willow).  Existing native vegetation and soil removed in existing 
culvert/fill footprint would be salvaged and transplanted to the extent feasible.   

• Swales 2 and 3: Re-contour portions of swale 2 and 3 west of the Baldwin Beach access 
road (near Tallac creek) where old roads and stock trails have impacted form and 
function (Figure 2). Install crossing at swale 3 under Baldwin beach access road (Figure 
2). 

• Swale 4: Install crossing structure where swale crosses Baldwin Beach access road 
(Figure 2). Re-contour portions of swale that have been impacted by road creation and 
fill.  Re-contour portions of swale 4 west of the Baldwin Beach access road (near Tallac 
Creek) where old roads and stock trails have impacted form and function (Figure 2).  Fill 
and/or plug man made ditches within the ditch repair area (Figure 2) near Taylor Creek to 
match surrounding contours. 

2. Stream Restoration 

                                                
1 Bankfull flow conditions: Bankfull flows are those that are predicted to occur at a range of 1.5 to 2 year recurrent interval, and are the 
volume at which stream channel flows begin to overtop channel banks into the adjacent floodplain. 
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• Taylor Creek 

o Install large wood in creek south of Highway 89 to improve aquatic habitat.  Logs 
would be anchored in position using natural materials.  The installation of large 
woody debris would meet the following performance standards: 

• Log placement does not impede more than 30 percent of the bank full 
channel. 

• Log placement creates natural patterns of sediment scour and deposition. 

• Logs would be placed in such a way that flow is deflected away from banks 
that are at risk of erosion.  

o Re-vegetate riparian area with native vegetation within the floodplain adjacent to the 
creek.  

o Renovate fish ladder at the Fallen Leaf Lake dam to restore function that could 
support future Lahontan Cutthroat trout recovery actions. Activities would include, 
but are not limited to, installing flash boards, excavating directly upstream of ladder, 
and removing concrete wall on the upstream portion of ladder. The renovated ladder 
would have the capacity to allow passage by multiple species (e.g., suckers) and life 
stages. 

o Remove portions of the Lucky Baldwin dam that are considered not to have historic 
integrity to improve hydrologic connectivity and circulation between Fallen Leaf 
Lake, Fallen Leaf Lake Lagoon, and Taylor Creek (Figure 3).  The methods may 
include a combination of hand tools and mechanical equipment.  Removal of portions 
of the Lucky Baldwin dam would meet the following performance standards: 

• Portions of the dam with historic integrity would not be effected during 
project actions.   

• Removal would not affect the lake levels agreed upon in the Memorandum of 
Understanding for operation of Fallen Leaf Lake between the Forest Service 
and Fallen Leaf Lake Protection Association (1972 with Amendments in 
1981 and 1987). 

• Removal would not affect the function and integrity of the Fallen Leaf Lake 
Dam (Anita Baldwin dam). 

o Maintain and protect the structural integrity of the existing Pope-Baldwin Bike Path 
Bridge and the Rainbow Trail Bridge (Figure 2).  Maintenance activities to stop 
streambank migration and abutment scouring would include but are not limited to 
stabilizing banks and repairing and protecting concrete abutments.   

• Tallac Creek 

o Return the downstream portion of Tallac Creek to its historic channel by installing a 
berm2 (elevation 6228 feet3) upstream of the STPUD sewer line and encouraging the 

                                                
2 Berm:  A grade control feature constructed of native materials (earth, rocks, logs etc.) used to fill in a portion of eroded floodplain. The 
surface of this feature will also function as a stable overflow channel. 
3 The elevation datum for the planning of the proposed action (and analysis) is 6224.0 taken at USGS Lake Tahoe lake level gage 
103377000 during LIDAR data collection in August 2010. Lake level data is based on the U.S. Bureau of Reclamation datum as stated on 
the USGS Water Data public website. See the Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report (Project Record) for detailed information on elevations 
used for planning and analysis of the proposed action.  
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majority of the stream to flow into swale 1 to Taylor Creek, to mimic historic/natural 
flow patterns down swale 1.  Restore the channel downstream of the berm to convey 
flows from the berm to Lake Tahoe in a stable, low energy, surface flow path that 
protects the integrity of the existing sewerline (Figure 2). The berm would be 
constructed of natural materials and meet the following performance standards: 

• All flows in Tallac creek below bankfull flows (50 cubic feet per second 
(cfs), see the Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report in the Project Record), at 
median or lower lake levels, would enter swale 1 and not overtop the berm in 
the existing creek channel.  Above 50 cfs, flow would overtop the berm. 

• When the berm is overtopped, the berm would be designed to be stable (i.e., 
not erode) up to a 100 year flow event (471 cfs). 

• The berm overflow capacity will be designed so that flows in swale 1 do not 
inundate recreation infrastructure, or increase inundation frequency of private 
land (Figure 2). 

o Re-contour, fill, and revegetate the Tallac Creek overflow channel downstream of the 
berm to convey  flows from the berm to Lake Tahoe in a stable grassy swale/or low 
gradient riffle channel with low surface flow energy, that protects the integrity of the 
existing sewer line (Figure 2). The channel bed would be constructed of natural 
materials and meet the following performance standards: 

• The overflow channel would be a geomorphically stable flow path, with very 
low energy surface flow velocity for approximately 400 feet downstream of 
the berm.  The end point (lake side; elevation 6223 feet) of the reconstructed 
channel will be determined during final design, but will be somewhere near 
the current 90 degree bend.   Channel slope/longitudinal profile will result in 
negligible pooling or backwatering.  

• Grade control structures and fill material would be installed as needed to 
maintain desired channel bed elevations and slope.  

• Channel slope and bed elevation would be designed to maintain a minimum 
of two feet of fill material over the top of the sewer line encasement.  

• Aquatic organisms would be able to move up from the constructed end (lake 
side) of the Tallac creek overflow channel past the berm, when the overflow 
channel is passing sufficient flow volumes to sustain aquatic organisms, and 
lake elevations are at or above the elevation of the last grade control structure 
(lake side). 

o Infrastructure would be constructed to secure the STPUD sewer line that crosses 
Tallac Creek.  The infrastructure would meet the following performance standards: 

• The infrastructure would be made of natural materials and would not be 
constructed higher than an elevation of 6225.2 feet.  

• The sewer line encasement and associated infrastructure (e.g., grade control 
structures) would be constructed in a manner that is compatible and 
consistent with the restored channel/floodplain profile.   

o Allow the existing sand bar at the confluence of swale 1 and Taylor creek (Figure 2) 
to breach naturally. However, if the above performance standards related to flooding 
recreation infrastructure or the private in holdings are not met because the flow in 
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swale 1 has not exited into Taylor Creek, the sand bar between swale 1 and Taylor 
Creek would be notched using hand tools to encourage the flow to exit swale 1 into 
Taylor Creek.   

o Re-vegetate native riparian species along the floodplain adjacent to the creek. 

3. Aquatic Invasive Species Control/Removal: Control or eradicate aquatic invasive species 
(e.g., warm water fish, American bullfrogs, aquatic invasive weeds) from the proposed 
project area using manual (chemical free) methods4 . Aquatic invasive species are known to 
occur from Lake Tahoe up Taylor, Tallac and Spring Creek drainages (Figure 1). Aquatic 
invasive species treatment is the only activity proposed above Highway 89 in Tallac and 
Spring Creek. 

4. Resource Protection Barriers:  Replace existing fencing and install new barriers (natural or 
fenced) in areas indicated in Figure 2.  Natural barriers would include willows or other 
vegetation screening, downed logs, boulders, or other natural materials. Barriers would 
comply with the following performance standards: 

• Barriers would discourage pedestrian access to sensitive habitat (e.g. Tahoe yellow cress, 
Rorippa subumbellata, swale habitat) but not prevent beach access.  

• Barriers would protect the majority of Tahoe yellow cress occurrences and be able to be 
moved as necessary to continue such protection.  

• Barriers would be used in areas where appropriate for existing vegetation types, use 
native, locally abundant species, and not interfere with the establishment or persistence of 
existing Tahoe yellow cress occurrences. 

• Barriers would allow for unrestricted wildlife movement. 

• Barriers would visually compliment the natural environment.  

5. Wildlife Enhancement: Install nest/perch structures for waterfowl and sensitive raptors, 
install bat boxes, and plant willow in select locations for willow flycatcher. 

6. Beach Circulation: Construct access paths using stable, non-eroding materials, from west 
and east parking areas to the beach that meet Forest Service universal accessibility standards 
(Figure 2). 

7. Recreation Amenities:  

• Formalize and upgrade the picnic area at Baldwin Beach.  Improve the picnic area within 
the existing foot print, maintaining the existing capacity. Improvements would include 
but not be limited to installing new tables and table pads, paths, large grills at group sites, 
and upgrading to meet accessibility standards.   

• Install foot washing stations at each restroom. 

• Install necessary pathways for accessibility and connectivity to beach, picnic area, 
parking area and restrooms. 

• Install an accessible multi-use pathway in the existing Baldwin Beach Road corridor from 
Highway 89 to Baldwin Beach parking areas. The pathway would accommodate two-way 
pedestrian and bicycle traffic. Disturbance would be within 25 feet of existing Baldwin 
Beach Road alignment, on either or both sides of the road, except on the access road to 

                                                
4 Manual methods of aquatic invasive species removal could include, but would not be limited to: bottom barriers and diver-
assisted hand pulling of weeds, and electro-shocking and netting of bull frogs and warm water fish. 
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the west parking lot in which disturbance would be limited to the north side of the road 
(away from swale 2) (Figure 2).  

• Install permanent Best Management Practices (BMPs) in the parking lot areas, restrooms, 
and formalized picnic area to capture and infiltrate storm water. Permanent BMPs would 
be consistent with Forest Service, TRPA, and Water Board requirements. The BMPs 
would include but not be limited to installation of infiltration basins, re-contouring and 
repaving of the parking areas to ensure proper drainage of storm water off paved 
surfaces, drip-line trenches, or other means of directing and infiltrating storm water. 

8. Stream Profile Chamber and Rainbow Trail: 

• Upgrade the stream profile chamber building to meet contemporary building codes. 

• Modify the stream profile chamber and associated inflow/outflow system to discourage 
the exchange of aquatic species with Taylor Creek. 

• Upgrade (e.g., elevate, replace with boardwalk) portions of the rainbow trail. Reroute 
small portions to areas less susceptible to flooding (typically within 20 feet of existing 
trail). 

• Move and formalize the user-created trail that leads to the gravel bar by Taylor Creek 
(Figure 2).  Stream and gravel bar functioning for aquatic species would be maintained 
and the trail would not limit or reduce existing spawning habitat.  The trail would not 
influence the flow path of Taylor Creek. 

2.3   Actions Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Study 
The initial proposed action scoped as part of the NEPA process was modified in the following ways 
after the scoping period: 

• We removed the proposal to modify existing flow releases at Fallen Leaf Lake Dam to mimic 
natural flow regimes in Taylor Creek.  Due to the complexity of this action and the need for 
additional coordination with multiple partner agencies, it was decided that this action would 
be addressed separately at a later date.  

• We modified the proposal to construct a pedestrian pathway along Baldwin Beach between 
the west and east parking areas to state that pathways would be constructed to provide 
universal accessibility to the beach at three access points but the pathway would not extend 
the west and east length of the beach. 

• We removed the proposal to install a pavilion or other overhead structure and hardened 
surface in the Baldwin Beach picnic area.   

2.4   Project Design Features 
The proposed action would be implemented by the Forest Service and other partners.  All 
construction activities would adhere to applicable local, state, and federal regulations and the project 
design features including the TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval (Appendix C – 1).  All on-site 
work and access to the construction footprint would follow project design features and be coordinated 
with and approved by the Forest Service if implemented by a partner.  Where increases in coverage 
would occur, they would be mitigated in accordance with TRPA and Water Board regulations. 

The following project design features apply to the proposed action: 

Multiple Resources (Aquatics, Botany, Heritage, Wildlife) 
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1. In cases where resource conflicts occur as identified in the following design features, an 
interdisciplinary team composed of the affected resource specialists would determine the 
appropriate course of action.   

2. If previously unidentified resources are discovered before or during implementation 
activities, the affected specialist(s) would develop appropriate measures (e.g., flag and avoid, 
limited operating period, buffer zones) to protect such resources: 

a. Federal (ESA) and State (CESA) Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Proposed 
species, Forest Service Sensitive species, TRPA special interest and sensitive species, 
other botanical resources (e.g., peat-dominated soils), migratory bird nests, and 
CDFW/CNPS listed species. 

b. Cultural resources: Any sighting of previously undiscovered cultural or historical 
resources will result in a stoppage of project work in the vicinity of the discovery and will 
be reported immediately to the appropriate specialist. 

3. In addition to the known infestation of invasive species, new infestations discovered prior to 
or during project implementation would be assessed for possible treatment as described in the 
below project design features. 

Hydrology, Soil, and Water Resources 

Project design features comply with federal, state, and local requirements and serve as the foundation 
upon which applicable, site-specific Best Management Practices (BMPs) prescriptions would be 
developed during the final planning and design phase, and before implementation.  The following 
documents would be used to develop specifications to protect soil and water resources:  

• Requirements of the TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval (Appendix C – 1). 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_Q_Standard_Conditions_Grading.pdf 

• Guidance provided in USDA Forest Service National Best Management Practices for Water 
Quality Management on National Forest Lands, Volume 1: National Core BMP Technical 
Guide, FS-990a (USDA April 2012) (Appendix C – 2, Table 1). 

http://www.fs.fed.us/biology/resources/pubs/watershed/FS_National_Core_BMPs_April2012
.pdf 

• Guidance provided in USDA Forest Service Region 5, Water Quality Management 
Handbook. R5 FSH 2509.22, Chapter 10, Amendment 2509.22-2011-01 (USDA December 
2011) (Appendix C – 3, Table 1). 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5399662.pdf 

The National and Regional guidance documents (USDA 2011, 2012) describe recommended methods 
(i.e., practices and implementation) to achieve each BMP objective.  Although the methods presented 
in the guidance documents are general and nonprescriptive, they are the basis upon which detailed 
specifications for on the ground soil and water protection measures would be developed.  Table 1 
identifies the 15 National and Regional BMPs that apply to the proposed project.   

A BMP guidance checklist would be completed during the final stages of project planning that would 
be used to identify where additional project specifications are needed in design plans, contracts, and 
permit documents to carry out the methods presented in the National and Regional BMP guidance 
document.  The checklist would be based on the National and Regional BMP guidance and the TRPA 
Standard Conditions of Approval.  The checklist is included in Appendix C – 4. Since there is some 
redundancy between the TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval and the USDA BMP guidance 
documents, the most protective language is identified in Appendix C – 4. 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_Q_Standard_Conditions_Grading.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/biology/resources/pubs/watershed/FS_National_Core_BMPs_April2012.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/biology/resources/pubs/watershed/FS_National_Core_BMPs_April2012.pdf
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5399662.pdf
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Table 1. The 15 Forest Service National and Regional Best Management Practices (BMPs) titles and 
objectives applicable to the proposed project. See Appendices C – 2 and C – 3 for methods guidance 
for each BMP. 

National (N) 
or regional 
(R) BMP 
guidance 

document¹ 

BMP Title/Objective 

(N) Plan-2  Project Planning and Analysis/Use the project planning, environmental 
analysis, and decision making processes to incorporate water quality 
management BMPS into project design and implementation 

(N) Plan-3  Aquatic Management Zone Planning/To maintain and improve or restore the 
condition of land around and adjacent to waterbodies in the context of the 
environment in which they are located, recognizing  their unique value and 
importance to water quality while implementing land and resource management 
activities.  

(N) AqEco-1  Aquatic Ecosystem Improvement and Restoration Planning/Reestablish and 
retain ecological resilience of aquatic ecosystems and associated resources to 
achieve sustainability and provide a broad range of ecosystem services.  

(N) AqEco-2  Operations in Aquatic Ecosystems/Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
impacts to water quality when working in aquatic ecosystems.  

(N) AqEco-4  Stream Channels and Shorelines/ Design and implement stream channel and 
lake shoreline projects in a manner that increases the potential for success in 
meeting project objectives and avoids, minimizes, or mitigates adverse effects to 
soil, water quality, and riparian resources. 

(N) Fac-2 Facility Construction and Stormwater Control/Avoid minimize, or mitigate 
adverse effects to soil, water quality, and riparian resources by controlling 
erosion and managing stormwater discharge originating from ground 
disturbance during construction of developed sites.  

(N)Fac-7 Vehicle and Equipment Wash Water/Avoid or minimize contamination of 
surface water and groundwater by vehicle or equipment wash water that may 
contain oil, grease, phosphates, soaps, road salts, and other chemicals, 
suspended solids and invasive species.   

(N)Rec-2 Developed Recreation Sites/Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to soil, 
water quality, and riparian resources at developed recreation sites by 
maintaining  desired levels of ground cover, limiting soil compaction, and 
minimizing pollutants entering waterbodies.  

(N)Rec-4 Motorized and Nonmotorized Trails/ Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
effects to soil, water quality, and riparian resources by controlling soil erosion, 
erosion of trail surface materials, and water quality problems originating from 
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National (N) 
or regional 
(R) BMP 
guidance 

document¹ 

BMP Title/Objective 

construction, maintenance, and use of motorized and non-motorized trails.  

(N)Road-5 Temporary Roads/Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to soil, water 
quality, and riparian resources from the construction and used of temporary 
roads.  

(R)BMP 2.8 Stream Crossings/Minimize water, aquatic, and riparian resource disturbances 
and related sediment production when constructing, reconstructing, or 
maintaining temporary and permanent water crossings.  

(R) BMP 
2.10 

Parking and Staging Areas/Construct, install, and maintain an appropriate 
level of drainage and runoff treatment for parking and staging areas to protect 
water, aquatic, and riparian resources.  

(N) Road-10 Equipment Refueling and Servicing/ Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
effects to soil, water quality, and riparian resources from fuels, lubricants, 
cleaners, and other harmful materials discharging into nearby surface waters or 
infiltrating through soils to contaminate groundwater resource during equipment 
refueling and servicing activities.  

(N)WatUses-
4 and (R) 
BMP 2.5  

Water Diversions and Conveyances/ Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse 
effects to soil, water quality, and riparian resources from construction, operation, 
and maintenance of water diversion and conveyance structures. 

(R) BMP 2.5 – Water Source Development and Utilization/To supply water for 
road construction, maintenance, dust abatement, fire protection and other 
management activities, while protecting and maintain water quality.  

¹ (N ): Guidance provided in USDA Forest Service National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management 
on National Forest Lands, Volume 1: National Core BMP Technical Guide, FS-990a (April 2012).  
(R): Guidance provided in USDA Forest Service Region 5, Water Quality Management Handbook. R5 FSH 2509.22, 
Chapter 10, Amendment 2509.22-2011-01 (December 2011). 
 
Another source for soil and water protection specifications that would be utilized when developing 
detailed on the ground soil and water protection measures for project designs and specifications, and 
contracts, would be the BMP fact sheets presented in the CalTrans Storm Water Quality Handbooks, 
Construction Site Best Management Practices Manual and at this link: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/stormwater/factsheets.htm.  There is a fair bit of redundancy 
between the USDA BMP guidance documents, the TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval, and the 
Caltrans Construction Site BMP Fact sheets.  The most specific and protective language will be 
incorporated in project designs and specifications, and stormwater pollution and prevention plans.   
As an example, the following is a list of several of the CalTrans Fact Sheets (see hyperlink above) 
that would be applicable to the project (along with the corresponding USDA BMP).  Additional 
Caltrans BMP Fact Sheets may be identified and utilized as final designs are developed.    
  

• WM-4 Spill Prevention and Control (Road-10) 

http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/construc/stormwater/factsheets.htm
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• NS-9 Vehicle and Equipment Fueling (Road -10) 
• NS-10 Vehicle and Equipment Maintenance (Road -10) 
• WM-3 Stockpile Management (BMP 2.10) 

 
Additional project specific soil and water protection measures beyond the methods identified in the 
National and Regional BMPs, TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval, and CalTrans Facts Sheets 
presented in Appendix C include (corresponding USDA BMP identified in parenthesis): 

4. Staging areas and other disturbed bare ground will be restored by decompacting and 
recontouring to surrounding grade, and mulching/seeding per recommendations of the 
appropriate staff (e.g., botanist) – (Fac-2 and BMP 2.10). 

5. Displacement of silt loams and peat soils would be avoided wherever possible by strategic 
placement of temporary construction access paths and strict construction area limits. In cases 
where silt loams and peat soils cannot be avoided, additional BMPs (e.g., encapsulated roads 
or steel plates to distribute the force of the machinery) would be used to reduce compaction – 
(AqEco 2 and Road 5). 

6. Any actions requiring a 401 permit, Basin Plan Prohibition exemption, or a Lake Tahoe 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System construction permit would require the 
completion of a daily BMP implementation checklist  and turbidity monitoring, when 
conducting  work in waterbodies – (AcEco -2, BMP 2.10). 

7. Review on the ground BMPs prior to a forecasted rain event (using NOAA weather forecast 
website).  Watershed or transportation specialists would review on the ground project BMPs 
prior to a large forecasted storm event (1 inch in 24 hours rain event, or prolonged periods or 
rain over a 48 hour period exceeding a total of 2.5 inches) that may exceed BMP capacity and 
would notify appropriate staff (e.g., contract administrator) if additional BMPs are 
recommended to disconnect runoff from surface water features – (All). 

8. To minimize potential turbidity impacts related to work within waterbodies, turbidity 
monitoring would occur before water is released from the work area. Water would not be 
reintroduced downstream until permit requirements for turbidity are met – (AqEco 2, BMP 
2.10). 

9. Temporary roads would be used only if other tools for access are not feasible due to site 
conditions; however methods to minimize ground disturbance would be deployed – (Road -2). 

10. Onsite dust abatement procedures would be implemented on disturbed soil areas and 
stockpiled soil materials to ensure fine sediments are not transported off site as airborne 
particles. Abatement procedures could include both watering and physically covering bare 
soils – (AqEco-2 and Fac-2). 

Aquatics 

11. Leave existing downed trees and large woody debris that are in perennial or intermittent 
stream channels in place unless removal would enhance or maintain channel stability. 

12. Avoid removing or altering bank stabilizing vegetation, live or dead trees within 5 feet of the 
bank edge of perennial or intermittent streams and lakes or ponds, unless the action is needed 
to meet project objectives. 

13. If water drafting or pumping diversions are needed for project implementation activities, 
water levels at drafting locations would be maintained to support the needs of aquatic 
dependent species and associated habitat. Such activities would use guidance described in 
BMP 2.5 (Regional BMP guidance, USDA 2011) to protect water quality and aquatic species. 
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14. Salvage/recovery of fish would be conducted within anticipated construction dewatering or 
diversion zones operations by electro-shocking or other suitable means as developed through 
consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife. Fish would be moved 
approximately 500 -700 feet upstream or downstream of project activities. Block nets would 
be installed to ensure fish do not move back into the project area. Nets would be cleaned as 
needed to ensure the nets are functioning. 

15. Any contractor would be solely responsible for ensuring that all equipment, boats, and other 
aquatic equipment meet the Lake Tahoe Aquatic Invasive Species Watercraft Inspection 
Program. Further information is found at www.tahoeboatinspection.com. 

16. Retain/add downed wood in the open meadow areas where feasible for native amphibian 
species. Density would be approximately three logs of > 12 inches (30 cm) diameter at 
midpoint per acre (0.4 ha). 

17. Field gear (waders, float tubes, etc.) would be cleaned, decontaminated, and/or fully dried 
prior to entering or moving between aquatic habitats. 

18. Electrofishing in Lahontan Cutthroat Trout-occupied or potential streams would follow 
Guidelines for Electrofishing in Waters Containing Salmonids Listed under the Endangered 
Species Act (Appendix D) during stream salvage activities.  

19. Suitable habitat for Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog within the project area will have three 
surveys to determine occupancy.  As stated in the Programmatic Biological Opinion 
(FF08ESMF00-2014-F-0557) the three surveys will be within the last 10 years , can be 
staggered during one season from 14 calendar days after the date snowmelt begins through 
September 15 (early, mid, late season) or conducted three season during separate consecutive 
years. At least one of the surveys will be conducted during a calendar year where snowpack is 
80 percent or greater than normal (USDI 2014). 

Aquatic Invasive Species  

20. Benthic barriers would be cleaned at an established and TRPA-approved decontamination 
facility. 

21. All invasive plant and animal species would be disposed of offsite. 

22. Any boats used in aquatic invasive species removal activities would have an Emergency Spill 
Response Plan and clean up kit. 

Botany 

23. Tahoe yellow cress: 

a. Within suitable habitat (i.e. shorezone, barrier beach and backshore of Lake Tahoe), 
survey for Tahoe yellow cress prior to (but after June 15th), but in the same year as, 
project implementation. 

b. To the extent feasible, avoid Tahoe yellow cress plants during construction.  During 
construction, temporary fences would be established around any Tahoe Yellow Cress 
occurrences within 100 feet of construction areas, staging areas and access ways. 

c. Plants that intersect with proposed construction areas would be salvaged and transplanted 
to the nearest appropriate occurrence or suitable habitat using known best management 
practices for transplanting (e.g. Tahoe Yellow Cress Conservation Strategy, 
recommendations from Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management Working Group).  If 
salvaged plants do not survive (i.e. are not alive the following growing season), then 
additional Tahoe Yellow Cress plants (nursery stock collected from locally collected 

http://www.tahoeboatinspection.com/
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seed) would be used to replace any losses at a minimum of 2:1 replacement using best 
management practices for out planting (e.g. Tahoe Yellow Cress Conservation Strategy, 
recommendations from Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management Working Group). 

d. For aquatic invasive species removal and potential sand bar breaching at the mouth of 
Taylor Creek and swale 1, and at the crossing construction (culvert A), a biological 
monitor will be on-site during ground disturbance activities to implement the project 
design features (e.g., identify Tahoe yellow cress plants, remove as many Tahoe yellow 
cress plants that would be affected as possible and re-plant, try to direct disturbance in 
other areas). 

e. Where upgrades are within 50 feet of Tahoe yellow cress occurrences then resource 
protection barriers would be implemented. 

24. Other botanical resources: During construction planning, review known locations of peat-
dominated soils so that avoidance is prioritized. Vehicle and equipment access will not impair 
peat-dominated soils.  Excavation of peat-dominated soils will be avoided during 
construction.  

Terrestrial Invasive Species  

25. Staging areas:  Avoid staging equipment, materials, or crews in invasive plant-infested areas. 

26. Control (avoidance) areas:  Equipment traffic and soil-disturbing project activities would be 
excluded from invasive plant infestations, where feasible.  These areas will be identified on 
project maps and delineated in the field with flagging.  

27. Implementation:  All equipment and vehicles (Forest Service and contracted) used for project 
implementation must be free of invasive plant material before moving into the project area. 
Equipment would be considered clean when visual inspection does not reveal soil, seeds, 
plant material or other such debris. Cleaning would occur at a vehicle washing station or 
steam-cleaning facility before the equipment and vehicles enter the project area. Equipment 
used during emergency work is exempt from the cleaning requirement.  When working in 
known invasive plant infestations, equipment would be cleaned before moving to other 
National Forest System lands.  These areas would be identified on project maps and 
delineated in the field with flagging. 

28. Post-project monitoring: In areas with proposed ground disturbance activities, survey for new 
or spreading invasive plant infestations at least once during each of the following two 
growing seasons.  New infestations will be treated according to project design features. 

29. Gravel, fill, and other materials--All gravel, fill, or other materials are required to be weed-
free. Use onsite sand, gravel, rock, or organic matter when possible. Otherwise, obtain weed-
free materials from sources that have been certified as weed-free.   

30. Mulch and topsoil--Use weed-free mulches and topsoil. Salvage topsoil from project area for 
use in onsite revegetation, unless contaminated with invasive species.  Do not use material (or 
soil) from areas contaminated by cheat grass. 

31. Revegetation— 

a. Seed and plant mixes must be approved by Forest botanist. Seed lots would be tested for 
weed seed. 

b. Persistent non-natives, such as timothy (Phleum pretense), orchardgrass (Dactylis 
glomerata), ryegrass (Lolium spp.), or crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum) will not 
be used in revegetation. 
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c. Seed and plant material would be from native, high-elevation sources as much as 
possible. Plant and seed material should be collected from as close to the project area as 
possible, from within the same watershed, and at a similar elevation whenever possible. 

32. Treatment—The following infestations intersect with the proposed activity area and would be 
treated prior to implementation (within 30 days if possible).  If additional infestations are 
identified prior to implementation, these would be evaluated for treatment. All treatments 
must comply with the management direction established in the 2010 Terrestrial Invasive 
Plant SpeciesTreatment Project (USFS 2010).   

a. Bull thistle (Cirsium vulgare): There are 50+ bull thistle infestations.  Chemical treatment 
not authorized. 

b. Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense): There are three infestations (736B, 781, 861).  
Chemical treatment is preferred. 

c. St Johnswort (Hypericum perforatum): There are two known infestations (308A, 529). 
Chemical treatment is preferred.  

d. Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium): There are two infestations (467A, 900). Manual 
treatment is preferred. 

Built Environment  

33. Any system trails used for construction access would be returned to pre-project condition. 

34. Construction near public facilities would be limited to weekdays, unless approved on a case-
by-case basis. 

35. No new permanent roads would be constructed.   

36. STPUD infrastructure would be protected from damage during project activities.  If a grade 
control structure surrounding the STPUD sewer line is constructed by STPUD, the structure 
would be designed as described in the proposed action and meet the performance standards 
listed in the proposed action.  If the impact footprint (permanent structures and/or temporary 
construction access) extends outside of STPUD’s permitted area, as described in permit 
ELD400806, these new undertakings would be authorized under the appropriate permit. 

Heritage 

37. Flag and avoid known Washoe heritage sites. 

38. Provide advanced notice to Washoe Tribal site monitors to observe ground disturbing 
activities, including trenching and tree stump removal at specified locations. 

39. Historic properties located within 82 feet of ground disturbing activities will be flagged for 
avoidance and monitored before and after the ground disturbing activities take place.   

40. The Fallen Leaf lake dam (Anita Baldwin) will be maintained in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interiors Standards and Guidelines for Rehabilitation.  

Recreation  

41. Prepare a traffic safety and control plan prior to commencing project implementation. The 
plan would provide for public safety on Forest Service controlled roads and trails open to 
public travel. 

42. Only consider a temporary forest closure during the project activity period when public safety 
concerns exist. Closure would be as limited as possible to reduce restrictions to public access. 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 19 of 196 
 

43. Provide advanced notice to the public and area permittees to ensure that they are aware of 
proposed project activity, including tree removal. Post signs in project areas near public 
access points to highlight the proposed action and impacts to public access. 

44. Maintain recreational facilities in a usable condition to the extent possible unless there is a 
concern for human health and safety and/or project implementation is impeded.  

45. Coordinate with permittee about proposed construction schedule prior to implementation.   

Wildlife 

46. Maintain Limited Operating Periods (LOP) for federal, state, and TRPA listed species 
if/when it is determined that permitted activities would occur within a PAC, or disturbance or 
buffer zone.  If LOPs are updated prior to implementation and/or if Threatened, Endangered, 
Candidate, or Proposed species, or other protected species are added to the list of protected 
wildlife, the project would maintain the most current LOPs and maintain the most current list 
of protected species.  LOPs may be waived or added.  Currently required LOPs include: 

a. A goshawk LOP would be in effect February 15 through September 15 for the Northern 
goshawk threshold zone (which encompasses the Spring Creek PAC) if the species is 
nesting. Conduct surveys for goshawk prior to but during the same season as aquatic 
invasive species removal activities. 

b. A willow flycatcher LOP will be in effect from June 1 through August 15 in the areas 
shown in Figure 4 if detected during surveys. Conduct surveys for willow flycatcher prior 
to but within the same season as any implementation activities that occur in Tallac or 
Taylor Creek willow flycatcher sites. 

c. A bald eagle wintering area LOP will be in effect from October 15 through March 15 in 
the designated bald eagle wintering area (Figure 4). 

d. An osprey LOP will be in effect March 1-August 15 within the disturbance zones of 
FLL18, FLL19, FLL21, SLT06, SLT08, and SLT18 nests if nesting (Figure 4). Use the 
most current data on osprey nesting status from TRPA. 

47. Retain nest trees for Forest Service Sensitive, state, and TRPA Special Interest Species.  

48. All trash created during construction will be properly contained (wildlife-resistant containers) 
or removed at the end of each day.  

49. In order to protect migratory birds, any project activity that requires removal of trees and 
shrubs should be conducted outside the avian nesting season (April 1 through August 15) 
unless a qualified biologist determines that no nesting is occurring. To determine nesting, 
conduct a focused survey for active nest sites of birds within a 1/8 mile radius of removal 
location prior to the onset of construction activities during the nesting season (i.e. within 15 
days).  If active nests are located during the preconstruction surveys a buffer would be placed 
around the nest.  The buffer would be implemented until the juveniles fledge or the adults 
abandon the site if the nest fails.  The size of the buffer would depend on various factors such 
as vegetation and topographic screening and the type of project activities in the nest’s 
vicinity. 

50. Salvage/retain large trees outside of heavily used recreation areas for wildlife habitat, future 
large wood recruitment, and to create snags in the future, unless removal is necessary to meet 
proposed action.  

51. Install specifically designed wildlife-resistant garbage containers in the upgraded picnic area. 
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Figure 4. Potentially sensitive terrestrial wildlife resources in the proposed project area.  
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Chapter 3 – Environmental Consequences 
This section summarizes the potential environmental consequences of implementing the proposed 
action (as compared to the no action alternative) on resources in the affected project area.  For each 
resource area (e.g., aquatics, botany) the description of consequences is organized by issue, rule, 
analysis, and conclusion.  The issue is the specific resource of concern (e.g., fine sediment 
movement) where there is a notable difference between consequences from the no action and 
proposed action alternatives or where there has been concern expressed by commenters during the 
scoping period. The rule is the measure of that resource and the acceptable limits that are used to 
affirm or deny significant effects.  The analysis for each resource are the results or findings.  The 
conclusion is the clear interpretation of the analysis in the context of significance or importance of the 
environmental consequences. 

The analysis of environmental consequences focuses primarily on long-term consequences of the 
proposed action and no action alternative.  Short term impacts from implementation are discussed 
where relevant but would be mitigated by project design features and BMPs.  

The following resource specialist reports prepared for this project are incorporated by reference in 
this EA:  Aquatic Wildlife Biological Evaluation/Biological Assessment (BE/BA), Botany BE, 
Invasive Plant Species Risk Assessment, Other Botanical Resources Assessment, Hydrology report, 
Terrestrial Wildlife BE/BA, Management Indicator Species and Migratory Landbird Conservation 
reports, and cultural resource input including the letter submitted to State Historic Preservation 
Officer regarding the Lucky Baldwin Dam effect assessment. These reports are available for review 
as part of the Project Record. 

3.1   Assumptions 
The future cannot be always be precisely known or quantifiable.  Situations may change that are 
unforeseeable and outside the control of the Forest Service.  For example, the price of gas may alter 
visitation patterns.  It is not possible or useful to describe every possible future scenario. Therefore, 
the environmental consequences rely on the following assumptions: 

• The proposed action and analyses are based on lake level conditions after the installation of 
the Lake Tahoe dam in 1874 (current configuration 1913). 

• Visitation to the Lake Tahoe Basin and this recreation area will remain about the same as the 
last decade. 

• There will continue to be fluctuations in hydrologic conditions of the area but overall the 
change will not vary dramatically over the next ten years from current conditions. 

• The Forest Service and partners or other agencies implementing the work have the relevant 
experience to conduct this work, and the engineering knowledge and technology is available 
to construct the project to meet the stated performance standards.  The project will be 
constructed to the standards described in this document.  

• Activities would be strategically phased over time as needed.  

• The implementation of other projects planned within the proposed project area will not 
substantially change the existing conditions 
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3.2   Consequences by Resource 
 

3.2.1 Hydrology 
Background  
1) Water flow characteristics/ hydrologic connectivity- Historically, Taylor and Tallac 

Creeks were connected in the project area through a series of lake-influenced swales that 
formed a large wetland complex, depending on lake level and spring flows. These swales are 
now hydrologically disconnected from Tallac creek flows due to channel incision, which 
created a new dominant flow path out to Lake Tahoe, directing Tallac Creek flows past the 
swales.   This flow path has been in existence since at least 1940 (per 1940 aerial photo) and 
is believed to have resulted from a variety of impacts associated with a historic dairy 
operation, cattle grazing, road construction, and water diversions.  Channel incision has 
continued to occur as a result of continued adjustment of the channel in response to 
fluctuating lake levels. The continued incision has exposed the top of the sewer line crossing 
Tallac Creek that was installed in 1972.  When flows do enter the swales during high lake 
levels, swale flow circulation is affected by undersized culverts, which were installed in the 
1950’s and 1960’s.  The degraded hydrologic condition alters the hydrologic connectivity 
which in turn effects water temperature.  

The Lucky Baldwin dam (Figure 3) restricts mixing of water in Fallen Leaf Lake, particularly 
during times of the year when lake levels are low, and the retained (pooled) water between 
Lucky Baldwin dam and Taylor Creek (Fallen Leaf Lake Lagoon; Figure 3).  The 
disconnected hydrologic condition is likely creating unnaturally warm water temperatures in 
Fallen Leaf Lake Lagoon and in-stream flow releases into Taylor Creek.    Please refer to the 
Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report in the Project Record for a much more in depth 
background discussion.  

2) Impact to soil, water, and riparian resources/water quality:  The project proposes 
numerous activities that involve directly working in and adjacent to stream channels and 
stream environment zones.   The USDA Forest Service has developed National and Regional 
Guidance for the planning, design, and implementation of soil, water and riparian resource 
protection best management practices (BMPs) (USDA 2011, 2012).  This guidance provides 
the foundation for managing USFS activities in a manner that is protective of soil, water, and 
riparian resources and is included in the proposed action as design features. 

Resource Concerns 
1) Existing hydrologic condition has resulted in degraded hydrologic connectivity which has 

influenced the water temperature in Taylor Creek and wetland swales.  

2) Impact of the project on soil, water, and riparian resources along with compliance with water 
quality pollutant reduction targets established in the Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) for upland source areas and stream channels (EPA 2010). 

Rule 
The indicators and measures used to measure environmental consequences are described below. 

1) Water flow characteristic/Hydrologic connectivity – Analysis involves identifying changes 
in frequency, duration, and extent of 1) tributary surface flow discharges into adjacent swales 
and adjacent wetlands, 2) connectivity of Fallen Leaf Lake water to Taylor Creek flows.  
Analysis focuses particularly on changes during late summer, in prolonged periods of 
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drought, when lake levels are low, and how water flow characteristics may affect water 
temperatures in wetlands swales and Taylor Creek. 

2) Impact to soil, water, and riparian resources/water quality:   Analysis looks at increased 
resiliency of stream channels and wetlands to high flow events, and mitigation of potential 
inputs of fine sediment/nutrients to Lake Tahoe, as a result of proposed action.  

Analysis 
1) Water Flow Characteristics/Hydrologic Connectivity 

a) Tributary surface flows to wetland swales  

Existing and restored wetland water levels were analyzed using LiDAR data, lake levels (based on 
period of record surface water elevations between 1900 and 2003), and estimates of flow through 
topographic controls that dictate wetland water surface.  Flow estimates were obtained from the flood 
frequency, hydraulic modeling, and bankfull indicator analysis presented in the Ecosystem 
Assessment Report (EDAW 2005).  Wetland water level analysis was conducted on calculated 
average base flows5 and bankfull flows between median, and low lake levels.  Average base flows are 
the low tributary stream flows that persist throughout the summer after the cessation of snowmelt 
runoff. The timing of when spring runoff flow ends, and base flows start, varies depending on 
climatic conditions but generally occurs between mid – June to mid – July and persist typically 
through September. Bankfull flows are those that are predicted to occur at a range of 1.5 to 2 year 
recurrent interval, and are the volume at which stream channel flows begin to overtop channel banks 
into the adjacent floodplain.  

No LiDAR analysis was conducted for lake levels greater than the median lake level of 6227 feet, 
because during these conditions Lake Tahoe exerts an overwhelmingly dominant influence on water 
flow characteristics in swale 1 and the lower half of the Taylor/Tallac wetland (EDAW 2005). 
Therefore it is assumed that restoration actions will have a neutral impact on water flow 
characteristics during the 50 percent of the time Lake Tahoe levels are above the median surface 
elevation (6,226.8 ft. as measured at the USGS lake level gage at Tahoe City).  The discussion below 
describes and illustrate the changes in water flow characteristics between the existing conditions and 
the proposed actions during the 50 percent of the time when Lake Tahoe is below median surface 
elevations. For the analysis below, it is assumed that an outlet/inlet exists between swale one and 
Taylor Creek under the proposed action.  

Bankfull flows (50 cubic feet per second (cfs) Tallac Creek, 282 cfs Taylor Creek) 

Upper Range - median lake levels (6,226.8 feet).   At median lake level, the lake still exerts a 
dominant influence on water flow characteristics; however, restoration actions start to exert some 
influence over the amount of ponded water that appears within the wetland.  Under the existing 
conditions water is present within the full length of swale one, however there is no outlet into Taylor 
Creek (Figure 5).  Water is completely stagnant and not moving.   As a result of the proposed action 
the area of ponded6 water within swale 1 and the wetland increases from 38 acres under current 
conditions to 55 acres following restoration (Figure 6). 

                                                
5 Base flows: tributary stream flows that persist throughout the summer after the cessation of snowmelt runoff in the spring. 
6 Ponded water within both the stream channel and wetland are areas that exhibit very little to no visible flow velocity. 
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Figure 5. Existing wetland water area at bankfull flow at median lake level (elevation 6226.8 feet, U.S. Geological Survey water level datum). 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 25 of 196 
 

 
Figure 6. Restored wetland water area at bankfull flow at median lake level (elevation 6226.8 feet, U.S., Geological Survey water level datum). 
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Lower Range -low lake levels (6,224 feet and below).  Historically lake levels at our below this elevation have occurred 20 percent of the time 
over the period of record. At low lake levels, Lake Tahoe provides no water to the swale one or the Taylor/Tallac wetland.  Under existing 
conditions Tallac Creek bankfull flow does provide some water to swale one, but the water is not moving (Figure 7).  As a result of the proposed 
action, the amount of ponded water within swale 1 and the wetland increases from 7 acres under current conditions to 16 acres following 
restoration (Figure 8). 

 
Figure 7. Existing wetland water area at bankfull flow at low lake level (below elevation 6224.0 feet, U.S. Geological Survey water level datum).  
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Figure 8. Restored wetland water area at bankfull flow at low lake level (below elevation 6224.0, U.S. Geological Survey water level datum). 
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Average annual base flows (3 cfs Tallac Creek, 7 cfs Taylor Creek) 

Upper Range - median lake levels.   Under the existing condition water is present in much of Swale 1. However again this water is stagnant and 
not moving (Figure 9). As a result of the proposed action, the area of ponded water in swale 1 and the wetland increases slightly from 23 acres 
under current conditions to 25 acres following restoration (Figure 10).      

 
Figure 9. Existing wetland water area at base flow at median lake level (elevation 6226.8 feet, U.S. Geological Survey water level datum). 
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Figure 10. Restored wetland water area at base flow at median lake level (elevation 6226.8 feet, U.S. Geological Survey water level datum). 
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Lower Range - low lake levels.  Under the existing condition very little water is present in Swale 1 (Figure 11).   As a result of the proposed action 
the area of ponded water in swale 1 and the wetland increases from 1 acre under current condition to seven acres following restoration (Figure 12).     

  
Figure 11. Existing wetland water area at base flow at low lake level (below elevation 6224.0 feet, U.S. Geological Survey water level datum). 
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Figure 12. Restored wetland water area at base flow at low lake level (elevation 6224.0, U.S. Geological Survey water level datum).
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Flow Velocity  

Under all lake levels and tributary flow conditions described above, under existing conditions when water 
is present in swale 1, it is stagnant and not moving.  After restoration actions, under all lake levels and 
flow conditions restoration actions result in the creation of 1,250 linear feet of visibly flowing water in 
swale 1. Both the redirection of flow into swale 1, as well as restoration of the road crossings contribute 
to this result.  If the road crossing improvements were not implemented, there would continue to be a 
restriction in hydrologic connectivity from the undersized existing culvert crossings.  

Water Flow Design Limitations 

Swale 1 restoration actions do have important design limitations due to existing infrastructure. They are 
1) bankfull flows must not inundate the private grazing pasture inholding upstream and 2) restoration 
shall not cause undesired flooding of the existing and proposed recreational infrastructure. Modeling 
results indicate that the berm should be constructed to a surface elevation of roughly 6,228 feet (U.S. 
Geological Survey water level datum). This height would ensure that water begins flowing over the berm 
at around 50 cfs.  This will provide backwater relief and keep water from inundating the floodplain at the 
median lake level; providing that the sand berm between the swale 1 and Taylor Creek has breached 

In the event that breaching does not occur naturally and the inholding is threatened by inundation, the 
sand berm between the swale 1 and Taylor would be breached manually.  Modeling also shows that 
recreational infrastructure (roads and parking lots) will not be impacted by swale restoration, since they 
are several feet above predicted surface water levels for peak flows at median lake levels.  

 Groundwater Levels 

The EDAW (2005) analysis of ground water levels indicates that groundwater elevations ranged from  2.8 
feet to 5 feet below the wetland ground surface between swales 3 and 1 (see Hydrology/Soils Specialist 
Report in the Project Record for the graph).  This data was collected for a very short period (November 
2002 through September of 2003), and lakes levels were in the low range (around 6,224 feet) during this 
period. This ground water data indicates that at low lake levels groundwater levels decreases steadily as 
you get closer to the lake.  The EDAW report concludes that low lake levels have a relatively small region 
of influence on meadow groundwater, and likely exerts a greater influence as lake level rises.  

The analysis of surface flows presented above indicate that during low lake levels, restoration will likely 
supply more water to swale 1 and portions of the wetland throughout the year.  However the soils within 
the swales and adjacent to the swales are highly porous, and it is unknown to what degree the rate of 
inflow will exceed the rate of seepage underneath these ponded water areas.  We do not anticipate that 
restoration will result in significant changes in overall groundwater levels.  We do expect that subsurface 
flows between surface water elevations and the groundwater table will be increased, in areas below and 
immediately adjacent to the ponded water areas (Figures 6, 8, 10 and 12).  However we do not expect 
contribution to subsurface flows to extend very far laterally adjacent to the ponded water areas, or have an 
influence on groundwater levels, because of the porous nature of the beach soils in this area.  

Overall the proposed action restores water flow characteristics/hydrologic connectivity between Fallen 
Leaf Lake, Taylor and Tallac stream channels and wetland swales. 

b) Fallen Leaf Lake to Taylor Creek 

Decrease circulation of water within the Fallen Leaf Lake Lagoon (and the outlet to Taylor Creek (Figure 
3)), occurs when surface elevation of Fallen Leaf lake get closer to 2.9 feet as measured at the Fallen Leaf 
lake gauge. This is the lake elevation that correlates with the surface elevation of the intact fill material of 
the Lucky Baldwin Dam.  The concrete portions of the Lucky Baldwin Dam above this fill material is 
currently in place on approximately 60 percent of the dam length and further restricts circulation of water.  
These conditions allow movement only of water at the lake surface down to 2.9 feet, which would be 
warmer than lake water below 2.9 feet. 
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Based on analysis presented in the Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report (Project Record) lake levels 
measured at Fallen Leaf Lake gauge from 2009 through 2015 ranged between 2.4 to 4.3 feet between July 
and September. Therefore, at the most only 2.4 feet of upper lake surface water circulates through the 40 
percent of the Lucky Baldwin Dam where the concrete portion no longer is in place. In 4 out of these 7 
years, there were periods of time between July and September where water surface elevations were below 
2.9 feet; therefore, surface flow is restricted to the 30 foot wide spillway, which has a bottom elevation of 
1.9 feet.  

Decreased circulation contributes to increasing the water temperatures within the Fallen Leaf Lake 
Lagoon and outflows to Taylor Creek.  During 2014 and 2015 water temperatures in Taylor Creek 
frequently exceeded the desired threshold of 68°F during July and August.  Please see Aquatic Resources 
section for more information regarding Taylor Creek water temperatures and impacts to aquatic species. 

Implementing the proposed action to remove portions of the Lucky Baldwin dam fill material to the 
historic lake bottom, will increase circulation of water between Fallen Leaf Lake and the Fallen Leaf 
Lake Lagoon, ensure water temperature in the lagoon is closer to the temperature of Fallen Leaf Lake, 
and reduce temperature of flows entering into Taylor Creek.  

2) Soil, water, and riparian resources/water quality:   

The proposed actions for this project related to channel restoration are expected to result in channels that 
are more resistant to future channel erosion.  Because channels within the project area are considered to 
be stable in terms of rates of bed and bank erosion (EDAW 2005), the expected benefits in terms of 
channel stability are considered to be relatively minor in scale, but may be more important in the long 
term if climate change results in more bed and bank erosion as a result of increased flood intensity. 

Overall channel structural stability is expected to be increased along several segments totaling 850 feet of 
upper Taylor Creek (upstream of Highway 89), where additional large wood placements are proposed. 
Channel stability is also expected to increase along a 300 foot section of Tallac Creek at the Lake Tahoe 
outlet.  In the event that no action is taken, channel stability conditions in Taylor Creek will probably not 
change much; however, if restoration does not occur on Tallac Creek, a large scale flood may leave the 
Tallac Creek outlet and the sewer line crossing more vulnerable to erosion than under the proposed 
action.   

In addition, the proposed action to block the current outlet of the Tallac Creek channel, and restore flows 
up to 50 cfs to its historic alignment is expected to result in a slight improvement to the water quality of 
Tallac Creek.  This would occur through the increase in natural filtration of fine sediments and nutrients 
transported in Tallac Creek channel flows to the wetland swales, compared to the existing condition.  The 
scale of this benefit is expected to be relatively minor given the good channel function and long term 
persistence of beaver dams upstream of the wetland, which modulate sediment coming in to Upper Tallac 
Creek.   

Project activities will be designed to minimize ground disturbing activity, and any temporary disturbance 
created during restoration activities would be mitigated, through the application of BMPs, following 
USDA Forest Service National and Regional Guidance documents. The BMP guidance that is relevant to 
this project are described in the proposed action.  

This BMP guidance has been identified in this document as part of planning, but the guidance is also 
meant to be used during project design and implementation, as additional project specific soil and water 
protection measures are developed and incorporated in project implementation documents (including 
designs, contracts, and regulatory permits). 

Stream channel restoration work by its nature does represent a risk related to temporary discharges of 
sediment and associated nutrients to downstream waterbodies during implementation.  In addition, if the 
restoration approach is flawed, this could result in undesired longer term discharges.  
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Because of the proximity of much of the proposed stream channel restoration activity to Lake Tahoe the 
risk of transport of pollutants does exist. However in addition to the application of BMPs and Design 
Features, the following factors reduce the potential for significant pollutant generation.  

1)  The total area of ground disturbing activity is relatively small. The maximum amount of 
disturbance for restoration actions with direct connectivity to stream channels/Fallen Leaf Lake in 
the project area is approximately 8 acres (see Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report in the Project 
Record for breakdown of disturbance estimates).     

2) The soils that will be disturbed are resistant to compaction and contain very little fine sediments.  
Surface soils in the Taylor Tallac wetland are classified as beach sands, mucky silt loams, and 
wetland peat. Displacement of silt loams and peat soils will be avoided wherever possible by 
strategic placement of access paths and strict construction area limits. In cases where sensitive 
soils cannot be avoided, additional BMPs (steel plates to distribute the force of the machinery for 
example) would be used to reduce compaction.  Beach sands are naturally unsusceptible to 
compaction.  The manual or natural breach of the swale 1 sand berm at Taylor creek will displace 
roughly 20 cubic yards of coarse beach sands.  Beach sands contain very little fine sediment (up to 
a maximum of 10.5 percent silts and clays). See Hydrology/Soils Specialist Report in the Project 
Record for more information on soil classifications in the project area.   

3) Because of relatively flat stream and surface slopes (generally less than 0.3 percent), the transport 
potential during active construction will be very low.  

Conclusions 
The proposed action would: 

• Increase ponded water in the wetland from the current range of 1 acre to 38 acres depending on 
lake level and stream flows to a range of 8 acres to 55 acres.  

• Result in the creation of 1,250 linear feet of visibly flowing water in swale 1 during favorable 
hydrologic conditions. 

• Increase the extent, duration, and frequency of ponded water within the Taylor/Tallac wetland 
during the 50 percent of time when lake water surface elevations are at median levels and below. 

• Decrease the water temperatures of Taylor Creek and wetland ponded water and surface flows 
when compared to the existing conditions. 

• Have little effect on groundwater levels. 
• Ensure that temperatures in the Fallen Leaf Lake Lagoon are similar to the main body of Fallen 

Leaf Lake. Resulting in cooler water temperature of flows entering Taylor creek.  
• Result in minor improvements to stream stability that contribute to resiliency in light of changes 

predicted by climate change, and/or major hydrologic events (e.g. flooding). 
• Limit adverse impacts to soil, water and riparian resources from restoration activities to less than 

significant, and contribute to water quality pollutant reduction targets established in the Lake 
Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) for upland source areas and stream channels (EPA 
2010). 

3.2.2 Climate Change 
This section first presents a general overview of the climate change projections for the Lake Tahoe Basin.  
Then secondly, focuses on the relationship of regional changes to the Taylor and Tallac project.  Finally, 
the section addresses the potential for the proposed project to influence greenhouse gases per CEQA 
requirements. 
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Temperature 
Over the last 81 years (1930-2011), mean annual, mean maximum, and mean minimum (i.e., nighttime) 
temperatures in the Lake Tahoe Basin have each risen by about two degrees Fahrenheit (Safford and 
Sawyer 2012). The average number of days in a year on which the average air temperature remains below 
freezing has dropped by 27 days from 78 to 51 since 1910 (Safford and Sawyer 2012). Increasing annual 
temperatures are consistent with other climate analyses both in the southern Sierra Nevada (Edwards and 
Redmond 2011, Gonzalez 2012) and at higher elevations in the region (Diaz and Eischeid 2007, Das and 
Stephenson 2012). However, the Lake Tahoe Basin rise in nighttime temperatures is higher than in many 
California locations and may be linked to the thermal mass of Lake Tahoe, whose surface waters have 
increased in temperature by one degree F in the last 25 years (TERC 2008). 

Downscaled climate models for the Lake Tahoe Basin suggest that under the scenario in which there is a 
strong increase in greenhouse gases, Coats (2010) found that the models suggest strong upward trends in 
maximum and minimum temperatures, with an increase of up to 9°F for the Lake Tahoe Basin by 2100 
(Coats 2010). This increase in temperature is the equivalent of dropping the elevation of the Lake Tahoe 
Basin by over 2500 feet.  

Precipitation 
Mean annual and mean seasonal precipitation has shown no significant change over the last century 
(1910-2012) (Safford and Sawyer 2012). However, year-to-year variability in precipitation has increased 
over the course of the last century: nine of the 20 wettest years have occurred since 1980 and recent 
drought years 2007, 2008 and 2012-2015 are among the ten driest years on record (Safford and Sawyer 
2012). Mean annual snowfall has not changed significantly over the last century (TERC 2008), though the 
non-significant positive trend in precipitation combined with the non-significant negative trend in 
snowfall suggests that the proportion of precipitation falling as snow (vs. rain) is decreasing. At the 
beginning of the last century, about 54% of precipitation fell as snow, today the average is about 35% 
(Safford and Sawyer 2012). Snowpack measurements show a strong downward trend across northern 
California over the last half century, with the Sierra Nevada near Lake Tahoe experiencing decreases of 
>70% in snow water equivalent (the amount of water contained in the snow) in many places (Moser et al. 
2009).  

Modeled climate scenarios with a strong increase in greenhouse gases and temperature show a slight 
drying trend in annual precipitation (Coats 2010). However, future climate scenarios project a continuing 
shift from snowfall to rain (from about 35% snowfall currently to 10-18% by 2100) (Coats 2010). Current 
snowpack duration in the Lake Tahoe Basin is between 240 and 250 days. Climate scenarios with a strong 
increase in greenhouse gases and temperature project a mean snowpack duration of only 184 days by the 
last third of the 21st century (Coats 2010). 

Hydrology 
Over the last half-century, peak runoff/streamflow has shifted earlier in the year for many Sierra Nevada 
watersheds (Young et al. 2009, McCabe and Clark 2005, Regonda et al. 2005, Stewart et al. 2005) and 
there has been a decline in total spring runoff (Moser et al. 2009). March flows in Sierra Nevada streams 
were significantly higher by 3-10%, whereas June flows were mostly lower by the same amount, and 
overall spring and early summer streamflow was down in most studied streams (Stewart et al. 2005). 
Compared to 40-50 years ago, current peak snowmelt in the Lake Tahoe Basin is occurring 2 to 2½ weeks 
earlier (TERC 2008, Coats 2010). In the future timing of peak flow may be expected to advance by up to 
seven weeks by 2100 (Young et al. 2009) and runoff in the winter and early spring is predicted to be 
higher because higher temperatures cause snow to melt earlier (Miller et al. 2003).   

In addition to temporal shifts, California has also exhibited one of the greatest increases in variability in 
streamflow in the Western U.S. since the 1980s (Pagano and Garen 2005). This increased variability, 
coupled with high year-to-year persistence (i.e. the probability that a wet year is followed by another wet 
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year, or a dry by a dry year) has resulted in extended and extreme dry and wet spells (Pagano and Garen 
2005). This trend of increased variability in streamflow is predicted to increase with dramatic increases in 
flood magnitude and drought severity.   

Under simulated future climate scenarios, all models predict greater flood magnitude and most predict 
greater flood frequency in both the Northern and Southern Sierra Nevada (Das et al. 2011).  Flood 
potential in California rivers that are fed principally by snowmelt (e.g., streams in and around Lake 
Tahoe) was predicted to increase under all scenarios of climate change, principally due to earlier dates of 
peak daily flows and the increase in the proportion of precipitation falling as rain (Miller et al. 2003). 
Under the wettest climate scenario modeled by Miller et al. (2003), the volume of flow during the highest 
flow days could more than double in many Sierra Nevada rivers by 2100.  

Warming temperatures are expected to extend the period of summer drought, and decrease flow 
magnitude in the dry months (Reba et al. 2011). Under future climate scenarios, Central Sierra Nevada 
watersheds are likely to experience extended periods of low flow conditions (Null et al. 2010). Climate 
scenarios with a strong increase in greenhouse gases and temperature project a loss in stream inflow into 
Lake Tahoe of 20-40% of baseline (average of 1967-1999) by 2100 (Coats 2010). 

Aquatic 
As air temperatures rise, water temperatures are expected to continue to warm as well, potentially 
resulting in local species extirpations, increased non-native species invasions, declines in 
macroinvertebrate communities, and temporal disruptions to spawning and larval life stages (Kaushal et 
al. 2010, Viers and Rheinheimer 2011). Those aquatic species with a competitive advantage in colder 
waters will also likely suffer losses due to both thermal stress and increased competition as water 
temperatures rise (Rahel et al. 2008, Kennedy et al. 2009). Salmonids may be particularly sensitive to 
warming water temperatures (ISAB 2007).   

Taylor and Tallac Project Specific to Climate Change 
Beneath these general trends, there is a lot of variation in the range of hydrologic response to climate 
change in the Sierra Nevada, due principally to variation in the locations and elevations of studied 
watersheds.  Without more detailed field data and extensive hydrologic modeling coupled with future 
climate modeling it is challenging to identify specifics associated with how the proposed project may 
makes the system more resilient under future climate. However, we can make some generalizations that 
support the work making the system more resilient under future climate scenarios.  

By increasing the area of ponded water, rather than having water move through a channel, the project will 
increase the extent of water and amount of time that the wetland remains saturated. When wetland soil 
reaches saturation it takes longer to drain, and therefore duration of wetness is increased. The project 
increases the area of saturation in portions of the project area (see Figures 5-12).  

Swale restoration combined with channel stability work on Upper Taylor Creek (850 feet) and Tallac 
Creek (300 feet) will improve resilience to varying flows, which will be critical during years and seasons 
prone to future flooding.  

As peak flow shifts earlier in the season water availability decreases during peak growing season for 
vegetation. Under future climate scenarios, meadows may experience a shift from wet meadow to dry 
meadow species, as well as encroachment by surrounding shrubs and trees (e.g., Ababneh and 
Wollfenden 2010). By increasing duration and extent of wetness, the project provides more resilience to 
wet meadow species and reduces the potential of dry meadow or forested conversion. 

By improving flows (changing stagnant water in swales to 1250 feet of flowing water) and removing 
portions of the Lucky Baldwin dam, water temperature in Taylor Creek should trend towards being cooler 
than it otherwise would be. This is critical for aquatic resources as the temperature increases under future 
climate because native fish are adapted for colder water. 
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Greenhouse Gases 
Greenhouse gases (GHGs) include carbon dioxide (CO2), methane (CH4), nitrous oxide (N2O), 
hydrofluorocarbons, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur hexafluoride. During construction, the proposed project 
would temporarily cause GHG emissions from combustion of fossil fuels (i.e., diesel, gasoline) used to 
run construction equipment and vehicles, both onsite and offsite. Construction of all phases of the 
proposed project would occur over a several year period. During construction, a very small net increase in 
GHG emissions would result from engine exhaust from construction equipment and worker trips. The 
GHG emissions would predominantly occur as CO2 from diesel engine exhaust. 

Although the proposed project would emit GHGs during construction, these emissions would be 
temporary. The proposed project does not include any permanent GHG emissions. In the context of 
statewide emissions, the proposed project’s contribution to the global impact of climate change would not 
be substantial. Because construction-related impacts would be temporary and finite, GHG emissions 
related to the proposed project would be less than significant. 

3.2.3 Aquatics 
 

Background 
Aquatic species rely on multiple aquatic habitats to fulfil various life history requirements including both 
lotic (stream) and lentic (wetland/marsh, lake, and pond) habitat. Many fishes may depend on two or 
more habitats during their annual or lifetime cycles (Moyle et al. 2013). For example, the adult stage of 
the native speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus) and Lahontan cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki 
henshawi), require cold, clean, gravel habitat that is well oxygenated for reproduction  and warm shallow 
water with cover such as large wood, boulders or emergent vegetation as juveniles (fry) (Moyle 2002). 
Amphibian species such as the native Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs (Rana sierrae), will utilize both 
lentic and lotic habitat as adults but typically rely on lentic habitat for reproduction. 

The project area contains multiple habitat types (e.g. wetland, meadow, perennial stream) and provides 
known or potential habitat for the Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs (Federally Endangered), Lahontan 
cutthroat trout (Federally Threatened), and the Lahontan tui chub (Forest Service Sensitive). 

Although no Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frogs have been detected, the project area contains 
approximately 490 acres of suitable habitat, as defined in the Programmatic Biological Opinion 
(December 19, 2014, Ref #:FFO8ESMFOO-2014-F-0557) and described in more detail in the Aquatic 
Biological Evaluation and Assessment (Project Record).  

Lahontan cutthroat trout are known to occur in the project area (Table 2).  A population occurs in Fallen 
Leaf Lake where spawning has been documented in Glen Alpine creek, which flows into Fallen Leaf 
Lake. Lahontan cutthroat trout have been stocked into Fallen Leaf Lake since 2005. There is no 
downstream barrier preventing Lahontan cutthroat trout migration from Fallen Leaf Lake into Taylor 
Creek; however, there is an upstream barrier (Fallen Leaf dam) that would prevent migration from Taylor 
Creek into Fallen Leaf Lake.  Lahontan cutthroat trout were stocked in Lake Tahoe in 2011 and have been 
documented in adjacent streams.  Individuals that survive predatory pressures in Lake Tahoe are expected 
to migrate upstream into creeks. Lahontan cutthroat trout have not been detected in Tallac Creek. 
Spawning habitat is limited in Tallac Creek; however, habitat exists for rearing habitat. 

Multiple fish assessments of 27 streams in the Lake Tahoe basin were completed by the LTBMU in 2007, 
2012, and 2014 as part of the Basin-wide Native Nongame Fish Assessment project (see Project Record 
for draft comprehensive report 2007-2014). This multi-year survey effort found that Taylor Creek had the 
highest diversity of all fish species (14 species), all native species (8), and all non-native species (6) 
(Table 1).  
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Table 2. Total catch of fishes in Taylor and Tallac creeks during the basin-wide native nongame fish 
assessment project 2007-2014. 
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The project area also supports a variety of native and non-native amphibian and reptile species (Table 3).  
Figure 13 indicates the current known distribution of aquatic invasive species in the project area. Many of 
these species are supported by the near stagnant water in swale 1 and at Taylor and Tallac Creek outlets to 
Lake Tahoe.  The project area was surveyed in 2012-2014 (see project record for annual reports). The 
overwhelming majority of detections (3119 of 3143 detections, 99%) were American bullfrogs, especially 
tadpoles (2802 detections). Introduced bullfrogs have been implicated in the decline or displacement of 
many amphibians and a few reptiles. Bullfrogs are considered one of the most destructive invasive 
species, largely due to its rapid population growth and voracious and unspecialized feeding habits (Lowe 
et al. 2000, Kraus 2009, Jancowski and Orchard 2013). Bullfrogs develop nonlethal infections from 
chytridiomycosis, caused by the chytrid fungus (Batrachochytrium dendrobatidis) (Daszak et al. 2004). 
Chytrid fungus appears capable of infecting most all amphibian species and has been linked to significant 
populations declines (Fisher et al. 2009). The project area is considered a source bullfrog population for 
potential expansion.  A source population is a site that has known breeding and a high potential for 
expansion to adjacent suitable habitat. LTBMU biologist presume that the number of bullfrog detections 
in this survey effort represent a small fraction of the current population.  

Table 3. Amphibian and reptile detection in the project area from 2012 – 2014 survey efforts. 
Native species Non-native, invasive species 

Sierran 
treefrog adult 

Sierran 
treefrog 
tadpole 

Mountain 
garter snake 

Valley 
garter snake 

Bullfrog 
Adult 

Bullfrog 
sub-adult 

Bullfrog 
tadpole 

1 21 1 1 152 165 2802 
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Figure 13. Current distribution of aquatic invasive species in the proposed project area.  
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The project area also supports various known infestations of warm water invasive fish and aquatic 
invasive plants (Table 4, see Figure 13).  The water in both the swales and creeks (particularly Taylor 
Creek) are most likely warmer than historic conditions due to existing infrastructure (dams and culverts). 
This is confounded by drought conditions.  Stream temperature data collected in Taylor Creek from 2014-
2015 (see project record for data) depicts that temperatures exceeded 68°F (20°C) by early summer 
(Table 5). Temperatures above 68°F affect the success of reproduction, survival and growth of numerous 
native aquatic species but enhance preferred habitat for warm water invasive amphibians and fish. 

Table 4. Quantity of habitat infested by aquatic invasive species within the Taylor and Tallac proposed 
project area.  
 Bluegill Brown 

Bullhead 
American 
bullfrog 

Eurasian 
watermilfoil 

Curly leaf 
pondweed 

Taylor  1 mile 2 mile ~30 acres/ 
2 miles 

~3.5 acres <0.25 

Tallac  0 0.5 mile ~300 acres/ 
4.5 miles 

unknown unknown 

 
Table 5. Taylor creek stream temperature (°F) from 7/2/2014-10/29/2015. 

Year Month  
Avg. 

Temp Min Max 
2014 July 69 61 78 
2014 August 65 58 76 
2014 September 59 47 71 
2014 October 51 42 60 
2014 November 41 36 47 
2014 December 38 34 43 
2015 January 38 32 44 
2015 February 42 37 46 
2015 March 45 38 55 
2015 April 47 39 56 
2015 May 53 47 64 
2015 June 61 54 72 
2015 July 61 53 73 
2015 August 63 55 71 
2015 September 57 50 66 
2015 October 55 47 62 

 

Warm-water fish were illegally introduced in the Lake Tahoe basin beginning in the mid-late 1970’s 
(Reuter and Miller 2000). Concern has risen in recent years regarding the continual range expansion of 
warm water fish presumably due to warming waters caused by climate change and expansion of aquatic 
weed beds, which provide habitat for warm water fish (and amphibians) (Chandra et al. 2009; Ngai et al. 
2013). The expansion of warm water fishes has led to reduced food web efficiency and decreased 
biodiversity of native fish assemblages in other ecosystems (MacRae and Jackson 2001).  The presence of 
warm water invasive fish alters the habitat by increasing the risk of predation and competition for 
resources. Moyle et al. (2011) determined that of the 15 categories of anthropogenic threats impacting 
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California’s inland fish, invasive species was one of the biggest threats likely to diminish status of a 
native species.  

Dense growth of non-native, invasive aquatic plants impede water flow, discourage recreational activities, 
deleteriously affect water quality, and reduce native plant diversity (Frodge et al. 1991, Boylen et al. 
1999, Mullin et al. 2000). Aquatic invasive weeds increase sediment–bound nutrients into the water 
column through plant root uptake and subsequent plant senescence. These rooted plants “pump” nutrients 
from the sediment to the overlying water column (Carignan and Kalff 1980, Granéli and Solander 1988, 
Walter et al. 2000) during growth and may be contributing to increased phytoplankton and reductions in 
water clarity at Lake Tahoe. 

Resource Concern 
The quality and quantity of aquatic habitat to meet life history requirements for native 
aquatic species. 
Rules  
Environmental consequences of the proposed action will be analyzed based on changes to the quantity 
and quality of aquatic habitat. The quantity of habitat is measured by the total amount of habitat available 
to meet the various life history requirements (spawning (spring), embryo development (summer), rearing 
(late summer/fall)). The quantity of habitat is correlated to the duration, timing and extent of surface 
water. Habitat quality is measured by the complexity and diversity of habitat, water temperature, 
presence/absence of aquatic invasive species, and connectivity.  

Habitat quality is based on the following parameters and associated supporting direction from the Sierra 
Nevada Forest Plan Amendment (SNFPA) and associated Riparian Conservation Objectives (RCOs) 
(USDA 2004): 

1. Complex and diverse habitat to meet various life history requirements of desired aquatic species. 

o RCO #2 – Maintain or restore: (1) the geomorphic and biological characteristics of 
special aquatic features, including lakes, bogs, fens, wetlands, vernal pools, springs; (2) 
streams, including instream flows; and (3) hydrologic connectivity both within and 
between watersheds to provide for the habitat needs of aquatic-dependent species.  

o RCO #3 – Ensure a renewable supply of large down logs that (2) provide suitable habitat 
within and adjacent to the Riparian Conservation Area.  

o RCO # 5 – Preserve, restore or enhance special aquatic features, such as meadows, lakes, 
ponds, bog, fens, and wetlands, to provide the ecological conditions and processes needed 
to recover or enhance the viability of species that rely on these areas. 

 Maintain and restore the hydrologic connectivity of streams, meadows, wetlands, 
and other aquatic features (SG100). 

2. Water quality conditions support and perpetuate conditions to support life history requirements of 
desired aquatic species. 

o RCO #1 – Ensure that identified beneficial uses for the water body are protected. Identify 
the specific beneficial uses for the project area, water quality goals from the Regional 
Basin Plan, and the manner in which the standards and guidelines will protect the 
beneficial uses. 

 Beneficial uses identified in the Lahontan Basin Plan within the project area 
include municipal and domestic supply, agricultural supply, ground water 
recharge, water contact recreation, non-contact water recreation, commercial and 
sport fishing, cold fresh water habitat, wildlife habitat, rare threatened or 
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endangered  species, migration of aquatic organisms, spawning reproduction and 
development, water quality enhancement, flood peak attenuation/flood water 
storage.  

o RCO #6 – Identify and implement restoration actions to maintain, restore, or enhance 
water quality and maintain, restore, or enhance habitat for riparian and aquatic species. 

 Ensure that management activities do not adversely affect water temperature 
necessary for local aquatic and riparian dependent species (SG 96). 

3. Spatial and temporal connectivity of aquatic habitat that supports the unobstructed movement of 
desired aquatic species for survival, migration, and reproduction. 

o RCO #2 – Maintain or restore: (1) the geomorphic and biological characteristics of 
special aquatic features, including lakes, bogs, fens, wetlands, vernal pools, springs; (2) 
streams, including instream flows; and (3) hydrologic connectivity both within and 
between watersheds to provide for the habitat needs of aquatic-dependent species.  

 Maintain and restore the hydrologic connectivity of streams, meadows, wetlands, 
and other aquatic features (SG100). 

 Ensure that culverts or other stream crossings do not create barriers to upstream 
or downstream passage for aquatic-dependent species (SG 101). 

Analysis  
Although there could be short term impacts to habitat quality during implementation, the project design 
features and BMPs (Table 1) are expected to prevent these impacts.   Long term effects are discussed 
below.  

1. How would the proposed action increase the complexity and diversity of aquatic habitat to meet 
various life history requirements of desired aquatic species? 

Enhancing the aquatic habitat availability and connectivity in swale 1, by removing (and in some cases 
replacing) the culverts and installing the berm at Tallac Creek would enhance and increase rare 
lagoon/aquatic habitat that can be used as rearing and refugia habitat for numerous native aquatic species 
during various life stages. The routing of Tallac creek into swale 1 is expected to positively influence the 
timing, duration, and extent (quantity) of available aquatic habitat in the swale. The timing and duration 
of available habitat will be most evident in years with low lake stands, drought years, and/or later in the 
season (because there will be more surface water later in the year and during lower lake stands); making 
the habitat more resilient to a changing climate. According to the hydrological assessment during late 
season conditions, when native species are seeking rearing and refugia habitat, available habitat would 
increase from 1 to 8 acres in low lake levels (Table 6). In addition, by redirecting Tallac Creek into its’ 
historic path, an additional 1250 linear feet of flowing water within swale 1 will be available for various 
life history stages.  

Table 6. Acres of surface water in swale 1 and Tallac wetland. 

  median lake  low lake  
  spring flow base flow  spring flow base flow  
no action 38 23 7 1 
restored 55 26 16 8 

 

Removal of culverts and replacing them with new crossing structures designed to pass aquatic species 
would improve habitat connectivity and provide unobstructed movement for aquatic species from Taylor 
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Creek to Tallac Creek and vice versa (via swale 1). This will allow species, pending lifestage, to move 
freely from lotic to lentic habitat.  Additionally, seasonal backwatering of Tallac Creek due to installation 
of the berm will increase (extent) the amount of standing water (wetland) in average or below average 
water years. More importantly, this habitat will be available later in the year and in drier years (timing and 
duration). This will increase that amount of habitat (Table 6) for reproduction for amphibians, typically in 
the spring, and nursery and rearing habitat for fish, typically in base flow conditions.   

Installation of resource protection barriers would increase bank stability and complexity of shoreline. Use 
of shrubs, wood, or boulders would increase cover, and refuge areas.  The resource protection barriers 
will add stream bank protection, shade, and reduce unintended impacts from visitors by discouraging the 
creation of user-created trails across swale 1. Installation of large woody debris would increase stream 
complexity by providing/creating side channel refuge, slow water microhabitats, and areas for sediment 
deposition (increased feeding opportunities). Installation of resource protection barriers and large woody 
debris improve the quality of available habitat.  

2. How would the proposed action improve water quality conditions to support and perpetuate 
conditions that support life history requirements of desired aquatic species? 

By routing the majority of flow from Tallac Creek through swale 1, water quality conditions needed by 
desirable aquatic species would improve, thus improving the quality of aquatic habitat. Because swale 1 is 
expected to carry the majority of flows, the habitat would have more surface water later in the year with 
cooler water temperature in comparison to existing water temperatures.  Dissolved oxygen is correlated 
with stream temperature with cooler water having more oxygen. Dissolved oxygen level would therefore 
be improved.  Native species have temperature requirements, which if exceeded will impede growth, 
increase stress, and potentially cause mortality. Actions that reduce water temperatures improve the 
quality of habitat.  

Although water temperatures in swale 1 will be cooler than existing conditions, the restored habitat will 
be providing warm water habitat. This habitat is valuable for various native species and life stages, as 
stated above; however, it is also prime habitat for warm water invasive species. Species that are tolerant 
of increased temperatures and/or lowered dissolved oxygen concentrations, such as warm water invasive 
fish or bullfrogs, may increase in abundance or range if proposed manual removal efforts are not 
implemented prior to actions intended to restore the historical hydrological functions.  

Eradication of Eurasian watermilfoil would reduce water temperatures and nutrients, increase dissolved 
oxygen, and, over time, improve substrate conditions; reducing conditions that favor the further expansion 
of invasive plants and animals.  

Installing large woody debris in Taylor Creek and repairing bridge abutments would reduce erosion and 
sediment movement, improving water quality conditions by reducing fine sediment and improving the 
availability of spawning habitat. 

Removing portions of the Lucky Baldwin dam would enhance aquatic habitat connectivity between 
Fallen Leaf Lake and Taylor Creek improving the ability to manage flows and decrease water 
temperatures in Taylor Creek, specifically in the late summer or early fall.  

3. How would the proposed action improve the spatial and temporal connectivity of aquatic 
habitat that supports the unobstructed movement of desired aquatic species for survival, 
migration, and reproduction? 

Removal of five aquatic organism passage barriers in swale 1 would restore connectivity of 0.75 miles of 
aquatic habitat.  

Removing fill and installing a crossing at swale 4 will restore aquatic organism passage between Taylor 
and Tallac wetland. This will be a benefit to amphibians and reptiles, specifically in the spring.  
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The renovation of the fish ladder at the Fallen Leaf Lake dam would provide the potential to connect 
approximately two miles of stream from Lake Tahoe to Fallen Leaf Lake when operated in the future.  

Removal of aquatic invasive species will increase the spatial and temporal availability and connectivity of 
habitat; improving both the quantity and quality of habitat. The presence of these species create habitat 
unsuitable for survival and reproduction of native species and could influence current movement habits. 
Removal of warm water invasive fish and bullfrogs will eliminate known predators and resource 
competitors.  

Conclusion  
The proposed action is expected to increase the overall quantity of quality aquatic habitat in the project 
area as compared to existing conditions by:  

• Increasing the quantity of available habitat, specifically in late season, low lake levels. 

• Increasing the quantity of complex and diverse habitats (lotic and lentic) that are hydrologically 
connected. 

• Increasing quantity and quality of complex and diverse habitat available for life history 
requirements of native species.  

• Improving the quality of habitat by improving water quality characteristics (e.g. temperature, 
dissolved oxygen levels, reduced sedimentation). 

• Restoring habitat connectivity for migration needed to fulfil life history requirements.  

The proposed action will enhance the following beneficial uses identified in the Lahontan Basin Plan: 
water contact recreation, non-contact water recreation, commercial and sport fishing, cold fresh water 
habitat, wildlife habitat, rare threatened or endangered species, migration of aquatic organisms, spawning 
reproduction and development, water quality enhancement, flood peak attenuation/flood water storage. 

3.2.4 Botany 
The analysis below describes environmental consequences to Federally, Regionally, and TRPA listed 
species. All California listed species that do not have federal, regional, or TRPA status are addressed in 
section 3.2.9.  

Background 
As one of the largest marsh systems in the Lake Tahoe Basin, the Taylor and Tallac wetland is important 
habitat for many botanical species (plants, lichen, fungi)—including Tahoe yellow cress (Rorippa 
subumbellata), a Forest Service Sensitive species —and other botanical resources (e.g. special habitats, 
and uncommon plant communities).  Analysis focuses on special status species (e.g. Forest Service 
Sensitive) because these have been evaluated by the Forest Service and deemed to be at risk from 
management activities.  Effects to botanical resources are analyzed in detail in the project’s Biological 
Evaluation of Botanical Species and Other Botanical Resource Assessment (Project Record).   

Resource Concern 
Tahoe yellow cress is globally rare (G1) and lives only along shorelines of Lake Tahoe (California Native 
Plant Society 2012, NatureServe 2015).  The species is found within the proposed project area.  In 
addition to being a Forest Service Sensitive species, Tahoe yellow cress is a TRPA sensitive species, 
considered endangered by the State of California and threatened by the State of Nevada and was 
considered a candidate for federal listing from 1985-2015 until the USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 
deemed its listing unwarranted (80 F.R. 60834 2015). The number of sites within the range of the species 
has been dramatically decreased by the high intensity of recreation use and infrastructure construction 
along Tahoe’s shoreline (Stanton et al. 2015). 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 45 of 196 
 

Rules 
The potential effects to Tahoe yellow cress were analyzed by both the scope and scale of effects relative 
to the species geographic extent at the scale of the LTBMU and the species entire geographic range 
(includes lands managed by other entities in the Lake Tahoe Basin).  Both beneficial and potential 
detrimental effects are discussed.  

The following criteria were used to analyze the scale of effects: 1) the number and acres of known sites 
affected by proposed project activities; 2) the percentage of known sites affected on the LTBMU and 
across the species range; and 3) acres of suitable habitat affected.  The interagency Tahoe Yellow Cress 
Adaptive Management Working Group site designation was used to determine the number of sites, while 
the Forest Service’s Natural Resource Inventory System (NRIS) was used to quantify the number of sub-
occurrences within sites (i.e. polygons separated by more than 100 feet or change in habitat type) that 
intersect the proposed project area and acres (Stanton et al. 2015, USDA Forest Service 2015).  Acres of 
suitable Tahoe yellow cress habitat were determined using the LTBMU’s Tahoe yellow cress habitat 
model; the model uses LiDAR imagery to characterize habitat suitability solely based on elevation, using 
the upper elevation limit specified in the 2002 Tahoe Yellow Cress Conservation Strategy (6230 ft. LTD) 
(Pavlik et al. 2002). Because all known Tahoe yellow cress suitable habitat within the proposed project 
area have been surveyed within the last five years (LTBMU survey ID: 14-13-04) (USDA Forest Service 
2015), current survey data are considered adequate for analyzing the extent of effects.   

The following criteria were used to analyze the scope of effects: 1) type (i.e. direct or indirect) and 
relative intensity of potential effect for each of the relevant proposed action components compared to the 
no action alternative and2) relative conservation value of affected sites and suitable habitat. The proposed 
action as analyzed includes all project design features.  Therefore, this analysis describes only those 
effects (positive and adverse) that would occur after the project design features (e.g., flag and avoid, 
biological monitors on site, transplanting, mitigation planting) are taken into account.  

Analysis 
Scale of impacts to Tahoe Yellow Cress 

Using the site designations agreed upon by the Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management Working 
Group, there are four sites, consisting of ten sub-occurrences within the proposed project area totaling 
approximately 2 acres (Table 7, Figure 14).  The proposed project area contains 7 percent of all known 
Tahoe yellow cress sites across the species range (Stanton et al. 2015).  There are nine additional sites 
(16%) managed by LTBMU that are outside of the project area; the vast majority of sites (93%) will not 
be impacted by project activities. There are approximately 24 acres of suitable habitat that intersects the 
proposed project area.  

Table 7. Known Tahoe yellow cress sites, sub-occurrences, and acres in the proposed project area. 

AMWG Site Name 

   LTBMU Site ID 
Number of sub-
occurrences 

Number of 
plants (estimate)1 Acres2 

Conservation 
Ranking3 

Baldwin Beach 4 

  

MEDIUM 

ROSU4a 

 

300 0.14  

ROSU4b 

 

7 <0.01  

ROSU4c 

 

26 0.02  
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AMWG Site Name 

   LTBMU Site ID 
Number of sub-
occurrences 

Number of 
plants (estimate)1 Acres2 

Conservation 
Ranking3 

ROSU4d 

 

73 0.03  

Kiva Beach/Valhalla 1 

  

EPHEMERAL 

ROSU6a 

 

4 0.01  

Tallac Creek 1   HIGH 

ROSU3b 

 

250 0.10  

Taylor Creek 4 

  

CORE 

ROSU5a 

 

350 0.68  

ROSU5b 

 

2,000 0.99  

ROSU5d 

 

12 0.01  

ROSU5e 

 

7 <0.01  

Grand Total 10 3,029 1.97  

1Plant counts from last interagency TYC survey (Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management 
Working Group 2014). 
2Area acreage calculated from LTBMU corporate GIS data. 
3 Conservation ranking from Tahoe Yellow Cress Conservation Strategy (Stanton et al. 2015). 
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Figure 14. Tahoe Yellow Cress sites in the proposed project area north of Highway 89.  
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Scope of impacts to TYC 

The proposed action has potential to improve environmental conditions over the long-term for up to six 
Tahoe yellow cress sub-occurrences (in three sites).  The proposed installation of permanent resource 
protection barriers including fences, movable barriers, and vegetation screening represents a substantial 
improvement over the no-action alternative.  Due to the high recreation intensity during summer months 
at Baldwin Beach, Tallac Creek and Taylor Creek, Tahoe yellow cress plants are often trampled 
unknowingly by visitors.  Fences and barriers—especially with educational signing—are considered a 
critical tool for Tahoe yellow cress conservation (Stanton et al. 2015).  Although small areas at Baldwin 
Beach and Taylor Creek are currently fenced, these fences are dilapidated and not functioning as 
intended.  The proposed action proposes to expand the size of protected areas and improve the types of 
barriers used to reduce pedestrian traffic through the Tahoe yellow cress sub-occurrences.   

It is anticipated that at least two proposed action components; removal and replacement of culvert A,  and 
potential breaching of the natural sand bar at the confluence of swale 1 and Taylor Creek (Figure 2) 
would result in direct effects to Tahoe yellow cress plants that would not occur under the no-action 
alternative, including some unavoidable plant mortality.  The swale 1 crossing structure replacement at 
culvert A could result in unavoidable plant mortality for up to 350 plants on the west side of the crossing 
(ROSU5a). However, the potential severity of effects would be lessened by the presence of on-site 
monitors that would flag, avoid, and also transplant identified Tahoe yellow cress plants during 
implementation activities (design feature 23).  Furthermore, known mortalities would be quantified and 
mitigated at a ratio of 2:1 within the project area (design feature 23.c).    Naturally or manually breaching 
the sand bar at swale 1 and Taylor Creek could result in trampling and potential plant mortality 
(ROSU5b), although the intensity and extent may vary.  Natural breach—which does not necessitate 
additional disturbance—would likely impact the fewest number of plants—probably less than 50—and 
may not result in mortality.  These two proposed action components are concentrated in and around one 
of the six core sites (Taylor Creek), which is ranked second overall in conservation value based on site 
persistence and size (Stanton et al. 2015).  Because the Taylor Creek site is considered to be of core 
conservation value, impacts to this site are considered more critical to species persistence than other sites 
in the proposed project area. 

However, by restoring the hydrologic connectivity of swale 1 to Taylor Creek and removing fill 
associated with the existing, non-functioning culverts, environmental conditions that support Tahoe 
yellow cress habitat would improve over time and could support population expansion. This site  also has 
the potential to experience beneficial effects in two important ways following project implementation: 1) 
restoring flows in swale 1 and connecting swale 1 with Taylor Creek would enhance the stream and swale 
systems that support the dynamic hydrologic characteristic needed for Tahoe yellow cress, and 2) 
installing resource protection barriers that cover larger areas and are also moveable based on Tahoe 
yellow cress locations would passively direct visitors away from this site.  

There is potential to indirectly affect Tahoe yellow cress through habitat alteration associated with the 
swale and creek restoration activities at Baldwin Beach.  Constructing the berm on Tallac Creek would 
likely result in an altered geomorphologic regime at the mouth of Tallac Creek; there remains uncertainty 
as to how exactly the mouth will change, but it is likely that less water will flow through the Tallac Creek 
mouth.  Beaches associated with permanent creek mouths support the most persistent Tahoe yellow cress 
sites throughout the species range, so this habitat type is considered more important to species persistence 
(Stanton et al. 2015).  A lack of water at the Tallac Creek mouth may degrade suitable habitat; however, 
Tahoe yellow cress persistence is more closely tied to lake level (Stanton et al. 2015), which will not be 
altered by the proposed action.  A detailed analysis on the relationship between lake level and 
swale/wetland habitat is located in the hydrology section (3.2.1).  
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Conclusion 
The proposed action could result in both potential short-term negative and long-term positive effects to 
Tahoe yellow cress. No long term negative impacts are expected. The scale of effects on Tahoe yellow 
cress is approximately 7% of all known Tahoe yellow cress sites. The scope of potential short-term 
negative effects could include unavoidable plant mortality and a concentrated disturbance in a core Tahoe 
yellow cress site (Taylor Creek); however, plant mortality will be mitigated at a 2:1 ratio.  Although the 
proposed action was driven in part by the need to improve conditions for the species and reduce 
inadvertent trampling, and project design features (part of the proposed action) would reduce or eliminate 
much of the potential implementation-related negative effects, some risk to these sites from 
implementation would remain. Conversely, the proposed action would improve protections from 
recreation use (e.g., trampling) that would continue if no action is taken.  The amount of suitable habitat is 
also expected to increase in the long-term as hydrologic function is restored.  

Resource Concern: Other Botanical Resources 
In addition to Tahoe yellow cress, the following botanical resources were considered: 1) Candidate and 
Forest Service Sensitive (FSS) botanical species (TEPCS) and 2) special habitats and uncommon plant 
communities.  There are no federally threatened, endangered, or proposed botanical species, or LTBMU 
Watch List species known to occur or with known suitable habitat within LTBMU so these species were 
not analyzed further.  Only those Candidate and FSS species with occurrences or known suitable habitat 
on the LTBMU and  those special habitat or uncommon plant communities referenced by TRPA or in the 
LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan as amended by the Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment 
(namely, fens and bogs) were considered (Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 2012; USDA Forest Service 
1988, 2004).    

Rule 
The potential effects to other botanical resources were analyzed by both the scope and scale using the 
following criteria: 1) the number and acres of the botanical resources affected by proposed action 
components; 2) type and intensity of effects from proposed action components; and 3) adequacy of 
project’s design features to reduce or eliminate effects. 

It is assumed that those species present or with suitable habitat within the analysis area (i.e. the proposed 
project area – Figure 1) have the highest potential to be effected by the proposed action components. 
Conversely, species outside of the analysis area are not anticipated to be effected either directly, 
indirectly, or cumulatively.  Therefore, species outside the analysis area were considered, but dismissed 
from further analysis.  It is assumed that direct effects (e.g. trampling, construction activities, plant 
removal) are more impactful to a resource than indirect effects (e.g. habitat alteration, impacts to 
reproductive success). 

Analysis 
Other Candidate and Forest Service Sensitive Botanical Species 

There is one candidate species known to occur on the LTBMU—whitebark pine (Pinus albicaulis); the 
analysis area is too low in elevation to support whitebark pine, so it will not be affected.  Of the 26 Forest 
Service Sensitive botanical species known to occur or with known suitable habitat within LTBMU, there 
is only one known to occur in the analysis area—Tahoe yellow cress (discussed above)—and eight have 
suitable habitat that intersects proposed activities: upswept moonwort (Botrychium ascendens), scalloped 
moonwort (Botrychium crenulatum), slender moonwort (Botrychium lineare), common moonwort 
(Botrychium lunaria), Mingan moonwort (Botrychium minganense), western goblin (Botrychium 
montanum), Blandow’s bog-moss (Helodium blandowii) and board-nerved hump-moss (Meesia 
uliginosa).  Although these eight species vary in their ecological requirements and life history 
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characteristics, they are all restricted to wet habitats—the mosses are further restricted to fens—and the 
effects of proposed activities to their suitable habitat are expected to be similar. 

Compared to other management activities for which the changes to wet habitat are well documented (e.g. 
grazing, ground water draining, road construction), there is a higher level of uncertainty in the outcomes 
of watershed restoration due to the complexity of interactions in hydrological and ecological processes 
(Matthews and Endress 2008; Rey Benayas et al. 2009; Zedler and Callaway 1999).  Nonetheless, it is 
expected that the proposed creek and swale restoration activities will increase the amount of wet meadow 
and montane riparian habitat in the Taylor Tallac marsh because the extent of ponded water during an 
average spring flow is expected to increase. Fen habitats are the exception; it is unlikely that the amount 
of fen habitat would increase as a result of project activities because peat accumulation rates are so slow 
(estimated at between 4-16 inches per thousand years in the Rocky Mountains) (Cooper 1990, Chimner 
and Cooper 2002). No construction activities are planned in or near the fen habitat, but aquatic invasive 
species removal along Tallac Creek intersects one fen.  Project design features are included to limit 
disturbance and protect peat-bearing soils, so fen habitat will not be affected.  

On the whole, the project will likely provide more habitat for these botanical species, but the quantity is 
negligible in the context of all of the suitable habitat available on LTBMU.  When these effects to suitable 
habitat are considered in conjunction with the fact that there are no known occurrences of these species 
affected by the project, there will be no significant impact to other Candidate or FSS botanical species. 

Special habitats and uncommon plant communities. 
Taylor Creek marsh (~250 ac) is listed as an uncommon plant community by TRPA and considered to be 
at or somewhat better than target condition (Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 2011, 2012).  The 
proposed project is expected to restore hydrologic function, resulting in expansion or enhancement of the 
vegetation communities.  Project design features are included to limit disturbance, prevent invasive plant 
introduction and spread, and protect peat-bearing soils.  There are two fens (3.9 ac) in the activity area—
both along Tallac Creek.  No construction activities are planned in or near the fens, but aquatic invasive 
species removal is planned near one.  Project design features are included to limit disturbance and protect 
peat-bearing soils, so fens will not be affected. 

Conclusion 
Other botanical resources will not be significantly affected based upon the very limited scale—only one 
uncommon plant community, one fen and no other botanical resources intersect proposed activities—and 
the limited scope—no ground disturbance, except in Taylor Creek marsh, which is expected to improve or 
extend the plant community—as well as the adequacy of the project’s design features to nearly eliminate 
negative effects.   

Resource Concern: 
 Potential risk of introduction and spread of invasive plants 

In 2003, the Forest Service identified invasive species as one of four critical threats to the nation’s 
ecosystems (Bosworth 2003). Invasive plants pose a significant threat to ecological function due to their 
ability to displace native species, alter nutrient and fire cycles, decrease the availability of forage for 
wildlife, and degrade soil structure (Bossard et al. 2000). Infestations can also reduce the recreational or 
aesthetic value of native habitats.  

Rules 
Risks from invasive plants are analyzed in detail in the project’s invasive plant risk assessment. Risk is 
assessed using the seven factors outlined in Invasive Plant Risk Assessment (Project Record): 1) 
inventory; 2) known infestations; 3) habitat vulnerability; 4) non-project-related vectors; 5) non-project-
related habitat disturbance; 6) project related vectors; and 7) project related habitat disturbance.  Then, the 
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adequacy of proposed project design features to reduce or eliminate risk is evaluated.  Aquatic invasive 
species are addressed in the aquatic analysis. 

Analysis  
Inventory is considered adequate because nearly all of the project area has been surveyed within five 
years; only small portions of the upper reaches of Tallac Creek, where only aquatic invasive species 
removal is proposed, have not been surveyed.  There is a very high concentration of known infestations:  
51 infestations (21.4 ac) that intersect proposed activities with another 16 nearby (3.0 acres)(USDA 
Forest Service 2015).  LTBMU prioritizes its invasive species of management concern based upon their 
ecological impact and the Unit’s ability to effectively control the species (McKnight and Rowe 2015).  
The vast majority of infestations (45 infestations, 20.6 acres) are of low priority species, mostly bull 
thistle (Cirsium vulgare) and a few oxeye daisy species (Leucanthemum vulgare) (Figure 15). There are 
three infestations (0.32 acres) of high priority species—all Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense)—near Swale 
3 and 4.  Wet habitats, such as meadows and marshes, are comparatively less vulnerable to invasion than 
other vegetation types on LTBMU, so the project’s habitat vulnerability is low.  Compared to other high 
recreation use areas and other vegetation types on LTBMU, the proposed project area exhibits relatively 
low habitat disturbance.  Construction will necessitate the use of imported materials and equipment which 
represents the most substantial vector for invasive plant introduction on LTBMU, as most materials and 
equipment come from low elevations areas with much higher weed densities, so the project-related 
vectors are high.  Despite the relatively large proposed project area, the amount of proposed ground 
disturbance is relatively low and mostly concentrated in vegetation types that are resilient to disturbance, 
so the project related habitat disturbance is moderate.  Standard invasive plant prevention measures—such 
as equipment cleaning and the use of weed-free materials—have been incorporated into the project design 
features.  In addition, a site-specific invasive plant treatment plan has been developed to address specific 
infestations that pose the greatest risk of spread.   

Conclusion 
There are substantial project and non-project related vectors for introduction and spread—some of which 
cannot be managed by design features, such as the high recreation use density.  Although the project 
design features cannot eliminate the risks from invasive plants, they will greatly reduce the risks and the 
proposed action will not have a significant impact.
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Figure 15. Known occurrences of terrestrial invasive plants in the proposed project area at and north of Highway 89.
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3.2.5 Wildlife 
The analysis below describes environmental consequences to Federally, Regionally, and TRPA listed 
species. All California listed species that do not have federal, regional, or TRPA status are addressed in 
section 3.2.9.  

Background 
The analysis area supports Forest Service Sensitive Species and Management Indicator Species, TRPA 
Special Interest Species, and migratory birds.  There are no Federally Endangered, Threatened, Candidate 
or Proposed species or Critical Habitat found within the analysis area.  The analysis area (4,650 acres) 
encompasses the entire project area.  On the east it follows the west shoreline of Fallen Leaf Lake and 
then continues along Fallen Leaf Lake Road, then north along Kiva Beach Road to the shore of Lake 
Tahoe.  On the north it is bounded by the lake shore. On the south and west sides the analysis area follows 
the ridge line that goes from Cathedral Peak to Mt. Tallac before following the smaller ridge that divides 
the Tallac Creek and Cascade Creek watersheds (HUC 7) to the lake shore. 

Resource Concern 
Effects to US Forest Service Sensitive Species: 

• Northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis) 

• Willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii) 

• Bald eagle  (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) 

• Great gray owl (Strix nebulosa) 

• California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis occidentalis) 

• Pallid bat (Antrozous pallidus) 

• Townsend’s big-eared bat (Corynorhinus townsendii) 

• Fringed myotis (Myotis thysanodes) 

• North American wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus) 

• Pacific marten (Martes caurina) 

• Western bumble bee (Bombus occidentalis) 

 

Rule 
• Forest Service Manual and Handbooks (FSM/H 2670) 

o 2670.22 - Sensitive Species 

 1.  Develop and implement management practices to ensure that species do not 
become threatened or endangered because of Forest Service actions. 

 2.  Maintain viable populations of all native and desired nonnative wildlife, fish, 
and plant species in habitats distributed throughout their geographic range on 
National Forest System lands. 

 3.  Develop and implement management objectives for populations and/or habitat 
of sensitive species. 
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• Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) 

o Section D. Wildlife and Fish – 12. Nonstructural Wildlife Habitat Management, pgs. IV-
26 and IV-27 

• Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment – Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
Record of Decision (2004) 

o Appendix A: Management Direction, Section B. Land Allocation and Desired Conditions 
Pg. 36-40 

o Appendix A: Management Direction, Section D. Management Standard and Guidelines 
pg. 49-66 

• USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region, Sensitive Species list, October 10, 2014.  
http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals 

 

Analysis 
There are 2,789 acres of northern goshawk habitat and three Protected Activity Centers (PACs), 
comprising one active territory, within the analysis area. This territory has been active nine of the 
previous 16 years (2000-2015) and successfully reproduced young five of those years.  There are 259 
acres of willow flycatcher habitat and three reproductive areas within the analysis areas.  The analysis 
area is partially within the bald eagle winter management area and bald eagle are frequently found in this 
area.  There are no nests within the analysis area.  There are 2,792 acres California spotted owl habitat 
and one PAC within the analysis area.  This PAC was last reproductively active in 2002 and the most 
recent detection was in 2012.  Depending on the species there are between 450 and 700 acres of habitat 
for sensitive bat species within the analysis area. There are no detections of pallid bat, two detections of 
Townsend’s big-eared bat and 28 detections of fringed myotis within the analysis area.  There are no 
known roosts for these species within the analysis area.  There are 3,155 acres of Pacific marten habitat 
but only one detection and no known dens within the analysis area.  Western bumble bee habitat within 
the analysis area would consist of all areas where there are flowering plants.  There are no known recent 
detections of western bumble bee within the analysis area. 

Great gray owl and North American wolverine are not known to occur on the LTBMU therefore these 
species will not be affected by this project and will not be further addressed. 

For all sensitive species found within the analysis area, the proposed project has the potential to cause 
disturbance type effects.  These effects would be minor and would be limited to the time of 
implementation.  Disturbance to reproducing individuals would be prevented by project design features, 
particularly the use of LOPs. Phasing of implementation would further reduce disturbance.  

Project activities would positively alter habitat for willow flycatcher, bald eagle, pallid bat, Townsend’s 
big-eared bat, and fringed myotis by improving and expanding riparian and wet meadow habitats. Snags 
and large trees would not be removed except where necessary for implementation of the proposed action 
or safety.  Habitat of northern goshawk, California spotted owl and Pacific marten will not be altered. The 
only species for which habitat may be lost is the western bumble bee.  However, for all species the 
amount of altered habitat would not be of an amount that would be noticeable to the LTBMU population 
as a whole. Further information on these species within the analysis area can be found in the Taylor and 
Tallac Restoration Project Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation (Project Record).   

Resource Concern  
Effects to Migratory Landbird Conservation 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals
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Rule 
Under the National Forest Management Act (NFMA), the Forest Service is directed to “provide for 
diversity of plant and animal communities based on the suitability and capability of the specific land area 
in order to meet overall multiple-use objectives.” (P.L.  94-588, Sec 6 (g) (3) (B)).  The January 2000 
USDA Forest Service (FS) Landbird Conservation Strategic Plan, followed by Executive Order 13186 in 
2001, in addition to the Partners in Flight (PIF) specific habitat Conservation Plans for birds and the 
January 2004 PIF North American Landbird Conservation Plan all reference goals and objectives for 
integrating bird conservation into forest management and planning. 

In late 2008, a Memorandum of Understanding between the USDA Forest Service and the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service to Promote the Conservation of Migratory Birds was signed.  The intent of the MOU is 
to strengthen migratory bird conservation through enhanced collaboration and cooperation between the 
Forest Service and the Fish and Wildlife Service as well as other federal, state, tribal and local 
governments.  Within the National Forests, conservation of migratory birds focuses on providing a 
diversity of habitat conditions at multiple spatial scales and ensuring that bird conservation is addressed 
when planning for land management activities.    

Analysis 

Likely impacts to habitats and select migratory bird populations resulting from the Taylor and Tallac 
Restoration Project have been assessed in detail within the project Management Indicator Species (MIS) 
report and impacts to select TES birds and their habitats have been analyzed in the project BA or BE.  
These impacts are summarized below: 

The project will not adversely impact migratory landbird species or their associated habitats.  Potential 
impacts to migratory species would be minimized through the adherence of LRMP Standards and 
Guidelines for snags/down woody debris, limited ground disturbance, and maintenance of canopy closure.  
The project is designed to improve habitat conditions by expanding wet meadow and riparian habitats, 
while still maintaining current functional habitat.  Additionally, habitat would be improved by swale 
restoration, removing aquatic invasive species, stream restoration, resource protection barriers and 
installing nest/perch structures. Specific project design criteria include; leaving downed woody debris in 
place where possible, retaining bank stabilizing vegetation and woody debris, staging areas would avoid 
damage to wet meadows, use of limited operating periods, retaining known nest trees, trimming or 
removal of vegetation would occur outside of the avian nesting season and retaining large snags. 

Resource Concern 
Effects to Management Indicator Species Habitat 

Rule 

MIS are animal species identified in the SNF MIS Amendment Record of Decision (ROD) signed 
December 14, 2007, which was developed under the 1982 National Forest System Land and Resource 
Management Planning Rule (1982 Planning Rule) (36 CFR 219).  Guidance regarding MIS set forth in 
the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit LRMP as amended by the 2007 SNF MIS Amendment ROD 
directs Forest Service resource managers to (1) at project scale, analyze the effects of proposed projects 
on the habitat of each MIS affected by such projects, and (2) at the bioregional scale, monitor populations 
and/or habitat trends of MIS, as identified in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit LRMP as amended. 

Analysis 

• Riverine and Lacustrine – aquatic macroinvertebrates 

• Riparian – yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia) 

• Wet Meadow – Pacific tree (chorus) frog (Pseudacris regilla) 
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• Early Seral Coniferous Forest – Mountain quail (Oreortyx pictus) 

• Mid Seral Coniferous Forest – Mountain quail (Oreortyx pictus) 

• Late Seral Open Canopy Coniferous Forest – Sooty (blue) grouse (Dendragapus obscurus) 

• Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest – California spotted owl (Strix occidentalis 
occidentalis), Pacific marten (Martes caurina), Northern flying squirrel (Glaucomys sabrinus) 

• Snags in Green Forest – Hairy woodpecker (Picoides villosus) 

The Late Seral Closed Canopy Coniferous Forest habitat type does not occur within the analysis area and 
therefore there will be no effects to this habitat type.  The Early Seral Coniferous Forest, Mid Seral 
Coniferous Forest, Late Seral Open Canopy Coniferous Forest and Snags in Green Forest habitat types 
are found within the analysis area but the associated habitat components will not be altered by this 
project.   

There are approximately 11 miles of riverine and 1400 acres of lacustrine habitat in the aquatic analysis 
area (see Aquatic Specialist Resort in Project record for description of aquatic analysis area). Habitat 
components that support aquatic macroinvertebrates will not be altered. Riverine habitat will improve 
with the placement of large woody debris and actions reducing water temperature. No changes are 
expected to lacustrine habitat. The Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project will not alter the existing trend 
in the habitat, nor lead to a change in the distribution of aquatic macroinvertebrates across the Sierra 
Nevada bioregion.  

There are currently 38,140 acres of riparian habitat on National Forest System lands in the Sierra Nevada.  
Over the last two decades, the trend is stable. Changes in the amount of riparian habitat, changes in 
deciduous and total canopy cover and changes in tree size class within the Taylor and Tallac Restoration 
Project action area will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor will it lead to a change in the 
distribution of yellow warblers across the Sierra Nevada bioregion. 

Wet meadow habitat in the project area is expected to expand from 3 to 27 acres depending on stream 
flow and lake level post restoration. Although the project will expand habitat for Pacific tree (chorus) 
frog, it will not alter the existing trend in the habitat, nor lead to a change in distribution across the Sierra 
Nevada bioregion.  

Full analysis of effects to these habitat types can be found in the Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project 
Management Indicator Species report. 

3.2.6 Heritage 
Background 

The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires that Federal agencies take into account the 
effects that their undertakings could have on properties listed on or eligible to the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP). This effects assessment is accomplished through inventory, evaluation, and 
determination of effects in consultation with the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the public, 
and pertinent Native American Tribes. The Washoe Tribe attended a scoping meeting at the start of 
project development in December 2014 and also provided comments during the scoping period.  In their 
scoping comments, the Washoe Tribe expressed support of efforts to restore both natural ecosystem 
processes and native species in the project area.  

For the purpose of NHPA compliance, the Area of Potential Effects (APE) for this project is considerably 
less than the total proposed project area.  The APE consists of the locations within the proposed project 
area where ground disturbing activities will occur.  The entire APE was either previously surveyed or is 
located in areas where there is no potential for heritage resources to be present (i.e. active stream 
channels).  As a result of this previous inventory 10 sites were located.  Of these 10, two had previously 
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been determined “not eligible” to the NRHP.  The remaining eight sites consist of one Bedrock Mortar 
site, four prehistoric lithic scatters, one multi component lithic scatter/historic trash site, one historic 
dairy, and one historic water works consisting of two dams and other water diversion components. One of 
these sites, the Water Works, has been determined eligible to the NRHP, the rest are unevaluated but 
potentially eligible.  The Fallen Leaf Dam and Water and Electrical Transmission System (Water Works) 
(FS Site Number 05190417) consists of the Lucky Baldwin Dam, the Fallen Leaf Lake Dam (Anita 
Baldwin Dam), Water Pipe Line, Electrical Transmission Line, Power House, tail race, Fish Hatchery and 
fish ladder.   

Resource Concern  
Effects to cultural and heritage resources. 

Rule 
Cultural and Heritage Resources will be affected if project activities will have an adverse effect to the 
integrity of the property. 

Analysis 
With the exception of the Lucky Baldwin Dam, all project activities will avoid known cultural or historic 
properties located within the APE.  Design features included in the proposed action reduce any possible 
unintended impacts to these resources.  Properties located within 82 feet (25 meters) of ground disturbing 
activities will be flagged for avoidance and monitored before and after the ground disturbing activities 
take place.  Any sighting of previously undiscovered cultural or historical resources will result in a 
stoppage of project work in the vicinity of the discovery and will be reported immediately to the LTBMU 
heritage staff.  

The Lucky Baldwin Dam has previously been determined eligible to the NRHP.  Approximately 340 feet 
of the dam is extant and retains integrity.  The northern 100 feet of the dam has deteriorated to rubble and 
no longer retains integrity.  Three small breeches (10 feet, 6 feet, and 9 feet) in the extant portion of the 
dam have deteriorated and also lack integrity. A 60 foot section of the dam which connects to a small 
peninsula is also deteriorated and lacks integrity.  The rubble from these deteriorated sections will be 
removed to increase the hydraulic intermixing of water between Fallen Leaf Lake and the lagoon behind 
the dam (see Figure 3).  In accordance with SHPO guidelines, we submitted a finding of no adverse 
impact to the Lucky Baldwin dam to the SHPO on April 21, 2016. This finding is supported by an 
evaluation of the existing condition and analysis of potential effects as described in the Historic 
Resources Evaluation Report written for the project (Project Record). 

Conclusion 
There will be “no adverse effect” from this project on cultural and heritage resources.  Except for the 
Water Works complex, all resources within the APE will be protected and avoided.  The Lucky Baldwin 
Dam will have the portions removed from the non-contributing sections of the dam which will not affect 
the integrity of the contributing portions of the dam and therefore not affect its eligibility for listing on the 
NRHP.    

3.2.7 Recreation 
Background 

Taylor Creek and Tallac Creek form a beautiful wetland, stream, and barrier beach system that support a 
variety of wildlife and ecosystems that together with the amazing scenery attract many visitors wishing to 
experience the unique landscape.  Within the project area visitors can view a stream from an underground 
angle, walk over a boardwalk along a stream and through a meadow, view seasonal wildlife migrations, 
ride or walk on multi-use paths, walk through multiple different wetland ecosystems, picnic, and recreate 
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along Lake Tahoe’s beautiful sandy shoreline.  The area’s popularity is due to this unique landscape and 
access to Lake Tahoe.   

The Baldwin Beach recreation site is managed under special use permit and the remainder of the site is 
managed by the USFS.  Visitation in the summer and fall throughout the area is very high, especially on 
weekends; however the site is sufficiently large enough that visitors can find areas of relative solitude on 
the beach and along the many trails in the proposed project area.  Conserving the ability to find solitude 
and maintaining the relatively low level of development infrastructure on the site were issues raised 
during the scoping period.  Overall visitors enjoy the current level of development and wish to maintain 
the existing opportunities for active and passive recreation and wildlife viewing that exist on the site. 

Resource Concern 
Changes in Access to Recreation 

Rule 

Project activities would be considered to have a significant impact on access to recreation resources if the 
activities significantly increased or decreased the ability of the public to access a site for the purposes of 
recreation.  Changes to access are subjective in nature and are considered in terms of context, time, and 
intensity when compared to the existing condition.  Improving the quality of existing access points and 
circulation patterns is not considered to significantly alter access.   

Additionally, the Forest Service is required to comply with accessibility standards (the Architectural 
Barriers Act and the Forest Service Outdoor Recreation Accessibility Guide) in order to serve persons 
with disabilities.  All new and remodeled facilities must meet these standards.  Upgrading existing 
facilities to meet these standards is not considered to significantly increase access.  However a loss of 
accessibility would potentially be considered an adverse effect. 

This analysis relies on the LTBMU’s Forest Plan (USDA 1988), the Forest Service Outdoor Recreation 
Accessibility Guidelines (USDA 2006), the Architectural Barriers Act/American Disabilities Act, and 
Forest Service Manual direction (USDA 2006a:  Section 2333–Site and Facility Planning and Design; 
USDA 2003:  Chapter 2380–Landscape Management). 

Analysis 
All proposed new recreation facilities in the project area are within the context and intensity of the 
existing access to recreation facilities.  Currently visitors can only access Baldwin Beach via the entrance 
road where vehicles, pedestrians, and bikers all must share the road.  This condition has been identified as 
undesirable both from vehicle drivers and from pedestrians/bikers attempting to mingle with the vehicles.  
The addition of a new multi-use trail connecting State Route 89 to Baldwin Beach would provide a 
pathway outside of the vehicle travel route, reducing pedestrian/biker/vehicle conflicts and improving the 
experience of visitors attempting to access the site via non-motorized means.  Vehicular traffic would also 
flow more smoothly on the Baldwin Beach entrance road with the separation of bikers/pedestrians from 
the vehicle travel route.  No change in the number of parking spaces or restroom facilities is proposed and 
general access and use of the site is not expected to change, resulting in no significant change to the 
context or intensity of the existing access to the recreation site 

All activities are proposed to meet all applicable universal accessibility guidelines and will improve the 
quality of the existing facilities that currently do not meet accessibility standards.  All proposed 
improvements to accessibility are required to meet the Forest Service accessibility guidelines.  The newly 
modified Rainbow Trail segments, new pedestrian circulation pathways at Baldwin Beach, new beach 
access routes from the Baldwin parking areas out to the beach, and new accessible pathways within the 
Baldwin picnic/parking/restroom areas would all result in improved overall access for families, 
individuals with mobility impairments, and individuals with disabilities.  Accessible beach pathways 
(similar to the accessible pathways that are proposed in this proposed action) were installed at the 
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LTBMU Nevada Beach Day Use Site on the east shore of Lake Tahoe and the response from visitors has 
been extremely positive.  Previously, users filtered through the vegetation from the parking areas onto the 
beach, requiring travel through the soft sand, which can be difficult with small children, beach equipment, 
etc.  Now the majority of the visitors use the walkways as the main access point from the parking areas 
due to the hardened surface.  As a result there is less trampling of the beach vegetation and users have an 
improved experience.  A similar result is expected after the installation of the beach access routes at 
Baldwin Beach.   

Improvements to the Stream Profile Chamber and elevation of the Rainbow Trail would result in reduced 
flooding of the Stream Profile Chamber area and Rainbow Trail pathways.  Reduced flooding of the trails 
would allow for visitors to use the trail system for longer periods throughout the year and would limit the 
number of user-created trails that are created as visitors attempt to bypass flooded areas by leaving the 
pathways for higher ground. 

Swale restoration work and stream restoration work on Taylor Creek and Tallac Creek would not impact 
existing access to Baldwin Beach or the Rainbow Trail.  Changes in hydrology on the site are not 
expected to inundate any recreation facilities.  Some changes to the existing off-trail use in the Taylor 
Creek marsh and swales may occur.  Currently visitors cut through the swales on user-created trails 
during dry periods as a short-cut from the beach to the parking areas.  Installation of resource protection 
barriers along the parking lots and swales would limit this type of unmanaged access; however the 
existing swale crossings will continue to provide beach access.  Additionally one of the swale crossings 
would be improved with an accessible surface, improving the beach access overall.  No impacts to any 
National Forest System trails would result from any swale or restoration work.  Pedestrians cutting 
through the meadow may find some non-system user-created trails blocked as a result of seasonal water 
ponding for longer periods of time during the year due to increased wetting of the meadow.   

Pedestrian connectivity from east to west across the area where Tallac Creek currently flows into Lake 
Tahoe would be improved during normal lake stand levels after the majority of Tallac Creek flows into 
swale 1 as a result of the berm installation.  It is anticipated that a barrier beach would form for longer 
periods during the year at the Tallac Creek mouth (which currently happens during late summer months 
or during dry seasons), allowing for easier movement of pedestrians across the outlet of Tallac Creek.  

Installation of nest and perch structures, installation of willows, removal of aquatic invasive species, and 
tree removal activities would not alter the access to any recreation sites.  Work on the Lucky Baldwin 
Dam and fish ladder at Fallen Leaf Lake are also not expected to alter any access to recreation resources. 

The limited construction season overlaps with the heaviest use periods for the recreation sites in the 
project area.  This will create a limited short term impact on access due to the timing overlap of these 
activities.  Only construction work associated with road improvements, culvert replacement, and multi-
use trail construction is expected to result in closure of Baldwin Beach Road.   Because the entrance road 
is the only automobile access to Baldwin Beach, work on this road would essentially close the site from 
Highway 89.  A temporary public access road is not planned due to the highly sensitive ecosystem and 
potentially negative impacts that would result.  While the LTBMU makes every effort to keep site 
closures to a minimum, closure of the site may be required during the busy summer months due to the 
limitations of the grading season and necessary curing time of any concrete structures that are planned for 
use during the culvert replacement.  It is anticipated that closure of the entrance road and Baldwin Beach 
recreation site could span over two seasons (i.e. span from one summer over the winter into the next 
spring), however the busy season from Memorial Day weekend through Labor Day weekend would be 
impacted at a maximum for one season.  Dispersed use of Baldwin Beach may still continue such as 
boat/kayak/paddle board access or via pathways from the Tallac Historic Site and across the mouth of 
Taylor Creek.  The public would only be physically excluded from areas in immediate proximity to the 
actual construction work.  When the recreation site is closed, facilities such as restrooms would not be 
available.  Closure notices would be posted at the site and in advance via press release and on the 
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LTBMU website.  Visitors may still access Lake Tahoe beaches in the South Lake Tahoe area via other 
public recreation sites such as Camp Richardson Resort, Pope Beach Day Use Site, the Tallac Historic 
Site, Regan Beach Commons, and Nevada Beach Day Use Site. 

Other site work and recreation improvements such as installation of accessible pathways, upgrades to the 
picnic areas, etc. may extend across multiple seasons and occur in phases; however this type of work is 
expected to have very short term impacts to access and only for small portions of the site at a time.    

Because the areas surrounding the Rainbow Trail are also extremely sensitive ecosystems and no 
temporary trail reroutes are planned, Rainbow trail upgrades would also necessitate a closure of at least 
portions of the trail.  Work would be planned outside of the periods of highest use for the Rainbow Trail 
(holidays and the fall during seasonal wildlife migrations).  The Stream Profile Chamber would be closed 
during construction work that poses a threat to user safety.  Small scale interior improvements may 
proceed while the building is open to the public. 

Conclusion 
The proposed new recreation facilities are within the context and intensity of existing access to the 
recreation sites and would not result in a significant increase in access to the site.  Overall the quality of 
access to Baldwin Beach, the Stream Profile Chamber, and the Rainbow Trail areas will be improved.   
Universal accessibility guidelines will be met where applicable and access for individuals with 
disabilities, mobility impairments, and families with small children will be much improved.  These 
improvements are within the context and intensity of existing features and not considered a significant 
increase to site access.  Some user-created trails may be impacted by the restoration and swale work.  The 
timing of temporary closures for construction work may occur during the high use summer months.  
There will be no significant long term change to access to any of the recreation sites within the project 
area resulting in no significant impact.   

Resource of Concern 
Changes in Recreation Opportunity and Experience 

Rule 

This area falls within the LTBMU Forest Plan’s Fallen Leaf Management Area, which is the heaviest 
developed and used recreation area within the LTBMU. The Forest Plan classifies this area to be managed 
with a Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) class of rural where this level of development is 
permitted.  Project activities that result in a new ROS designation for a site would be considered a 
significant impact.  Additionally, subjective changes to recreation opportunity and experience are 
considered in terms of context and intensity when compared to the existing level of recreation opportunity 
and the existing experience of recreating at the site. 

This analysis relies on the LTBMU’s Forest Plan (USDA 1988), the Forest Service Outdoor Recreation 
Accessibility Guidelines (USDA 2006), the Architectural Barriers Act/American Disabilities Act, the 
Forest Service Built Environment Image Guide (USDA 2001), and Forest Service Manual direction 
(USDA 2003: Chapter 2380–Landscape Management, USDA 2006a: Section 2333–Site and Facility 
Planning and Design). 

Analysis 
The overall level of development at Baldwin Beach is not increasing from existing levels with the 
exception of the installation of accessible pathways and the multi-use path from highway; however the 
overall quality of the recreation experience at the site is expected to improve.  The overall increase in 
development at the site is consistent with existing context and intensity of infrastructure at the site, 
therefore no change in the ROS would result from project activities.  All proposed facilities would meet 
the Forest Service Built Environment Image Guidelines for visual appearance, further ensuring that the 
facilities fit within the context of the existing infrastructure and landscape that they sit in. 
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Recreation upgrades at Baldwin Beach would improve the opportunity for individuals with disabilities to 
recreate on Lake Tahoe beaches by providing access to the beach and picnic site via new accessible 
walkways.  Upgrades to the Rainbow Trail would also increase the opportunity for individuals to 
experience the marsh ecosystem.  The formalized user-created trail that leads to the gravel bar by Taylor 
Creek would allow visitors a much closer view of seasonal wildlife migrations along an accessible 
pathway. Installation of the foot washing stations would improve the experience of visitors at the site and 
reduce the need for maintenance in the bathrooms to clean sand from the facility sand traps.  All upgraded 
facilities would have a reduced level of deferred maintenance, resulting in an improved experience for 
visitors. 

The ability to find solitude was mentioned by the public as an important value to maintain at Baldwin 
Beach.  The installation of the beach access pathways is expected to actually reduce the number of people 
who travel down the beach for significant distances, which may result in an increased sense of solitude at 
the periphery of the site.  The experience at Nevada Beach where similar pathways were installed has 
shown that when given the opportunity, visitors would use these access points that are easier to maneuver 
and won’t travel as far down the beach.  A previously proposed pavilion and pathway on the beach 
connecting the two parking areas was removed from the proposed action after scoping, over concern 
regarding the level of proposed development at the site and the need to maintain the relatively dispersed 
feeling. 

The stream and restoration activities are not expected to significantly alter the existing opportunity or 
experience at Baldwin Beach.  While some of the vegetation patterns may change from a drier chaparral 
to a wet meadow ecosystem with standing water, these conditions currently exist during spring flow 
conditions and are not outside the existing variability seen at the site from year to year and season to 
season.  The experience of recreating on a beach next to a swale ecosystem would not change.  The 
amount of flowing water at the mouth of Tallac Creek may be reduced, but it is not anticipated to be 
significantly different than what currently happens during seasonal variability and dry years.  The general 
pattern of visitors recreating on Lake Tahoe near a swale and creek ecosystem would not be altered and 
swale/creek conditions will continue to be highly variable between the seasons and from year-to-year.   

Installation of nest and perch structures and willows may slightly improve the ability to view birds in 
close proximity to the recreation site.  Removal of aquatic invasive species would improve the clarity of 
the water in the swales and creeks and also increase the likelihood of viewing native fish, amphibians, and 
birds. 

Work on the Lucky Baldwin Dam is not expected to alter the existing opportunity to view the dam at 
Fallen Leaf Lake.  The dam is only visible during low water levels and is not easily navigable by 
pedestrians due to the existing perforations in the dam, although some visitors do climb on the dam.  Only 
portions of the dam are proposed for removal and the opportunity to view and observe the dam up close 
would remain.  

Conclusion 

The overall increase in development at the site is consistent with existing context and intensity of 
infrastructure at the site, therefore no change in the ROS would result from project activities.  The 
opportunity for persons with disabilities and mobility impairments to enjoy Baldwin Beach and the picnic 
site would be improved.  The existing recreation opportunities within the project area would not 
significantly change in intensity.  The newly proposed recreation facilities and upgraded facilities would 
fit within the existing site context and intensity of development and would not result in a significant 
change in the opportunity to recreate within the project area.  The experience of recreating at Baldwin 
Beach is expected to improve through the reduction in deferred maintenance and improved facilities.  The 
experience of viewing and walking through a marsh ecosystem, recreating at Baldwin Beach, wildlife 
viewing, and experiencing a swale/creek ecosystem would be improved through the restoration activities 
and improved facilities.  
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3.2.8 Scenic 
Background 

The proposed activity area is located on a relatively flat area that is a mixture of a more dense stream 
habitat (willow and aspen overstory), open marsh habitat (low grasses and small shrubs), wet meadow 
(swales with short grasses and some willows), and open sandy beachfront on Lake Tahoe.  The backdrop 
landscape consists of the Sierra Nevada Crest and Mt. Tallac to the south and west.  The clear blue waters 
of Lake Tahoe and the mountains of the East Shore of the Tahoe Basin serve as the backdrop to the site to 
the north and east.   

Existing facilities are noticeable but visually subordinate to this landscape. However, these facilities, 
including day use parking, pathways, and the stream profile chamber, are noticeably well- worn and aging 
due to long-term concentrated recreational use of this highly popular site and the level of deferred 
maintenance.   

The project is visible from TRPA Scenic Shoreline Unit 4, Taylor Creek Meadow, which is in attainment 
with TRPA Scenic Thresholds. TRPA Scenic Roadway Unit 2 (Highway 89) goes through the project 
area and is not in attainment with TRPA Scenic Thresholds.  The proposed action in this area on Highway 
89 would create a bike path connection from Baldwin Beach to the bike path on Highway 89, new fencing 
along the bike path on Highway 89, and bank stabilization at the Taylor Creek crossing on Highway 89.   

Resource Concern 
Changes to Scenic Character 

Rule 
All of the project components are considered key viewing points and are within the foreground view area, 
which is being managed in accordance with the visual quality objective (VQO) of partial retention.   

A change in the VQO designation for a site as a result of project activities would be considered a 
significant impact the scenic character.  Additionally, changes to scenic character are considered on a 
subjective basis in terms of context (site character), time, and intensity (scale) when compared to the 
existing condition.  All facilities on NFS lands must meet the Built Environment Image Guide for 
materials, scale, and style of design.  This analysis relies on the LTBMU’s Forest Plan (USDA 1988), the 
Forest Service Built Environment Image Guide (USDA 2001), and Forest Service Manual direction 
(USDA 2003: Chapter 2380–Landscape Management).  The project cannot degrade the scenic quality of 
the TRPA Shoreline Unit, which currently has a high scenic quality rating of 3. 

Analysis 
The newly modified Rainbow Trail segments, upgrades to the Stream Profile Chamber, new pedestrian 
circulation pathways at Baldwin Beach, new beach access routes from the Baldwin parking areas out to 
the beach, the formalized picnic area, and new accessible pathways within the Baldwin 
picnic/parking/restroom areas would be within the scale of existing development, and would meet the 
USFS Built Environment Image Guide (BEIG) for materials, scale, and style of design and would fit 
within the existing VQO of partial retention.  These enhancements would improve the visual character of 
the recreation facilities within the site.  The new multi-use pathway along the entrance road and the new 
accessible pathways leading out to the beach would result in a small increase in the amount of 
infrastructure visible from existing facilities, however these new facilities would be within the scale of the 
existing facilities and would meet the BEIG.  These ground-level improvements are generally considered 
a positive aesthetic improvement within sites where similar infrastructure exists and when the new 
infrastructure is designed to improve ease of access to facilities.  Comparable structures installed at 
Nevada Beach are not considered a detracting feature on the landscape.  Changes to the view from Lake 
Tahoe of the new accessible pathways on Baldwin Beach are expected to be extremely small in scale and 
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visually subordinate to the surrounding landscape due to the low profile design, natural-appearing 
materials, and low viewing angle from the lake (similar to the pathways at Nevada Beach).  It is expected 
that the new observation deck on the Rainbow Trail would reduce the presence of muddy, flooded user-
created trails and trampled vegetation and improve the overall scenic experience of viewing seasonal 
wildlife.  

As a result of the restoration activities, the marsh habitat and swales may change from a drier chaparral to 
a wet meadow with more standing water.  This condition exists currently during spring peak flow 
conditions.  This wetter condition may persist longer through the season.   This is not outside of the 
existing condition during extremely high lake levels.  Dry stream bed conditions may persist longer at the 
mouth of Tallac Creek.  This condition currently exists during dry summer months.  The exact 
configuration of swale 1 and Taylor Creek may be somewhat changed from existing due to possible 
increased breaching of swale 1 at the mouth of Taylor Creek, however this is also within the existing 
natural range of variability in that location for both timing and intensity.  The scale of proposed changes 
to the landscape is considered to be small. 

Replacement of culverts and swale crossing structures would reduce the amount of aged infrastructure in 
the landscape and improve the aesthetic quality of these facilities.  Resource protection barriers along the 
beach would result in improved aesthetics through reduced erosion and vegetative trampling, as well as 
through removal of the existing dilapidated fencing.  Aquatic invasive species removal activities may 
alter the swales from the existing system of dense invasive milfoil vegetation towards a more natural clear 
water system with grasses/forbs. 

Breaching of Lucky Baldwin Dam is proposed only in small sections and would be consistent with the 
existing perforated quality of the dam.   

Installation of nest/perch structures would have minimal impact to the visible foreground of the site 
facilities.  Tree removal activities associated with multi-use path installation and culvert replacement are 
not expected to change the overall experience of viewing stream/marsh/swale vegetation in random 
patches along the entrance road.  In some areas the aesthetic quality of the vegetation would be improved 
from that of an overgrown lodgepole pine stand to one of healthy stream/marsh/swale vegetation.  The 
overall visual experience at the site would remain one of shrubs or small trees and meadow vegetation in 
the foreground with the background of the Sierra Nevada Crest and Mount Tallac. 

Conclusion 
Improvements to the recreation facilities and access roadways/pathways within the site may result in a 
small increase in overall infrastructure visible at the site, however these improvements are considered to 
be beneficial to the aesthetics of the site through the replacement of aged infrastructure, reduced 
trampling of vegetation and erosion, and increased cohesion within the site.  These improvements fit 
within the existing scale and intensity of the existing facilities.  Restoration activities may result in a 
change in the appearance of the existing landscape and existing vegetation regimes, however these 
changes are within the existing and historic seasonal and annual variability at the site and are consistent 
with the overall site character.  The changes will not decrease the numeric rating of the Scenic Shoreline 
Unit or the TRPA Scenic Roadway Unit 2 (Highway 89).  The overall visual experience of the 
stream/marsh/swale/beach habitat in the foreground and background of tall mountains will persist.  The 
scale of visual changes at the site is not considered significant.  The infrastructure that would be replaced 
(e.g., bridge abutments, fencing) or built (e.g., bike path connections) would blend rather than contrast 
with the natural environment. 

3.2.9 California Species (California Environmental Quality Act Compliance) 
To comply with CEQA, we evaluated the potential for the following species to occur in the project area 
and the larger Emerald Bay quadrangle and the potential for project-level effects: endangered, threatened, 
and/or candidate by California Endangered Species Act (CESA); California Department of Fish and 
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Wildlife designated Species of Special Concern (SSC), Fully Protected (FP) species, and Watch List 
(WL) species; California threatened and endangered plant species with a California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS) Rare Plant Rank of 1 and 2; and rare plants with a 4 rank that are also on the TRPA list (Table 9). 
The table below describes the potential effects to species that do not also have another federal or local 
status and were described previously in the document (endangered, threatened, candidate, proposed, 
Forest Service Sensitive, Management Indicator Species, and TRPA Species of Interest).   

Table 9. California species evaluated for the proposed project. 

Species Status¹ Determination Rationale/Mitigation 
 State CNPS   
Aquatics 
Northern leopard frog 
(Lithobates pipiens) 

SSC  No effect No potential to occur, outside 
of species range. 

Mountain sucker 
(Catostomus 
platyrhynchus) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Individuals could be 
adversely affected by 
electrofishing.  However, 
species is not known to occur 
in the project area; it has not 
detected in project area during 
surveys.  

Mountain whitefish 
(Prosopium 
williamsoni) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Few individuals could be 
adversely affected by 
electrofishing because of the 
relatively small population 
size documented in the project 
area as compared to their 
geographic range.   

Botany 
marsh skullcap 
(Scutellaria 
galericulata) 

 2B.2 Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

There is one occurrence in the 
analysis area, consisting of 
three polygons, but none of 
the polygons intersect 
proposed activities (California 
Department of Fish and 
Wildlife 2015). 

Austin’s milkvetch 
(Astragalus 
austiniae) 

 1B.3 Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Current occupancy in the 
project area is uncertain; only 
data include two historical 
records from Mt Tallac (1925) 
and Granite Lake (1976).  

Watershield 
(Brasenia schreberi) 

 2B.3 Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Occupancy in project area 
uncertain; detected in Truckee 
Marsh at Pope Beach (2011).  

Davy’s sedge 
(Carex davyi) 

 1B.3 Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Current occupancy in the 
project area is uncertain; only 
data include one historical 
record from near Gilmore 
Lake in 1946. 

Mud sedge   2B.2 Not likely to Occupancy in project area 
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(Carex limosa) jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

uncertain; detected in Truckee 
Marsh at Pope Beach (2011). 

American 
mannagrass 
(Glyceria grandis) 

 2B.3 Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Current occupancy in the 
project area is uncertain; only 
data include one historical 
record from Upper Glen 
Alpine Falls (1907). 

Slender-leaved 
pondweed 
(Stuckenia filiformis 
ssp. alpine) 

 2B.2 Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Current occupancy in the 
project area is uncertain; only 
data include one historical 
record from north of Emerald 
Bay (1929). 

Wildlife  
Sharp-shinned hawk 
Accipiter striatus) 

SSC   Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible but there 
would be no changes to 
suitable habitat. 

Long-eared owl (Asio 
otus) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible but there 
would be no changes to 
suitable habitat. 

Black-backed 
woodpecker 
(Picoides arcticus) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area.  There are 
detections in the vicinity but 
not within the analysis area.  
Disturbance type effects are 
possible but there would be 
no changes to suitable habitat. 

White-headed 
woodpecker 
Xanthocephalus 
xanthocephalus) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible.  Proposed 
actions may positively alter 
suitable habitat.  

Red-breasted 
sapsucker 
(Sphyrapicus ruber) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible.  Proposed 
actions may positively alter 
suitable habitat. 

Bank swallow 
(Riparia riparia) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area.  There are 
detections in the vicinity but 
not within the analysis area.² 
Disturbance type effects are 
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possible.  Proposed actions 
may positively alter suitable 
habitat. 

American badger 
(Taxidea taxus) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible but there 
would be no changes to 
suitable habitat. 

Sierra Nevada 
snowshoe hare 
(Lepus americanus 
tahoensis) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible but there 
would be no changes to 
suitable habitat. 

Sierra Nevada 
mountain beaver 
(Aplodontia rufa 
californica) 

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible but there 
would be no changes to 
suitable habitat. 

Long-legged 
myotis(Myotis 
volans)   

SSC  Not likely to 
jeopardize the 
continued existence 
of the species 

Suitable habitat within the 
analysis area, but not known 
to occur.² Disturbance type 
effects are possible.  Proposed 
actions may positively alter 
suitable habitat. 

¹ CESA, CDFW, Status Definitions: 
ST = State Threatened 
FP = Fully Protected 
SSC = Species of Special Concern 
WL = Watch List Species 
 
Local/California Native Plant Society (CNPS) Status Definitions: 
CNPS Listing Categories: 
1B Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California and elsewhere 
2 Plants rare, threatened, or endangered in California but more common elsewhere 
3 Plants for which more information is needed – a review list 
4 Plants of limited distribution – a watch list 
 
² Project design features (e.g., 1 and 2a) would implement protections if species are detected in the project 
area.  
 

3.2.10 Temporary Construction Impacts 
Potential temporary construction impacts requiring design features and/or BMPs have been identified 
based on the CEQA checklist (Appendix A) related to biological resources, hydrology and water quality, 
and recreation. Impacts are mainly related to construction activity creating soil disturbance (including 
grading, temporary access roads and instream activities), noise from heavy equipment use, and limiting 
public access for safety.  
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Potential construction related biological impacts are discussed in Sections 3.2.3 (Aquatics), 3.2.4 
(Botany), 3.2.5 (Wildlife), and 3.2.9 (California Species).  Project elements with the potential to affect 
biological resources during construction include: culvert replacement in Swale 1 and culvert installation 
along the Baldwin Beach access road, restoration of historic impacts to Swales 2, 3, and 4, installation of 
the berm on Tallac Creek, protection of the STPUD sewer line, and installation of the multi-use pathway 
parallel to the Baldwin Beach access road.  Implementation of these elements may require the use of 
heavy equipment in stream environment zones. The project may affect individuals of a species but is not 
likely to result in a loss of viability.  The project will improve conditions for native species through the 
removal and management of invasive species. The project is designed to improve geomorphic and 
hydrologic conditions, which will increase riparian and floodplain habitat.  Impacts to the local hydrology 
are described in Section 3.2.1 (Hydrology). Construction related impacts are reduced through 
implementation of BMPs described in Section 2.4, Table 1, and design features 5-9. The project will 
improve movement of wildlife species through the replacement of culverts through swale 1 and 
stabilization of the South Tahoe Public Utility District sewer line that crosses Tallac Creek.  Potential 
construction related impacts to wildlife are reduced through implementation of design features 46-51. 

Project elements with potential construction related water quality impacts are described in Section 2.2 
(Proposed Action, Items 1-3 and 8).  Impacts to hydrology and water quality are discussed in the Section 
3.2.1 (Hydrology). Construction activity including grading and soil disturbance  near streams and swale 
restoration, Lucky Baldwin dam removal, upgrades to the fish ladder, stream profile chamber and 
rainbow trail, and protection of bridge abutments in Taylor Creek have the potential to cause short-term 
violations of water quality standards both during construction and immediately following project 
completion.  The activities may require the use of heavy equipment in and adjacent to waterbodies.  
BMPs as prescribed from the following sources are required as each phase of the project is permitted. 
National and Regional USFS BMPs that minimize potential impacts from construction activities in 
waterbodies and SEZs are described in Table 1 and Appendix C, including: Plan-3 (Aquatic Management 
Zone Planning), AqEco-2 (Operations in Aquatic Ecosystems), AqEco-4 (Stream Channels and 
Shoreline), Fac-2 (Facility Construction and Stormwater Control), Fac-7 (Vehicle and Equipment Wash 
Water), Road-10 (Equipment Refueling and Servicing), and WatUses-4/BMP2.5.  Design features 5, 6, 8, 
and 11-13 provide measures necessary to mitigate potential impacts to hydrology and water quality to less 
than significant levels. In addition, all work within waterbodies would comply with requirements of 
permits issued by the Water Board, including Basin Plan Prohibition Exemptions and Clean Water Act 
section 401 Water Quality Certifications.  The mitigation identified herein will be incorporated into the 
terms of the permits.   

Potential construction related recreation impacts are analyzed in Section 3.2.7 (Recreation).  Construction 
on various portions of the project will require temporary limited access due to public safety concerns. The 
limited construction season overlaps with the heaviest use periods for the recreation sites in the project 
area.  This will create a limited short term impact on access due to the timing overlap of these activities.  
Only construction work associated with road improvements, culvert replacement, and multi-use trail 
construction is expected to result in closure of Baldwin Beach road. Dispersed use of Baldwin Beach may 
still continue such as boat/kayak/paddle board access or via pathways from the Tallac Historic Site and 
across the mouth of Taylor Creek. Closure notices would be posted at the site and in advance via press 
release and on the LTBMU website. 

 

3. 3 Cumulative Effects 
A cumulative effect is the effect on the environment that results from the incremental effect of the action 
when added to the effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions, regardless of 
what agency or person undertakes the other actions and regardless of land ownership on which the other 
actions occur. An individual action when considered alone may not have a significant effect, but when its 
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effects are considered in sum with the effects of other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions, the effects may be significant (40 CFR 1508.7, 1508.8). Cumulative effects can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant actions, taking place over a period of time. Table 10 
below, summarizes the environmental consequences of past, present, and future projects within the 
project area when added to the proposed action. 

Cumulative effects are commonly confused with indirect effects. The cumulative effects analysis takes a 
look at the other past, present and foreseeable future actions: by the Forest Service as well as other 
agencies.  

o Cumulative effects, generally speaking, are those additive effects to resources on the landscape 
from:  

1) the actions proposed in this project (as an additive effect) when combined with 
2) the effects of:  

a) past projects,  
b) currently active projects, and 
c) projects that are planned in the foreseeable future.  

 
This analysis relies on current environmental conditions as a proxy for the impacts of past actions. This is 
because existing conditions reflect the aggregate impact of all prior human actions and natural events that 
have affected the environment (and might contribute to cumulative effects). While some of the recent past 
actions are identified and summarized in Table 10, the cumulative effects analysis does not attempt to 
quantify the effects of all past human actions by adding up all prior actions on an action-by-action basis. 
There are several reasons for not taking this approach.  

1. A catalog and analysis of all past actions would be impractical to compile – and unduly costly to 
obtain. Current conditions within the project area have been impacted by innumerable actions 
over the last century (and longer); attempting to isolate the individual actions that continue to 
have residual impacts would be nearly impossible. 

2. Providing the details of past actions, on an individual basis, would not be useful to predict the 
cumulative effects of the proposed action or alternatives. In fact, focusing on individual actions 
would be less accurate than looking at existing conditions because there is limited information on 
the environmental impacts of individual past actions, and one cannot reasonably identify each and 
every action over the last century that has contributed to current conditions. Additionally, 
focusing on the impacts of past human actions can risk ignoring the important residual effects of 
past natural events, which also contribute to cumulative effects. By looking at current conditions, 
we are sure to capture all the residual effects of past human actions and natural events, regardless 
of which particular action or event contributed those effects.  

3. Public scoping for this project did not identify any public interest or need for detailed information 
on individual past actions.  

4. The Council on Environmental Quality issued an interpretive memorandum on June 24, 2005 
regarding analysis of past actions, which states, “agencies can conduct an adequate cumulative 
effects analysis by focusing on the current aggregate effects of past actions without delving into 
the historical details of individual past actions” (Connaughton 2005).  

The cumulative effects analysis in this EA is consistent with Forest Service National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) Regulations (36 CFR 220.4(f)) (July 24, 2008), which state, in part:  

“CEQ regulations do not require the consideration of the individual effects of all past actions to 
determine the present effects of past actions. Once the agency has identified those present effects 
of past actions that warrant consideration, the agency assesses the extent that the effects of the 
proposal for agency action or its alternatives will add to, modify, or mitigate those effects. The 
final analysis documents an agency assessment of the cumulative effects of the actions considered 
(including past, present, and reasonable foreseeable future actions) on the affected environment. 
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With respect to past actions, during the scoping process and subsequent preparation of the 
analysis, the agency must determine what information regarding past actions is useful and 
relevant to the required analysis of cumulative effects. Cataloging past actions and specific 
information about the direct and indirect effects of their design and implementation could in some 
contexts be useful to predict the cumulative effects of the proposal. The CEQ regulations, 
however, do not require agencies to catalogue or exhaustively list and analyze all individual past 
actions. Simply because information about past actions may be available or obtained with 
reasonable effort does not mean that it is relevant and necessary to inform decision making. (40 
CFR 1508.7)” 

The reasonably foreseeable future actions used in the cumulative analysis are limited to projects that are 
funded and have progressed in the planning stages sufficiently to clearly identify the anticipated direct 
and indirect environmental effects. Projects where the implementation may take place at some undefined 
point in the future and/or have unformed proposed actions which do not yet have specific environmental 
consequences cannot be reasonably included in the analysis.  

Stated simply, if the specific location, action, direct and indirect effects, and timing cannot be predicted 
with some degree of certainty, then including that project in the analysis is only speculative – which may 
lead to inaccurate cumulative effects analyses Future actions are only included if their impacts are 
forecasted to occur before the impacts of the proposed action have ended.  

For the cumulative effects analysis, we considered projects and activities that were wholly or at least in 
part within the project area.  For the analysis of cumulative effects to aquatic resources, the analysis 
boundary extends beyond the project boundary to include all of Fallen Leaf Lake and Glen Alpine Creek 
because the lake and creek are hydrologically connected to Taylor Creek in the project area. It is assumed 
that future projects would be implemented within the next five years. 

Table 10 below displays the cumulative effects findings.  The table lists the past-present-future projects, 
when the project has or will have an impact (date), proximity to the proposed action, the relevant effect of 
the project from the appropriate environmental analysis, the effect of the proposed action on that resource, 
and finally the finding of cumulative effect.  The environmental documents for each of the projects in 
Table 10 can be found on the website for the Forest Service Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (Land 
and Resource Management/Projects): http://www.fs.usda.gov/projects/ltbmu/landmanagement/projects. 

Following the table is a more in depth description of the Cumulative Watershed Effects. 

Table 10.  Cumulative effects findings. 

Project Date Proximity Relevant Effect 
of project 

Taylor and 
Tallac Effect 

Cumulative 
Effect 

USFWS 
Fallen Leaf 
Lake LCT 
research 

2005 In project 
boundary 

Stocking LCT Improving habitat 
for native fish 
(including LCT) 
by decreasing 
water temperature, 
improving 
hydrologic 
connectivity 
(swales), and 
habitat 
complexity. 

None 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/projects/ltbmu/landmanagement/projects
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Project Date Proximity Relevant Effect 
of project 

Taylor and 
Tallac Effect 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Spring Creek 
bridge 
replacement 

2009 In project 
boundary 

Removed 
aquatic 
organism 
barrier on 
Spring creek for 
1.5 stream miles 

0.5 miles of 
streams 
restored/enhanced 

Improved aquatic 
organism passage 
on 2 stream miles 

Baldwin 
Allotment EA 

2009 In project 
boundary 

Improved water 
quality (reduced 
pathogens) by 
closing grazing 
allotment in 
meadow next to 
Tallac Creek. 

Improve water 
quality (decreased 
temperature) 
through improved 
hydrologic 
connectivity.  

Beneficial 
cumulative effect 
to water quality.  

Tallac Creek 
Highway 89 
(Caltrans) 

2015 In project 
boundary 

Removed 
aquatic 
organism 
barrier on 
Tallac creek for 
1 stream mile 

0.5 miles of 
streams 
restored/enhanced 

Improved aquatic 
organism passage 
on 1.5 stream 
miles 

Aspen 
Community 
Restoration 

2009-
present 

In project 
boundary 

Improved 
approximately 
23 acres and 
approximately 
75 acres 
planned for 
improvement 
before Jan 2018 

No improvements 
planned, little or 
no effects. 

No cumulative 
effect 

Caltrans 
Highway 89 
BMPs 

2014-
present 

In project 
boundary 

Improved water 
quality by 
installing BMPs  

Improving water 
quality by 
installing BMPs in 
parking lots and 
also by improved 
hydrological 
connectivity 
(decreased 
temperature) 

Beneficial 
cumulative effect 

South Shore 
Fuels 

2012-
present 

In project 
boundary 

Minor 
disturbance 
effects to 
wildlife during 
implementation 

Minor disturbance 
effects to wildlife 
during 
implementation 

Minor 
disturbance-type 
effects during 
project 
implementation 
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Project Date Proximity Relevant Effect 
of project 

Taylor and 
Tallac Effect 

Cumulative 
Effect 

Fallen Leaf 
ATM 

2015-
present 

In project 
boundary 

Updating trail 
system and 
parking lots, 
and installing 
BMPs to 
improve 
circulation and 
protect sensitive 
areas. 

Upgrading 
rainbow trail and 
installing new 
pedestrian 
pathways, and 
installing BMPs to 
improve 
circulation, 
discourage 
trampling and 
protect sensitive 
areas. 

Beneficial 
cumulative effect 
to recreation 
experience and 
sensitive 
resources. 

Restoration 
of Fire 
Adapted 
Ecosystems 

Future In project 
boundary 

Improving 
meadow 
condition by 
conducting 
prescribed 
burns, 
improving 
wildlife habitat 
(willow 
planting).  

Improving 
meadow wetness 
and improving 
meadow 
conditions for 
wildlife. 

Beneficial 
cumulative 
effects 

Tallac 
Historic Site 
BMPs 

Future At edge of 
project 
boundary 

Installing 
resource 
protection 
barriers, BMPs, 
and updates 
pedestrian and 
motorized 
circulation. 

Installing resource 
protection barriers, 
BMPs, and 
updates pedestrian 
and motorized 
circulation. 

Beneficial 
cumulative effect 
to recreation  
experience and 
sensitive 
resources 

USFWS: 
Lahontan 
Cutthroat 
Trout 
Recovery and 
Fishery 
Management 
Plan 

Future In project 
boundary 

Improve habitat 
for native fish 
(including LCT) 
by removing 
non-native 
predators and 
competitors. 

Improving habitat 
for native fish 
(including LCT) 
by decreasing 
water temperature, 
improving 
hydrologic 
connectivity 
(swales), and 
habitat 
complexity. 

Beneficial 
cumulative effect 
for native fish 
habitat. 

 

Cumulative Watershed Effects  
A Cumulative Watershed Effects (CWE) analysis describes the expected impacts of the proposed action 
in the context of the effects on the watershed in which it lies, including the cumulative effects of other 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.   
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Cumulative watershed response is assessed based on whether the cumulative effects of past, present and 
future projects are expected to cause an overall change in watershed hydrology, including increases in 
peak flows which can cause destabilization of stream channels that are not adapted to those flows.   This 
type of cumulative watershed response can be caused by an excessive amount of soil disturbance and 
compaction which exceeds the ability of the watershed to infiltrate surface runoff generated from storm 
events, generating flow volumes and sediment loads that exceed the transport capacity of the stream 
channel network.  

The current condition of stream channels within the Taylor and Tallac Creek watersheds do not currently 
exhibit evidence of cumulative watershed effects. The Taylor Creek watershed, below the Fallen Leaf 
lake outlet, is 2,508 acres.  And the Tallac Creek watershed is 3,794 acres. See the Hydrology/Soils 
Specialist Report in the Project Record for more watershed details, including figures. 

For projects that involve a large amount of ground disturbing activity, there are procedures for 
quantitatively assessing the risk of cumulative watershed response.  However because the estimated 
disturbance footprint of the proposed project is so small in comparison to the watershed size (6.2 acres in 
the Taylor Creek watershed, and 3.8 acres in the Tallac Creek watershed), and the fact that the project is 
located at the bottom of the watershed,  it was determined that a qualitative assessment was more 
reasonable.  

The proposed project is expected to result in a small scale overall increase in geomorphic stability in both 
the Taylor and Tallac Creek channels. In addition the redirection of  Tallac creek channel flows to 
wetland swales is expected to result in a small scale overall increase in natural filtration of nutrients and 
fine sediments contained in Tallac Creek flows. 

Other recently past, current, or foreseeably future projects involving ground disturbing activities within 
these watersheds are listed below.  Stream crossings upgrades implemented were designed to improve 
aquatic organism passage as well as passage of stream flows and sediment load.    

In the South shore fuels reduction project 272 acres were treated using mechanical vegetation treatment 
methods (Cut to Length forwarder/harvester) in 2012 in the Taylor Creek watershed, and 92 acres in the 
Tallac Creek watershed in 2015.  There is 37 acres planned for treatment in 2016 in the Taylor Creek 
watershed, and 136 acres in 2016/2017 in the Tallac Creek watershed.  There is an additional 12 acres of 
treatment planned in the Taylor watershed, and 113 acres in the Tallac watershed, but the implementation 
date for these treatments in not certain; the soonest would be 2018.  

The proposed action along with the above described past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions are not expected to result in an adverse cumulative watershed effect, and in fact overall watershed 
health is expected to be improved.   
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Consultation and Coordination 
The Forest Service, Water Board, and TRPA consulted the following individuals, Federal, State, and local 
agencies, tribes and others during the development of this Environmental Assessment, Initial Study, and 
TRPA Checklist: 

ID Team Core and Extended Members 
Jordan Burge, Civil Engineer 

Stephanie Coppeto, Forest Wildlife Biologist 

Tom Fuller, Heritage Resources 

Brian Hansen, Lands Realty Specialist 

Mike LeFevre, Planning Staff Officer 

John Maher, Heritage Resources Program Manager 

Sarah Muskopf, Aquatic Biologist 

Craig Oehrli, Forest Hydrologist 

Sue Norman, Forest Hydrologist 

Courtney Rowe, Forest Botanist 

Maura Santora, Fish Biologist 

Ashley Sibr, Landscape Architect/Recreation Planner 

Shay Zanetti, Fish and Wildlife Biologist  

Partnering Agencies 
The proposed action (including project design features) and analysis of environmental consequences was 
developed with the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board) and the Tahoe 
Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). 

Federal, State, and Local Agencies 
United States Department of the Interior Fish and Wildlife Service, California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, Tahoe Resource Conservation District, and South Tahoe Public Utilities District. 

Tribes 
Washoe Tribe 

  

The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) prohibits discrimination in all its programs and activities on the basis of race, color, national 
origin, age, disability, and where applicable, sex, marital status, familial status, parental status, religion, sexual orientation, genetic 
information, political beliefs, reprisal, or because all or part of an individual's income is derived from any public assistance program. 
(Not all prohibited bases apply to all programs.) Persons with disabilities who require alternative means for communication of program 
information (Braille, large print, audiotape, etc.) should contact USDA's TARGET Center at (202) 720-2600 (voice and TDD). To file a 
complaint of discrimination, write to USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights, 1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, D.C.-

                  



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 74 of 196 
 

References 
Ababneh, L. and W. Woolfenden. 2010. Monitoring for potential effects of climate change on the 
vegetation of two alpine meadows in the White Mountains of California, USA. Quaternary International 
215:3-14. 

Bossard, C.C., J.M. Randall, and M.C. Hoshovsky. 2000. Invasive Plants of California's Wildlands. 
University of California Press, Berkeley, CA. 

Bosworth, D. 2003. Invasive Species. USDA Forest Service. Letter to all employees; July 16, 2003. 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 2015. California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB), 
RareFind Version 5. 

Boylen, C.W., L.W. Eichler, and J.D. Madsen. 1999. Loss of native aquatic plant species in a community 
dominated by Eurasian watermilfoil. Hydrobiologia. 415:207-211. 

California Native Plant Society. 2012. Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants. 

Carignan, R. and J. Kalff. 1980. Phosphorus sources for aquatic weeds: water or sediments? Science. 
207(4434):987-989. 

Chandra, S., K.L.C. Ngai, M. Kamerath, and B. Allen. 2009. Warm-water non-native fishes in Lake 
Tahoe. Report prepared for Elizabeth Harrison, Nevada State Lands. 

Coats, R., 2010, Climate change in the Tahoe basin: regional trends, impacts and drivers: Climatic 
Change, v. 102, p. 435-466. 

Das, T., M. D. Dettinger, D. R. Cayan, and H. G. Hidalgo. 2011. Potential increase in floods in 
California's Sierra Nevada under future climate projections. Climatic Change 109:71-94. 

Daszak P, Strieby A, Cunningham A.A, Longcore J.E, Brown C.C, Porter. D 2004. Experimental 
evidence that the bullfrog (Rana catesbeiana) is a potential carrier of chytridiomycosis, an emerging 
fungal disease of amphibians Herpetol. J 14 201–207 

Diaz, H. F., and J. K. Eischeid. 2007. Disappearing “alpine tundra” Köppen climatic type in the western 
United States. Geophysical Research Letters 34: L18707. 

EDAW (2005). The Taylor, Tallac, and Spring Creek Ecosystem Assessment Report. Prepared for the 
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, USFS. 

Edwards, L.M., and K.T. Redmond. 2011. Climate Assessment for the Sierra Nevada Network Parks 
Natural Resource Report NPS/2011/NRR—2011/482.  U.S. Department of Interior, National Park 
Service. Fort Collins, CO. 

EPA. 2010. Final Lake Tahoe Total Maximum Daily Load Report. United States Environmental 
Protection Agency Region 9. 380pp. 

Fisher, M. C., Garner, T. W. J. & Walker, S. F. 2009. Global emergence of Batrachochytrium 
dendrobatidis and amphibian chytridiomycosis in space, time, and host. Annu. Rev. Microbiol. 63, 291–
310 

Frodge, J.D., G.L. Thomas, and G.B. Pauley. 1991. Sediment phosphorus loading beneath dense canopies 
of aquatic macrophytes. Lake and Reservoir Management 7:61-71. 

Gonzalez, P. 2012. Climate change trends and vulnerability to biome shifts in the southern Sierra Nevada.  
U.S. Department of Interior, National Park Service, Climate Change Response Program Natural Resource 
Stewardship. Washington, D.C. 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 75 of 196 
 

Granéli, W. and D. Solander. 1988. Influence of aquatic macrophytes on phosphorus cycling in lakes. 
Hydrobiologia. 170(1):245-266. 

ISAB - Independent Scientific Advisory Board. 2007. Climate change impacts on Columbia River Basin 
fish and wildlife. ISAB Climate Change Report ISAB 2007-2. Portland, OR. 

Jancowski, K., Orchard, S.A. (2013): Stomach contents from invasive American bullfrogs Rana 
catesbeiana (Lithobates catesbeianus) on southern Vancouver Island, British Columbia, Canada. 
NeoBiota 16: 17–37. 

Kaushal, S. S., G. E. Likens, N. A. Jaworski, M. L. Pace, A. M. Sides, D. Seekell, K. T. Belt, D. H. Secor, 
and R. L. Wingate. 2010. Rising stream and river temperatures in the United States. Frontiers in Ecology 
and the Environment 8:461-466. 

Kennedy, T.L., D.S. Gutzler, and R.L. Leung. 2009. Predicting future threats to the long-term survival of 
Gila trout using a high-resolution simulation of climate change. Climate Change 94: 503 – 515.   

Kraus F (2009) Alien Reptiles and Amphibians a Scientific Compendium and Analysis. Springer, 
Dordrecht. 

Lowe S, Browne M, Boudjelas S, De Poorter M (2000) 100 of the World’s worst invasive alien species a 
selection from the global invasive species database. The Invasive Species 
Specialist Group (ISSG), Auckland 

MacRae, P.S.D., and D. A. Jackson. 2001. The influence of smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu) 
predation and habitat complexity on the structure of littoral zone fish assemblages. Canadian Journal of 
Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences 58: 342–351. 

Matthews, J.W., and A.G. Endress. 2008. Performance criteria, compliance success, and vegetation 
development in compensatory mitigation wetlands. Environmental Management 41(1):130-141. 

McCabe, G. J. and M. P. Clark. 2005. Trends and variability in snowmelt runoff in the western United 
States. Journal of Hydrometeorology 6:476-482. 

McKnight, S., and C.J. Rowe. 2015. Reassessment of the Management Ranking System For Terrestrial 
Invasive Plant Species, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit USDA Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit. 16. 

Miller, N. L., K. E. Bashford and E. Strem.  2003.  Potential impacts of climate change on California 
hydrology.  Journal of the American Water Resources Association 39: 771-784. 

Moser, S., G. Franco, S. Pittiglio, W. Chou, D. Cayan. 2009. The future is now: An update on climate 
change science impacts and response options for California. California Climate Change Center Report 
CEC-500-2008-071, May 2009. California Energy Commission, Sacramento, CA. 

Moyle, P.B., J. V. E. Katz and R. M. Quiñones.  2011. Rapid decline of California’s native inland fishes: 
a status assessment.  Biological Conservation 144: 2414-2423.  

Moyle, P.B., J. D. Kiernan, P. K. Crain, and R. M. Quiñones. 2013. Climate change vulnerability of 
native and alien freshwater fishes of California: a systematic assessment approach. PLoS One. 
http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0063883 

Moyle, P. B.  2002.  Inland Fishes of California. Revised and expanded. Berkeley: University of 
California Press. 502 pp. 

Mullin, B.H., L.W.J. Anderson, J.M. DiTomaso, R.E. Eplee, and K.D. Getsinger. 2000. Invasive Plant 
Species. Council for Agricultural Science and Technology (CAST), Issue Paper No. 13. 18 pp. 

NatureServe. 2015. NatureServe Explorer: Online Encyclopedia of Life [web application], Version 7.1. 
Arlington, Virginia. 

http://dx.plos.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0063883


Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 76 of 196 
 

Ngai, K. L. C., B.J. Shuter, D.A. Jackson, and S. Chandra. 2013. Projecting impacts of climate change on 
surface water temperatures of a large subalpine lake: Lake Tahoe, USA. Climatic Change. 118: 841-855 

Null, S. E., J. H. Viers, J. F. Mount. 2010. Hydrologic response and watershed sensitivity to climate 
warming in California’s Sierra Nevada. PLoS ONE 5(4):e9932. doi:10.1371/journal.pone.0009932 

Pagano, T. and D. Garen. 2005. A recent increase in western US streamflow variability and persistence. 
Journal of Hydrometeorology 6:173-179. 

Pavlik, B., D. Murphy, and Tahoe Yellow Cress Technical Advisory Group. 2002. Conservation Strategy 
for Tahoe Yellow Cress (Rorippa subumbellata). P. 188 p. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Lake 
Tahoe, NV. 

Rahel, F.J., B. Bierwagen, and Y. Taniguchi. 2008. Managing aquatic species of conservation concern in 
the face of climate change and invasive species. Conservation Biology 22: 551-561 

Reba, M. L., D. Marks, A. Winstral, T. E. Link, and M. Kumar. 2011. Sensitivity of the snowcover 
energetics in a mountain basin to variations in climate. Hydrological Processes 25:3312-3321. 

Regonda, S. K., B. Rajagopalan, M. Clark, and J. Pitlick. 2005. Seasonal cycle shifts in hydroclimatology 
over the western United States. Journal of Climate 18:372-384. 

Reuter JE, Miller WW (2000) Aquatic resources, water quality and limnology of Lake Tahoe and its 
upland watershed. pp 150-166, Department of the Interior, US. 

Rey Benayas, J.M., A.C. Newton, A. Diaz, and J.M. Bullock. 2009. Enhancement of Biodiversity and 
Ecosystem Services by Ecological Restoration: A Meta-Analysis. Science 325(5944):1121-1124. 

Rueter, J.E., and W.W. Miller. 2000. Aquatic Resources, Water Quality and Limnology of Lake Tahoe 
and Its Upland Watershed. In: Lake Tahoe Watershed Assessment: Volume 1. Gen. Tech. Rep. PSW-
GTR-175. USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Research Station, Albany, CA. 

Safford, H., and S. Sawyer, 2012, A summary of current trends and probable future trends in climate and 
climate-driven processes in the Lake Tahoe Basin and the neighboring Sierra Nevada., in P. S. R. USDA 
Forest Service, ed. 

Stanton, A., Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management Working Group, and Tahoe Yellow Cress 
Executive Committee. 2015. Conservation Strategy for Tahoe Yellow Cress (Rorippa subumbellata). 
USDA Forest Service Pacific Southwest Research Station. 130 pp + appendices. 

Stewart, I.T., D. R. Cayan, and M. D. Dettinger. 2005. Changes toward earlier streamflow timing across 
western North America. Journal of Climate 18: 1136-1155. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency.  2002.  Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin: Threshold Evaluation. 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Zephyr Cove, NV. 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 2011. Threshold Evaulation Report. 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 2012. Code of Ordinances. South Lake Tahoe, CA. 

Tahoe Yellow Cress Adaptive Management Working Group. 2014. TYC Interagency Survey Data. Tahoe 
Yellow Cress Adaptive Management Working Group, Unpublished data on file at USDA Forest Service, Lake 
Tahoe Basin Management Unit, South Lake Tahoe, CA. 

TERC. 2008. Tahoe State of the Lake Report. Tahoe Environmental Research Center, University of 
California, Davis, CA. 

USDA Forest Service. 1974. Landscape Aesthetics, National Forest Landscape Management Vol. 2 No. 
462. Washington, DC: USDA Forest Service. 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 77 of 196 
 

USDA Forest Service. 1982. ROS Users Guide. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest 
Service; 37p. 

USDA Forest Service.  2001. The Built Environment Image Guide for National Forests and Grasslands. 
September. 

USDA Forest Service. 2003. Forest Service Manual 2300 – Recreation, Wilderness, and Related 
Resource Management; Chapter 2380 – Landscape Management.  Approved March. Washington, D.C.  

USDA Forest Service. 2004. Sierra Nevada Forest Plan Amendment, Final Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement, Record of Decision. USDA Forest Service, Pacific Southwest Region, Vallejo, CA.  

USDA Forest Service. 2006. Forest Service Outdoor Recreation Accessibility Guide. Updated 2013. 

USDA Forest Service. 2006a. Forest Service Manual 2300 – Recreation, Wilderness, and Related 
Resource Management. Approved February. Washington, D.C. 

USDA Forest Service. 2011. RF FSH 2509.22- Soil and Water Conservation Handbook, Chapter 10-
Water Quality Management Handbook.  Pacific Southwest Region, Vallejo, CA. 

USDA Forest Service. 2012. National Best Management Practices for Water Quality Management on 
National Forest System Lands, Volume 1: National Core BMP Technical Guide, FS-990a. Washington 
D.C. 

USDA Forest Service. 2012a. Visitor Use Report, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, USDA Forest 
Service Region 5, National Visitor Use Monitoring, Data collected FY 2010, Last Updated May 23, 2012  

USDA Forest Service. 2014. Pacific Southwest Region, Sensitive Species list, October 10, 2014.  
http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals 

USDA Forest Service. 2015. Natural Resource Information System (NRIS) Threatened, Endangered, and 
Sensitive Plant and Invasive Species (TESP-IS) Data for LTBMU. 

USDA Forest Service LTBMU. 1988. Land and Resource Management Plan for the Lake Tahoe Basin 
Management Unit. South Lake Tahoe, CA: USDA Forest Service LTBMU.  

USDA Forest Service LTBMU. 2010. Terrestrial Invasive Plant Species Treatment Project. 

USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. FF08ESMF00-2014-F-0557. Programmatic Biological Opinion on Nine 
Forest Programs on Nine National Forest in the Sierra Nevada of California for the Endangered Sierra 
Nevada Yellow-legged Frog, Endangered Northern Distinct Segment of Mountain Yellow-legged Frog, 
and Threatened Yosemite Toad. . 

USDI Fish and Wildlife Service. 80 F.R. 60834. 2015. Endangered and Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 
12-Month Findings on Petitions to List 19 Species as Endangered or Threatened Species. P. 17, US Fish 
and Wildlife Service (ed.). 

Viers, J. H. and D. E. Rheinheimer. 2011. Freshwater conservation options for a changing climate in 
California's Sierra Nevada. Marine and Freshwater Research 62:266-278. 

Walter, K.M., L.W. Anderson, and C.R. Goldman. 2000. Assessing potential for spread and impacts of 
Eurasian watermilfoil (Myriophyllum spicatum) in Lake Tahoe using in situ transplants, microcosms, and 
bioassays. Available:  http://trg.ucdavis.edu/research/annualreport/contents/lake/article10.html 

Young, C. A., M. I. Escobar-Arias, M. Fernandes, B. Joyce, M. Kiparsky, J. F. Mount, V. K. Mehta, D. 
Purkey, J. H. Viers, and D. Yates. 2009. Modeling the Hydrology of Climate Change in California's 
Sierra Nevada for Subwatershed Scale Adaptation1. Journal of the American Water Resources 
Association 45:1409-1423. 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/main/r5/plants-animals
http://trg.ucdavis.edu/research/annualreport/contents/lake/article10.html


Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 78 of 196 
 

Zedler, J.B., and J.C. Callaway. 1999. Tracking wetland restoration: Do mitigation sites follow desired 
trajectories? Restoration Ecology 7(1):69-73. 

 
 
 
  



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 79 of 196 
 

Appendices 
Appendix A – 1 CEQA Initial Study 

 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 

Lahontan Region 
 

CEQA Environmental Checklist 
 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION AND BACKGROUND 
 

 
Project Title: 

 
Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project 

 
Lead agency name and address: 

 
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board 

2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd. 
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 

 
Contact person and phone number: 

 
Laurie Scribe, (530) 542-5465 

Laurie.Scribe@waterboards.ca.gov 
 
Project Location: 

 
 Taylor Creek and Tallac Creek watersheds, near City of 

South Lake Tahoe, El Dorado County 
 
Project sponsor’s name and 
address: 

 
US Forest Service 

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) 
35 College Drive 

South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150 
 
Description of project: (Describe the 
whole action involved, including but 
not limited to later phases of the 
project, and any secondary, 
support, or off-site features 
necessary for its implementation.) 

 
The project is described in detail in Chapter 2, Proposed 
Action, of this document.  The project involves aquatic 
habitat restoration and installation and upgrades of public 
outdoor recreation facilities. 
 

 
Surrounding land uses and setting; 
briefly describe the project’s 
surroundings: 
 

 
Forest, stream, meadow and lake settings with recreational 
land uses surround the Project area. The lands within and 
around the project area are managed by the LTBMU for 
resources, recreation, and transportation routes.  Seasonal 
recreation residences, campgrounds, and one private 
parcel border some of the project area.  

 
Other public agencies whose 
approval is required (e.g. permits, 
financial approval, or participation 
agreements): 

 
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, United States Army 
Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and 

Wildlife, California Department of Transportation 
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED: 
 
The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, as 
indicated by the checklist on the following pages. 
 

 Aesthetics  Agriculture and Forestry  Air Quality 
 Biological Resources  Cultural Resources  Geology/Soils 

 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  Hazards and Hazardous 
Materials 

 Hydrology/Water Quality 

 Land Use/Planning  Mineral Resources  Noise 
 Population/Housing  Public Services  Recreation 
 Transportation/Traffic  Utilities/Service Systems  Mandatory Findings of 

Significance 
 
 
DETERMINATION: 
 
On the basis of this initial evaluation: 
 

 I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have a significant effect on the environment, and 
a NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared. 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
there will not be a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been 
made by or agreed to by the project proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
will be prepared. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required. 
 

 I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact" or "potentially 
significant unless mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect 1) has been 
adequately analyzed in an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards, and 2) has 
been addressed by mitigation measures based on the earlier analysis as described on attached 
sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required, but it must analyze only the 
effects that remain to be addressed. 
 

 I find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, 
because all potentially significant effects (a) have been analyzed adequately in an earlier EIR 
or NEGATIVE DECLARATION pursuant to applicable standards, and (b) have been avoided 
or mitigated pursuant to that earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions 
or mitigation measures that are imposed upon the proposed project, nothing further is required 

 
 
 
Signature:  
 

 
Date: 

 
Printed Name:   PATTY Z. KOUYOUMDJIAN,  
                           EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
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CEQA Environmental Checklist 
     
     
This checklist identifies physical, biological, social and economic factors that might be 
affected by the proposed project as described in Chapter 2, Section 2.2. In many cases, 
background studies performed in connection with the project indicate no impacts. A NO 
IMPACT answer in the last column reflects this determination. Where there is a need for 
clarifying discussion, the discussion is included either following the applicable section of 
the checklist or referenced to the appropriate section of the document. The words 
"significant" and "significance" used throughout the following checklist are related to 
CEQA impacts. The questions in this form are intended to encourage the thoughtful 
assessment of impacts and do not represent thresholds of significance. 
 
The proposed project is subject to the requirements of both the federal National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA).  Section 15226 of the 
CEQA Guidelines directs state lead agencies to cooperate with federal agencies to the fullest 
extent possible to reduce duplication between CEQA and NEPA, including the preparation of 
joint environmental documents.  
 
Therefore, the Water Board is circulating this joint environmental document in compliance with 
CEQA guidelines. This CEQA checklist was developed by Water Board staff to inform the public 
and interested agencies of the project and describe the mitigation measures identified as 
necessary by the Water Board.  A discussion of growth inducing impacts and mandatory 
findings of significance, as required by CEQA, is also included in the CEQA checklist.  
 
The project was designed to prevent negative environmental impacts by incorporating “Design 
Features” (DFs) into the project design to minimize or prevent negative environmental effects.  
For each resource category, the CEQA Environmental Checklist identifies the DFs that have 
been incorporated into the federal project design to reduce impacts.  The DFs are further 
described in the Section 2.4 of the document.  In addition, water quality Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) that are part of the project are described in Section 2.4 and included in 
Appendix C.  Project area maps are located in Section 1.1. 
 
Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of project area resources may be 
found in the project record located at the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Supervisor’s 
Office in South Lake Tahoe, California and at the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board Office in South Lake Tahoe, California.  
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I. AESTHETICS: Would the project:      

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic 
vista? 

    

b) Substantially damage scenic resources, 
including, but not limited to, trees, rock 
outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state 
scenic highway? 

    

c) Substantially degrade the existing visual 
character or quality of the site and its 
surroundings?  

    

d) Create a new source of substantial light or glare 
which would adversely affect day or nighttime 
views in the area? 

    

   
Potential impacts to scenic resources are analyzed in Section 3.2.8 (Scenic Resources).   
The Project will have some short term construction related impacts however these are 
offset by the long term improvement in scenic quality of the improved recreation 
facilities and enhanced meadow condition.   
 
a) and c)  The project is visible from TRPA scenic shoreline and scenic roadway units.  
Improvements to the recreation facilities and access roadways/pathways within the site 
may result in a small increase in overall infrastructure visible at the site, however these 
improvements are considered to be beneficial to the aesthetics of the site through the 
replacement of aged infrastructure, reduced trampling of vegetation and erosion, and 
increased cohesion within the site.  These improvements fit within the existing scale and 
intensity of the existing facilities.  The visual character and quality of the area will not 
change significantly from existing conditions; therefore the appropriate finding is less 
than significant. 
 
b) Highway 89 in the project area is a state scenic highway.  Project activities potentially 
within view of the highway include repair to the abutments on the pedestrian bridge and 
addition of the multiuse trail. These improvements fit within the existing scale and 
intensity of the existing facilities.  The visual character and quality of the area will not 
change significantly from existing conditions; therefore the appropriate finding is less 
than significant. 
 
d) The project does not include the development of new sources of light or glare; 
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact. 
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II. AGRICULTURE AND FOREST RESOURCES: 
In determining whether impacts to agricultural resources 
are significant environmental effects, lead agencies may 
refer to the California Agricultural Land Evaluation and 
Site Assessment Model (1997) prepared by the 
California Dept. of Conservation as an optional model to 
use in assessing impacts on agriculture and farmland. In 
determining whether impacts to forest resources, 
including timberland, are significant environmental 
effects, lead agencies may refer to information compiled 
by the California Department of Forestry and Fire 
Protection regarding the state’s inventory of forest land, 
including the Forest and Range Assessment Project and 
the Forest Legacy Assessment Project; and the forest 
carbon measurement methodology provided in Forest 
Protocols adopted by the California Air Resources Board. 
Would the project: 

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or 
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as 
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the 
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the 
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural 
use?  

    

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, 
or a Williamson Act contract? 

    

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause 
rezoning of, forest land (as defined in Public 
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as 
defined by Public Resources Code section 4526), 
or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as 
defined by Government Code section 51104(g))? 

    

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of 
forest land to non-forest use? 

    

e) Involve other changes in the existing 
environment which, due to their location or nature, 
could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use? 

    

     

a-b) There are no farmland or agricultural resources in or adjacent to the Project area, 
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
 
c-e) The Project does not involve the conversion of agricultural or forest land, therefore 
the appropriate finding is no impact.  
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III. AIR QUALITY: Where available, the 
significance criteria established by the applicable 
air quality management or air pollution control 
district may be relied upon to make the following 
determinations. Would the project:  

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the 
applicable air quality plan?  

    

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute 
substantially to an existing or projected air quality 
violation?  

    

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of any criteria pollutant for which the 
project region is non- attainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality 
standard (including releasing emissions which 
exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone 
precursors)? 

    

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial 
pollutant concentrations?  

    

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a 
substantial number of people?  

    

     
 
a-e) Construction activities, as described in the EA/MND are most likely to affect air 
quality by generating short‐term and minor amounts of vehicle exhaust and fugitive dust 
associated with temporary construction activities.  The Project will not construct any 
permanent facilities that produce emissions or create odors.  The Project will not exceed 
state and local air quality standards.   
 
Project BMPs to minimize air quality impacts from construction are described in DF 10 
and Appendix C of this document and include dust abatement, stockpile management, 
and prevention of off-site tracking.     
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IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the project:     

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly 
or through habitat modifications, on any species 
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special status 
species in local or regional plans, policies, or 
regulations, or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?  

    

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian 
habitat or other sensitive natural community 
identified in local or regional plans, policies, 
regulations or by the California Department of Fish 
and Game or US Fish and Wildlife Service?  

    

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally 
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to, 
marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct 
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other 
means?  

    

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any 
native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species 
or with established native resident or migratory 
wildlife corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife 
nursery sites?  

    

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, such as a tree 
preservation policy or ordinance?  

    

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan, Natural Community 
Conservation Plan, or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plan? 

    

     
The EA/MND discusses potential biological impacts in Sections 3.2.3 (Aquatics), 3.2.4 
(Botany), 3.2.5 (Wildlife), and 3.2.9 (California Species).  Information found in Sections 
3.2.3, 3.2.4, and 3.2.5 is based upon the Biological Assessment/Biological Evaluation 
Aquatic and Terrestrial Species for the Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project.   
 

a) As described in Section 3.2.4, there are potential direct and indirect impacts to 
individual species, especially Tahoe Yellow Cress; however significant negative 
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effects are not expected due to implementation of project DFs and adherence to 
the recommendations in the Tahoe Yellow Cress Conservation Strategy.  The 
project may affect individuals of a species but is not likely to result in a loss of 
viability.  The project will improve conditions for native species through the 
removal and management of invasive species. 

 
b) and c) The project is designed to improve geomorphic and hydrologic conditions, 

which will increase riparian and floodplain habitat.  Impacts to the local hydrology 
are described in Section 3.2.1 (Hydrology). Construction related impacts are 
reduced through implementation of BMPs described in Section 2.4, Table 1, and 
DFs 5-9.   

 
d) The project will improve movement of wildlife species through the replacement of 
culverts through swale 1 and stabilization of the South Tahoe Public Utility District 
sewer line that crosses Tallac Creek.  Potential construction related impacts to wildlife 
are reduced through implementation of DFs 46-51. 
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V. CULTURAL RESOURCES: Would the project:      

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of a historical resource as defined in 
§15064.5?  

    

b) Cause a substantial adverse change in the 
significance of an archaeological resource pursuant 
to §15064.5?  

    

c) Directly or indirectly destroy a unique 
paleontological resource or site or unique geologic 
feature? 

    

d) Disturb any human remains, including those 
interred outside of formal cemeteries?  

    

The EA/MND Section 3.2.6 discusses impacts to heritage and cultural resources. The 
project area that will be subject to ground disturbing activity has been evaluated for the 
presence of historic and archeological resources; a total of 10 sites were documented.  
No known archaeological resources, paleontological resources, or human remains are 
planned to be affected by the project. One site, which includes the Lucky Baldwin Dam, 
has been determined eligible to the National Register of Historic Places. The project 
proposes to remove degraded portions of the Lucky Baldwin Dam to improve water 
temperature conditions.  The LTBMU consulted with the CA State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) regarding activities proposed at the Lucky Baldwin Dam. SHPO 
concurred with the findings of no adverse effects related to proposed removal of 
degraded portions of the Lucky Baldwin Dam.  
 
DFs 2a and 37-40, describe measures to protect heritage and cultural resources.  Any 
sighting of previously undiscovered cultural or historical resources will result in a 
stoppage of work and the discovery reported to LTBMU heritage staff. 
 
Assembly Bill AB-52 Tribal Cultural Resources 
 
AB-52 requires that CEQA lead agencies consult with California Native American Tribes 
(Tribes) regarding potential impacts of a project to tribal cultural resources.  The Water 
Board received a request for notification pursuant to AB-52 after the completion of the 
CEQA scoping period.  The Water Board informed the Tribe of the project by mailing the 
CEQA request for early consultation and project description, but the Tribe did not 
request consultation.  Additional tribal consultation is documented in Sections 1.3 and 
3.2.6. 
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VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS: Would the project:      

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Expose people or structures to potential 
substantial adverse effects, including the risk of 
loss, injury, or death involving: 

    

i) Rupture of a known earthquake fault, as 
delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo 
Earthquake Fault Zoning Map issued by the State 
Geologist for the area or based on other substantial 
evidence of a known fault? Refer to Division of 
Mines and Geology Special Publication 42? 

    

ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?     

iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including 
liquefaction?  

    

iv) Landslides?     

b) Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of 
topsoil? 

    

c) Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is 
unstable, or that would become unstable as a 
result of the project, and potentially result in on- or 
off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, 
liquefaction or collapse?  

    

d) Be located on expansive soil, as defined in 
Table 18-1-B of the Uniform Building Code (1994), 
creating substantial risks to life or property?  

    

e) Have soils incapable of adequately supporting 
the use of septic tanks or alternative waste water 
disposal systems where sewers are not available 
for the disposal of waste water?  

    

     

.   
 
a i-iv) The proposed project is not located in an earthquake fault zone and does not 
change the way people use the project area, therefore the appropriate finding is no 
impact. 
 
b) The project will not create large areas of destabilized soil. However, project 
implementation could result in short-term increases in erosion potential from the use of 
mechanical equipment for swale 1 restoration and berm placement, culvert 
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replacement, and use of temporary access roads and staging areas.  Potential 
construction impacts are reduced through implementation of BMPs (Appendix C) and 
DFs 4-10. 
 
c-e) The Project is not located on an unstable geologic unit or expansive soil, and does 
not involve any wastewater disposal, therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
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VII. GREENHOUSE GAS EMISSIONS: Would the 
project: 

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Generate greenhouse gas emissions, either 
directly or indirectly, that may have a significant 
impact on the environment? 

    

    
 

b) Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or 
regulation adopted for the purpose of reducing the 
emissions of greenhouse gases? 

 

Climate change and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are discussed in Chapter 
3.2.2. Although the proposed Project would emit GHGs during construction, 
these emissions would be temporary. The Project does not include any 
permanent GHG emissions. In the context of statewide emissions, the Project’s 
contribution to the global impact of climate change would not be substantial. 
Because construction-related impacts would be temporary and finite, GHG 
emissions related to the proposed Project would be less than significant. 
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VIII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS: 
Would the project:  

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials?  

    

b) Create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment through reasonably foreseeable upset and 
accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials into the environment?  

    

c) Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or 
acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 
one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school?  

    

d) Be located on a site which is included on a list of 
hazardous materials sites compiled pursuant to 
Government Code Section 65962.5 and, as a result, 
would it create a significant hazard to the public or the 
environment?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project result in a safety hazard for people residing or 
working in the project area?  

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project result in a safety hazard for people 
residing or working in the project area?  

    

g) Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency 
evacuation plan?  

    

h) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of 
loss, injury or death involving wildland fires, including 
where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or 
where residences are intermixed with wildlands?  

    

     
a-b) The project will not routinely transport, use, or dispose of hazardous materials. The 
LTBMU will use excavators and other heavy equipment within the project area during 
construction. There is the potential for gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, and hydraulic fluid spills 
and leaks that could create a small hazard to the environment.  National and Regional 
USFS BMPs that minimize potential impacts from construction related hazardous 
materials are described in Table 1, Chapter 2, including, Fac-2 (Facility Construction 
and Stormwater Control), Fac-7 (Vehicle and Equipment Wash Water), and Road-10 
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(Equipment Refueling and Servicing).  These measures will mitigate impacts from the 
minimal use of hazardous materials in the project area to less than significant levels. 
 
a) The project is not located within one-quarter mile of any school, therefore the 

appropriate finding is no impact.  
 
b) The project does not alter or weaken any requirements to identify risks due to 

hazardous materials sites pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5 therefore 
the appropriate finding is no impact.  

 
e-f) The project does not involve activities near an airport or airstrip that would result in 
a safety hazard, therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
 
g) The project will not alter paved traffic routes, nor impede traffic flow and thus will not 
interfere with an emergency evacuation or response plan, therefore the appropriate 
finding is no impact.   
 
h) The project does not construct any new structures or modify use of the area by the 
public from baseline conditions; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
.   
 
 
  



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 94 of 196 
 

 

IX. HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY: Would 
the project:  

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements?  

    

b) Substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there 
would be a net deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of 
the local groundwater table level (e.g., the production 
rate of pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level 
which would not support existing land uses or planned 
uses for which permits have been granted)? 

    

c) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, in a manner which would result in 
substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?  

    

d) Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the 
site or area, including through the alteration of the course 
of a stream or river, or substantially increase the rate or 
amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result 
in flooding on- or off-site?  

    

e) Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed 
the capacity of existing or planned stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of 
polluted runoff?  

    

f) Otherwise substantially degrade water quality?      

g) Place housing within a 100-year flood hazard area as 
mapped on a federal Flood Hazard Boundary or Flood 
Insurance Rate Map or other flood hazard delineation 
map?  

    

h) Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures 
which would impede or redirect flood flows?  

    

i) Expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, 
injury or death involving flooding, including flooding as a 
result of the failure of a levee or dam?  

    

j) Inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow     

     

Project activities impacting local hydrology and streams are described in Section 2.2 
(Proposed Action, Items 1-3 and 8).  Impacts to hydrology and water quality are 
discussed in the Section 3.2.1 (Hydrology).   
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a), c), d), f) and h) Project components involving stream and swale restoration, dam 
removal, and protection of bridge abutments have the potential to cause short-term 
violations of water quality standards both during construction and immediately following 
project completion. The installation of a berm across Tallac Creek will alter the path of 
the creek by redirecting flows below bankfull into swale 1; higher flows will still flow 
through the current outlet of Tallac Creek.  Historic maps of the area contained in the 
project record show that Tallac Creek previously flowed through swale 1.   
National and Regional USFS BMPs that minimize potential impacts from construction 
activities in waterbodies and SEZs are described in Table 1 and Appendix C, including: 
Plan-3 (Aquatic Management Zone Planning), AqEco-2 (Operations in Aquatic 
Ecosystems), AqEco-4 (Stream Channels and Shoreline), Fac-2 (Facility Construction 
and Stormwater Control), Fac-7 (Vehicle and Equipment Wash Water), Road-10 
(Equipment Refueling and Servicing), and WatUses-4/BMP2.5.   
In addition DFs 5, 6, 8, and 11-13 provide measures necessary to mitigate potential 
impacts to hydrology and water quality to less than significant levels.   
In addition, all work within waterbodies would comply with requirements of permits 
issued by the Water Board, including Basin Plan Prohibition Exemptions and Clean 
Water Act section 401 Water Quality Certifications.  The mitigation identified herein will 
be incorporated into the terms of the permits.   
 
b) The project, as discussed in section 3.2.1, does not propose any use of groundwater 
supplies and will not interfere substantially with groundwater recharge; therefore, the 
appropriate finding is no impact. 
 
e) The project will not increase storm water drainage therefore the appropriate finding is 
no impact. 
 
g) There is no housing developed for this project, therefore the appropriate finding is no 
impact. 
 
i) The project will not subject people or non-natural structures to flooding; therefore the 
appropriate finding is no impact. 
 
j) The project does not create a risk of inundation by seiche, tsunami, or mudflow 
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact. 
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X. LAND USE AND PLANNING: Would the 
project: 

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Physically divide an established community?      

b)Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, 
or regulation of an agency with jurisdiction over the 
project (including, but not limited to the general 
plan, specific plan, local coastal program, or zoning 
ordinance) adopted for the purpose of avoiding or 
mitigating an environmental effect?  

    

c) Conflict with any applicable habitat conservation 
plan or natural community conservation plan?  

    

     
 
a) The Project does not include any development or construction that will physically 
divide the community, therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
 
b-c) The proposed project does not conflict with any applicable land use plans, habitat 
conservation plan or natural community conservation plan.  Because the project does 
not involve these elements, the appropriate finding is no impact.   
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XI. MINERAL RESOURCES: Would the project:  
    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Result in the loss of availability of a known 
mineral resource that would be of value to the 
region and the residents of the state?  

    

b) Result in the loss of availability of a locally-
important mineral resource recovery site delineated 
on a local general plan, specific plan or other land 
use plan?  

    

     
a-b) There are no known mineral resources or locally-important mineral resource 
recovery sites within the project area; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
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XII. NOISE: Would the project result in:      

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Exposure of persons to or generation of noise levels in 
excess of standards established in the local general plan 
or noise ordinance, or applicable standards of other 
agencies?  

    

b) Exposure of persons to or generation of excessive 
groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?  

    

c) A substantial permanent increase in ambient noise 
levels in the project vicinity above levels existing without 
the project?  

    

d) A substantial temporary or periodic increase in 
ambient noise levels in the project vicinity above levels 
existing without the project?  

    

e) For a project located within an airport land use plan or, 
where such a plan has not been adopted, within two 
miles of a public airport or public use airport, would the 
project expose people residing or working in the project 
area to excessive noise levels? 

    

f) For a project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, 
would the project expose people residing or working in 
the project area to excessive noise levels?  

    

     
a, b, d) The project is located on National Forest lands and at developed recreation 
facilities.  There are very few permanent residences near the project area, and some 
seasonal use areas such as campgrounds, recreation residences, and group facilities.  
The project may cause minor, short-term noise impacts from heavy equipment usage 
for construction.  Given the limited scope of noise and vibration generating activities, 
and the lack of residential neighborhoods, the appropriate finding is less than 
significant.  
 
c) The project will not result in any permanent increases of ambient noise; therefore the 
appropriate finding is no impact.  
 
e-f) The project is not located within two miles of any airport or within an airport land use 
plan; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
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XIII. POPULATION AND HOUSING: Would the 
project:  

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Induce substantial population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new 
homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, 
through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?  

    

b) Displace substantial numbers of existing 
housing, necessitating the construction of 
replacement housing elsewhere?  

    

c) Displace substantial numbers of people, 
necessitating the construction of replacement 
housing elsewhere?  

    

     
a-c) The project does not include plans that would influence population growth, housing, 
businesses, or new infrastructure; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
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XIV. PUBLIC SERVICES:      

Would the project result in substantial adverse 
physical impacts associated with the provision of 
new or physically altered governmental facilities, 
need for new or physically altered governmental 
facilities, the construction of which could cause 
significant environmental impacts, in order to 
maintain acceptable service ratios, response times 
or other performance objectives for any of the 
public services:  

Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Fire protection?     

b) Police protection?     

c) Schools?     

d) Parks?     

e) Other public facilities?     

     

     

a-e) The project includes minor improvements to governmental facilities that would not 
substantially affect public services; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
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XV. RECREATION:     

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Would the project increase the use of existing 
neighborhood and regional parks or other 
recreational facilities such that substantial physical 
deterioration of the facility would occur or be 
accelerated? 

    

b) Does the project include recreational facilities or 
require the construction or expansion of 
recreational facilities which might have an adverse 
physical effect on the environment? 

    

     
Recreation resources are analyzed in detail in Section 3.2.7 (Recreation).   
 
a) The project is primarily focused on aquatic habitat restoration and improvements to 
existing facilities that are not likely to increase usage of the area.  The project does not 
propose to increase vehicle parking in or around the project area.  The addition of a 
non-motorized access path along the Baldwin Beach access road could result in minor 
increases in use of the beach area but not to a level that would impact the condition of 
facility; therefore the appropriate finding is no impact. 
 
b) The project includes improvements to recreational facilities located within or adjacent 
to stream environment zones (SEZs), the addition of a multi-use pathway along Baldwin 
Beach road which will traverse SEZs, and new pathways from parking areas to the 
beach.  Without mitigation, these activities have potential adverse effects on the 
environment related to equipment usage in streams, SEZ disturbance, earth moving, 
and removal of existing vegetation.   
 
National and Regional USFS BMPs that minimize potential impacts from construction 
activities in waterbodies and SEZ are described in Table 1, including: Plan-3 (Aquatic 
Management Zone Planning), AqEco-2 (Operations in Aquatic Ecosystems), AqEco-4 
(Stream Channels and Shoreline), Fac-2 (Facility Construction and Stormwater 
Control), Fac-7 (Vehicle and Equipment Wash Water), Road-10 (Equipment Refueling 
and Servicing), and WatUses-4/BMP2.5.  In addition, DFs 5-12, 25-36, and 41-45 also 
reduce or mitigate potential adverse physical effects of the project. These measures will 
mitigate impacts to the physical environment to less than significant levels. 
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XVI. TRANSPORTATION/TRAFFIC: Would the 
project: 

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance or 
policy establishing measures of effectiveness for 
the performance of the circulation system, taking 
into account all modes of transportation including 
mass transit and non-motorized travel and relevant 
components of the circulation system, including but 
not limited to intersections, streets, highways and 
freeways, pedestrian and bicycle paths, and mass 
transit? 

    

b) Conflict with an applicable congestion 
management program, including, but not limited to 
level of service standards and travel demand 
measures, or other standards established by the 
county congestion management agency for 
designated roads or highways? 

    

c) Result in a change in air traffic patterns, 
including either an increase in traffic levels or a 
change in location that results in substantial safety 
risks? 

    

d) Substantially increase hazards due to a design 
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm 
equipment)? 

    

e) Result in inadequate emergency access?     

f) Conflict with adopted policies, plans or programs 
regarding public transit, bicycle, or pedestrian 
facilities, or otherwise decrease the performance or 
safety of such facilities? 

    

     
The transportation system in the project area consists of paved and natural surface 
roads, trails, and Highway 89.  The project does not propose any transportation related 
elements except for the addition of a non-motorized multi-use pathway along the 
Baldwin Beach access road.     
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XVII. UTILITIES AND SERVICE SYSTEMS: Would 
the project: 

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Exceed wastewater treatment requirements of 
the applicable Regional Water Quality Control 
Board? 

    

b) Require or result in the construction of new 
water or wastewater treatment facilities or 
expansion of existing facilities, the construction of 
which could cause significant environmental 
effects? 

    

c) Require or result in the construction of new 
storm water drainage facilities or expansion of 
existing facilities, the construction of which could 
cause significant environmental effects? 

    

d) Have sufficient water supplies available to serve 
the project from existing entitlements and 
resources, or are new or expanded entitlements 
needed? 

    

e) Result in a determination by the wastewater 
treatment provider which serves or may serve the 
project that it has adequate capacity to serve the 
project’s projected demand in addition to the 
provider’s existing commitments? 

    

f) Be served by a landfill with sufficient permitted 
capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste 
disposal needs? 

    

g) Comply with federal, state, and local statutes 
and regulations related to solid waste? 

    

     
a-g) The Project will not have any effect on utilities or service systems, including storm 
water or wastewater treatment facilities, nor will it produce much, if any, solid waste; 
therefore the appropriate finding is no impact.  
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XVIII. MANDATORY FINDINGS OF 
SIGNIFICANCE 

    

 Potentially 
Significant 
Impact 

Less Than 
Significant 
with 
Mitigation 

Less Than 
Significant 
Impact 

No 
Impact 

a) Does the project have the potential to degrade 
the quality of the environment, substantially reduce 
the habitat of a fish or wildlife species, cause a fish 
or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining 
levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal 
community, substantially reduce the number or 
restrict the range of a rare or endangered plant or 
animal or eliminate important examples of the 
major periods of California history or prehistory? 

    

b) Does the project have impacts that are 
individually limited, but cumulatively considerable? 
("Cumulatively considerable" means that the 
incremental effects of a project are considerable 
when viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and 
the effects of probable future projects)? 

    

c) Does the project have environmental effects 
which will cause substantial adverse effects on 
human beings, either directly or indirectly? 

    

 
 
a-b) Without adequate mitigation, the Project has the potential to degrade the 
environment.  Specifically, temporary stream flow diversions may cause short term 
impacts to biological resources, heritage resources may be encountered during 
construction; gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, and hydraulic fluid spills and leaks from 
construction equipment are possible; and short-term violations of water quality 
standards may occur during and immediately following project construction.  
 
However, due to the short duration of construction and the implementation of design 
features, BMPs, and TRPA requirements in Appendix C, identified potential impacts will 
be reduced to less than significant levels.  The overall project will result in improved 
ecological conditions and recreational experience.  
 
c) The project is intended to improve people’s experience in this National Forest area by 
providing improved physical facilities such as bike/pedestrian path to Baldwin Beach 
from Highway 89 and riparian ecosystem improvements such as meadow and stream 
restoration. 
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Appendix A – 2 CEQA Response to Comments from Early Consultation 

Comments Response 

California State Lands Commission Comments: 

 

CSLC-1 

No response needed unless in the future CSLC determines the extent of 
their sovereign lands. 
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CSLC-2 

No work is planned below the low water mark of Lake Tahoe unless the 
low water mark is upstream from the mouths of Taylor and/or Tallac 
Creeks. As planning progresses more detailed surveys will be completed 
with accurate topographic contours allowing planners to determine the 
low water mark of Lake Tahoe. 

 

Barriers to navigation are not a planned component on this project. 

 

The CSLS will be included in future correspondence relating to their 
jurisdiction. 
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CSLC-3 

Many of the concerns in this comment will be refined and included as 
requirements by permitting agencies as planning progresses regarding 
protection of sensitive areas, staging and fueling areas, construction 
access routes, areas of disturbance, volumes of grading, and seasonal 
construction windows depending on weather, seasons, and/or wildlife 
issues. 

 

Project Design features in Section 2.4 or the EA/IS address potential 
impacts identified in the comment.  
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CSLC-4 

Temporary public access may be impacted due to safety concerns during 
certain phases of construction. Permanent public access will be improved 
especially for pedestrians and bicycles. Beach areas will not be closed at 
any time, but Baldwin Beach road may have temporary closures. 

 

Specific details are contained in the EA/IS in Section 2.4, numbers 56 
through 60. 

 

 

 

CSLC-5 

Sewer line protection measures are expanded and clarified in the 
EA/MND. Four locations of proposed construction within the project area 
are near active sewer lines. The South Tahoe Public Utility District 
(STPUD) submitted comments and met with lead agencies on January 5, 
2016 about their concerns.  

 

The Tallac Creek channel will be modified and stabilized where the sewer 
line crosses. No work is planned on any of the other 3 locations. Details 
are contained in section 2.2, number 2, Tallac Creek. 
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CSLC-6 

The permanent BMPs are not mitigation for impacts related to the project. 
Water quality BMPs are a requirement in the Tahoe Region whenever 
improvements to public areas are constructed.  

 

BMP retrofit of infrastructure is detailed in Section 2.2, number 7. 

 

CSLC-7 

The water pumping devices referenced are temporary and will only be 
used during construction if necessary to de-water an area temporarily. It is 
not anticipated that the pumps will be used as a fire suppression 
apparatus. Pumps will not remain after completion of construction. 

 

The locations of pumping will not be known until commencement of 
construction and therefore cannot be located on a map. 

 

Screens on the pumps are needed to avoid damaging biological resources. 
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CSLC-8 

Consultation with CDFW and USFWS is planned prior to final release of 
the EA/IS. Results of consultation will be discussed in the EA/IS along 
with any recommended mitigation measures.   

 

The EA/IS discusses impacts to California, Federal, and TRPA special 
status species.  Any required permits will be obtained prior to 
construction.  

 

Wildlife and botanical resources are discussed in detail in the EA/IS in 
Sections 3.2.4 (Botany), 3.2.5 (Wildlife) and 3.2.9 (California Species). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

CSLC-9 

Limited operating periods for wildlife are determined based on pre-
construction surveys and species present. (Section 2.4, Wildlife) 

 

Section 2.4 refers to TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval limiting 
noise that exceeds standards to daytime hours.  
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CSLC-10 

Required mitigation measure performance standards are contained in the 
EA/IS and will not be deferred. 

 

Section 2.4, Project Design Features, specifically address potential 
impacts listed and performance standards. As specific projects contained 
in the EA/IS are further developed and planned, increasingly specific 
standards will be refined. 

 

Project design features comply with federal, state, and local requirements 
and serve as the foundation upon which applicable, site-specific Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) prescriptions would be developed during 
the final planning and design phase, and before implementation.  The 
following documents would be used to develop specifications to protect 
soil and water resources:  

• Requirements of the TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval 
(Appendix C – 1). 

http://www.trpa.org/wp-
content/uploads/Attachment_Q_Standard_Conditions_Grading.pdf 

• Guidance provided in USDA Forest Service National Best 
Management Practices for Water Quality Management on 
National Forest Lands, Volume 1: National Core BMP Technical 
Guide, FS-990a (USDA April 2012) (Appendix C – 2, Table 1). 

http://www.fs.fed.us/biology/resources/pubs/watershed/FS_National_Cor
e_BMPs_April2012.pdf 

• Guidance provided in USDA Forest Service Region 5, Water 
Quality Management Handbook. R5 FSH 2509.22, Chapter 10, 
Amendment 2509.22-2011-01 (USDA December 2011) 
(Appendix C – 3, Table 1). 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5399662.pd

http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_Q_Standard_Conditions_Grading.pdf
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Attachment_Q_Standard_Conditions_Grading.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/biology/resources/pubs/watershed/FS_National_Core_BMPs_April2012.pdf
http://www.fs.fed.us/biology/resources/pubs/watershed/FS_National_Core_BMPs_April2012.pdf
http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5399662.pdf
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f 

 

 

CSLC-11 

No work is planned below the low water mark of Lake Tahoe unless the 
low water mark is upstream from the mouths of Taylor and/or Tallac 
Creeks. As planning progresses more detailed surveys will be completed 
with accurate topographic contours allowing planners to determine the 
low water mark of Lake Tahoe. 

 

If any work occurs below the low water mark of Lake Tahoe and any 
historic or cultural resources are found, the California State Lands 
Commission will be notified. 

 

 

http://www.fs.usda.gov/Internet/FSE_DOCUMENTS/stelprdb5399662.pdf
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CSLC-12 

Tribal consultation is discussed in Section 1.3 and concerns are addressed 
in Section 2.4, Numbers 52 through 55. 

 

AB52 compliance and Tribal Cultural Resources is addressed in the 
EA/IS, Appendix A, CEQA Checklist comments. 

 

 

CSLC-13 

The analysis is completed in accordance with AB 32 and the results are 
contained in the EA/IS, 3.2.2.  
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South Tahoe Public Utility District Comments: 

 

Swale 1: The District has a 12” sewer gravity main pipeline crossing 
Swale 1 (shown on Figure 2). Engineering 

details of the crossing structure proposed to replace Culvert B should 
be provided for District review to insure 

that the structural integrity of this pipeline is maintained; 

STPUD-1 

 

Proximity of construction to sewer lines and potential impacts are not 
significant. Specific designs will be refined as more detailed plans are 
developed after the EA/IS process is finished. Lead agencies met with 
STPUD on January 5, 2016 to clarify concerns and impacts. STPUD will 
be involved throughout the planning process. 

Swale 4: The District has a 10” sewer force main pipeline that is 
aligned along the west side of Baldwin Beach 

Road (shown on Figure 2). Engineering details of the crossing 
structure proposed at Swale 4 should be provided 

for District review to insure that the structural integrity of this 
pipeline is maintained; 

STPUD-2 

 

Proximity of construction to sewer lines and potential impacts are not 
significant. Specific designs will be refined as more detailed plans are 
developed after the EA/IS process is finished. STPUD will be involved in 
planning. 

Taylor Creek: The District has a 12” sewer force main pipeline that 
crosses Taylor Creek along the alignment of 

Highway 89/Emerald Bay Road. Potential changes in the stream 
profile related to project activities should be 

considered, including whether measures are needed to maintain the 
long-term structural integrity of this 

pipeline; and 

STPUD-3 

 

Proximity of construction to sewer lines and potential impacts are not 
significant. Specific designs will be refined as more detailed plans are 
developed after the EA/IS process is finished. STPUD will be involved in 
planning. 
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Tallac Creek: The District supports the installation of a proposed 
berm to encourage average or below average 

flows to Swale 1. The District looks forward to working with the 
USFS-LTBMU and the LRWQCB towards 

developing an appropriate design to provide long-term protection of 
the sewer line encasement presently 

exposed in Tallac Creek. 

STPUD-4 

 

Sewer line protection measures are expanded and clarified in the EA/IS. 
Four locations of proposed construction within the project area are near 
active sewer lines. The South Tahoe Public Utility District (STPUD) 
submitted comments and met with lead agencies on January 5, 2016 about 
their concerns.  

 

The Tallac Creek channel will be modified and stabilized above and 
below where the sewer line crosses. No work is planned on any of the 
other 3 locations. Details are contained in section 2.2, number 2, Tallac 
Creek. 

 

 

Sierra Wildlife Coalition Comments: 

 

We are concerned about many native species such as beavers, 
coyotes, bears, and very numerous birds, which although ‘common’, 
all depend very much on the very limited amount of wetlands 
available in the Tahoe basin, and so need to be considered. 

 

SWC-1  

The EA/IS address all mandated species and associated effects (TESPC). 
However, associated habitat (aquatic and terrestrial) as it relates to effects 
on associated native species is also addressed. 

 

Quality and quantity of wet meadow habitat will be increased through 
project implementation. 

Also noted is that “Taylor Creek was the most degraded of 10 
sampled creeks in the Tahoe Basin”.  What criteria were used?  There 
are certainly aquatic invasive species (especially bullfrogs and 
Eurasian milfoil), but the numerous beaver dams in the wetlands 
downstream of the Stream Display have filtered out much of the 
sediment (and other pollutants, as was verified about phosphorus by 
Sarah Muskopf’s 2007 thesis). 

 

SWC-2  

The criteria are based on the February 2007 report titled, “Development 
and Testing of Biomonitoring Tools for Stream Macroinvertebrates in the 
Lake Tahoe Basin” 
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Under “Proposed Action: Stream Restoration: Taylor Creek” we 
would question the need to install “large wood” in the lower Taylor 
Creek wetlands, since there are numerous beaver dams performing 
the function of’ large wood’, as well as quite a quantity of existing 
large wood, probably sent downstream in the 1997 floods.  Removing 
those beaver dams would certainly be detrimental.  Otherwise the 
proposals for Taylor Creek seem very appropriate.  We do wonder 
why controlling aquatic invasive species was only noted under Tallac 
Creek, since there are many present in Taylor Creek as well? 

 

SWC-3  

Large wood is only proposed for areas upstream of State Route 89. This is 
clarified in the EA/IS, (Section 3.2.1, 2), Soil, water, and riparian 
resources/water quality).  

 

The project does not include removal of beaver dams.  

 

Invasive species removal is under its own heading and not a subheading 
under Tallac Creek in the scoping document. Invasive species removal is 
proposed for both Taylor and Tallac Creeks. 

Under “Recreation Amenities: Stream Profile Chamber and Rainbow 
Trail” we fully support the plan to “upgrade, raise in elevation, or 
replace with boardwalk portions of the trail.”  Portions of the paved 
trail adjacent to the Stream Display are lower than even very low 
flows in the creek, and also slope to the side away from the creek, 
trapping any water that does get there (from rain or the creek).  And 
the paved trail downstream from the existing boardwalk, below the 
gravel bar, bisects the marsh and meadow area where water would 
otherwise drain across, replenishing the meadow and groundwater, 
before rejoining the creek below the bend.  This situation is 
exacerbated by the addition of extra water to that marsh/meadow 
from the man-made outflow channel from the Stream Display which 
crosses and saturates the upper part of that marsh/meadow. 

SWC-4  

Improvements to these areas are proposed to reduce resource damage, 
provide safer and easier access, and enhance the visitor experience. 

 

Details are in the EA/IS Section 2.2, Number 8. 

Another big advantage of boardwalks is encouraging visitors to stay 
on the trails, and not trample sensitive wetlands.  Moving and 
formalizing the user-created trail to the gravel bar on the bend of 
Taylor Creek below the Stream Display would also help. 

 

SWC-5  

Boardwalks are proposed to reduce resource damage by giving visitors a 
defined path. See EA/IS Section 2.2, Number 8 
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California Department of Transportation Comments: 

 

 

Caltrans-1  

Work within the Caltrans right-of-way would not occur unless an 
encroachment permit is required and issued. 

 

Caltrans-2  

Negative traffic impacts are not identified in the EA/IS. Traffic is 
addressed in the EA/IS, Appendix A, CEQA Checklist comments.  

 

Caltrans-3  

Caltrans will be notified of project details as the planning process 
progresses. 

 

 

  



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 118 of 196 
 

 

This page needs to be deleted. 
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Appendix B – TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) 
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Appendix C – 1 TRPA Standard Conditions of Approval 
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Appendix C – 2 National BMP Guidance  
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Appendix C – 3 Regional BMP Guidance  

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 173 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 174 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 175 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 176 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 177 of 196 
 

 
 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 178 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 179 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 180 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 181 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 182 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 183 of 196 
 

 



Taylor and Tallac Restoration Project   

Page 184 of 196 
 

 

 
Appendix C – 4 BMP Checklist 

 

 
Example Checklist for Incorporating BMP Guidance identified in Environmental Assessment into Project Implementation Documents, for 
National BMP AqEco-2 Operations in Aquatic Ecosystems 

BMP Method/Practice from USFS Guidance 
Document 

Additional Design Feature 
from Environmental 

Assessment  

Type of 
Implementation 

Document 
Additional specifications needed  

Avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse impacts to 
water quality when working in aquatic ecosystems.  

      

•     Identify the aquatic and aquatic-dependent species that 
live in the waterbody, Aquatic Management Zone (AMZ), or 
on the floodplain and their life histories to determine 
protection strategies, such as timing of construction, 
sediment management, species relocation, and monitoring 
during construction. 

  SWPPP Provide construction schedule, 
methods for fish barriers, monitoring 
plan, and specifications for 
controlling runoff and erosion from 
the site.  

•     Coordinate stream channel, shoreline, lake, pond, and 
wetland activities with appropriate State and Federal 
agencies. 

      

 Incorporate Clean Water Act (CWA) 404 permit 
requirements and other Federal, State, and local 
permits or requirements into the project design 
and plan. 

  Permit applications 
(TRPA,  Lahontan, 
and Army Corp) 

Prepare wetland delineation analysis 
report. 

•     Use suitable measures to protect the waterbody when 
preparing the site for construction or maintenance 
activities. 

      

 Clearly delineate the work zone.   Design Plan Delineate protect area, and project 
area fencing, including signage. 
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 Locate access and staging areas near the project 
site but outside of work area boundaries, AMZs, 
wetlands, and sensitive soil areas. 

Displacement of silt loams and peat 
soils would be avoided wherever 
possible by strategic placement of 
temporary construction access paths, 
staging areas, and strict construction 
area limits. In cases where silt loams 
and peat soils cannot be avoided, 
additional BMPs (e.g., encapsulated 
roads or steel plates to distribute the 
force of the machinery) would be used 
to reduce compaction 

Design Plan  Delineate location of staging areas. 

Refuel and service equipment only in designated 
staging areas (see BMP Road-10 [Equipment 
Refueling and Servicing]). 

  SWPPP   

Develop an erosion and sediment control plan to 
avoid or minimize downstream impacts using 
measures appropriate to the site and the proposed 
activity (see BMP Fac-2 [Facility Construction and 
Stormwater Control]). 

  SWPPP/ECP SWPPP will be prepared for work 
requiring a 401/404 permit.  ECP 
Plan prepared for all other ground 
disturbing activity.  

 Prepare for unexpected failures of erosion control 
measures. 

  SWPPP Describe response to erosion control 
failures, including daily BMP 
inspection and storm monitoring.  

 Consider needs for solid waste disposal and 
worksite sanitation. 

  SWPPP Describe methods for solid waste 
disposal and worksite sanitation> 

 Consider using small, low ground pressure 
equipment, and hand labor where practicable. 

  Incorporate in 
Contract RFPs, or 
Force Account 
Planning 

  

 Ensure all equipment operated in or adjacent to 
the waterbody is clean of aquatic invasive species, 
as well as oil and grease, and is well maintained. 

  SWPPP   

 Use vegetable oil or other biodegradable hydraulic 
oil for heavy equipment hydraulics wherever 
practicable when operating in or near water. 

  Incorporate in 
Contract RFPs, or 
Force Account 
Planning 

  

•     Schedule construction or maintenance operations in 
waterbodies to occur in the least critical periods to avoid or 
minimize adverse effects to sensitive aquatic and aquatic-
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dependent species that live in or near the waterbody. 

 Avoid scheduling instream work during the 
spawning or migration seasons of resident or 
migratory fish and other important life history 
phases of sensitive species that could be affected 
by the project. 

  SWPPP Provide construction schedule.  

 Avoid scheduling instream work during periods 
that could be interrupted by high flows. 

  SWPPP Provide construction schedule, and 
identify maximum flow limits during 
construction. 

 Consider the growing season and dormant season 
for vegetation when scheduling activities within or 
near the waterbody to minimize the period of time 
that the land would remain exposed, thereby 
reducing erosion risks and length of time when 
aesthetics are poor. 

  SWPPP Provide construction schedule.  

•     Use suitable measures to protect the waterbody when 
clearing the site. 

      

Clearly delineate the geographic limits of the area 
to be cleared. 

  Design Plans Delineate construction areas. 

Use suitable drainage measures to improve the 
workability of wet sites. 

  SWPPP Describe methods for water 
diversions and water control. 

 Avoid or minimize unacceptable damage to 
existing vegetation, especially plants that are 
stabilizing the bank of the waterbody. 

 SWPPP, Design 
Plans 

Delineate areas of protected 
vegetation on design plans. 

•     Use suitable measures to avoid or minimize impacts to 
the waterbody when implementing construction and 
maintenance activities. 

      

 Minimize heavy equipment entry into or crossing 
water as is practicable. 

  Design Plans Delineate and provide specifications 
for any water crossings, if applicable. 

 Conduct operations during dry periods.   SWPPP Describe acceptable soil moisture 
and flow conditions to meet prior to 
implementation.  

 Stage construction operations as needed to limit 
the extent of disturbed areas without installed 
stabilization measures. 

  SWPPP Provide construction schedule, 
including staging site winterization. 
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Promptly install and appropriately maintain 
erosion control measures. 

  SWPPP Provide Daily BMP monitoring 
checklist protocol.  

Promptly install and appropriately maintain spill 
prevention and containment measures. 

  SWPPP Provide Daily BMP monitoring 
checklist protocol.  

Promptly rehabilitate or stabilize disturbed areas 
as needed following construction or maintenance 
activities. 

Onsite dust abatement 
procedures would be 
implemented on disturbed soil 
areas and stockpiled soil 
materials to ensure fine 
sediments are not transported 
off site as airborne particles. 
Abatement procedures could 
include both watering and 
physically covering bare soils 

SWPPP Provide construction schedule, 
including staged winterization. 
Provide specifications for control of 
airborne particles. 

 Stockpile and protect topsoil for reuse in site 
revegetation. 

  SWPPP Perform cut and fill calculations, and 
provide specifications for utilization 
of topsoil. 

Minimize bank and riparian area excavation during 
construction to the extent practicable. 

Displacement of silt loams and 
peat soils would be avoided 
wherever possible by strategic 
placement of temporary 
construction access paths and 
strict construction area limits. 
In cases where silt loams and 
peat soils cannot be avoided, 
additional BMPs (e.g., 
encapsulated roads or steel 
plates to distribute the force of 
the machinery) would be used 
to reduce compaction 

Design 
Plans/SWPPP 

Delineate areas of 
construction/access on stream banks 
and riparian areas. SWPPP -provide 
specifications for equipment access 
routes. 

Keep excavated materials out of the waterbody.   SWPPP Describe methods for stockpiling and 
utilizing excavated material. 

Use only clean, suitable materials that are free of 
toxins and invasive species for fill. 

  SWPPP   

 Properly compact fills to avoid or minimize 
erosion. 

  Design 
specification 

Provide specifications for fill 
compaction. 
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Balance cuts and fills to minimize disposal needs.   SWPPP Provide cut and fill calculations. 

Remove all project debris from the waterbody in a 
manner that will cause the least disturbance. 

  SWPPP   

Identify suitable areas offsite or away from 
waterbodies for disposal sites before beginning 
operations. 

  Design 
Plans/SWPPP 

Design Plans- delineate stockpile 
areas.  SWPPP describe and identify 
disposal sites if needed. 

Contour site to disperse runoff, minimize erosion, 
stabilize slopes, and provide a favorable 
environment for plant growth. 

  Design Plans Delineate contours. 

Use suitable species and establishment techniques 
to revegetate the site in compliance with local 
direction and requirements per FSM 2070 and FSM 
2080 for vegetation ecology and prevention and 
control of invasive species. 

  Design Plans Describe revegetation specifications.  

•     Use suitable measures to divert or partition channelized 
flow around the site or to dewater the site as needed to the 
extent practicable. 

      

Remove aquatic organisms from the construction 
area before dewatering and prevent organisms 
from returning to the site during construction. 

  SWPPP Describe methods for fish removal 
and fish barriers. 

Return clean flows to channel or waterbody 
downstream of the activity. 

Any actions requiring a 401 permit, 
Basin Plan Prohibition exemption, or a 
Lake Tahoe National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System 
construction permit would require the 
completion of a daily BMP 
implementation checklist and turbidity 
monitoring, when conducting work in 
waterbodies.  To minimize potential 
turbidity impacts related to work 
within waterbodies, turbidity 
monitoring would occur before water 
is released from the work area. Water 
would not be reintroduced 
downstream until permit requirements 
for turbidity are met 

SWPPP Describe methods for dewatering, 
diversions, and turbidity monitoring. 

Restore flows to their natural stream course as 
soon as practicable after construction or before 
seasonal closures. 

  SWPPP Provide construction schedule. 
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•     Inspect the work site at suitable regular intervals during 
and after construction or maintenance activities to check 
on quality of the work and materials and identify need for 
mid-project corrections. 

Review on the ground BMPs prior to a 
forecasted rain event (using NOAA 
weather forecast website).  Watershed 
or transportation specialists would 
review on the ground project BMPs 
prior to a large forecasted storm event 
(1 inch in 24 hours rain event, or 
prolonged periods or rain over a 48 
hour period exceeding a total of 2.5 
inches) that may exceed BMP capacity 
and would notify appropriate staff 
(e.g., contract administrator) if 
additional BMPs are recommended to 
disconnect runoff from surface water 
features 

SWPPP Provide daily BMP monitoring 
checklist and protocol, as well as 
storm monitoring protocol. 

•     Consider short- and long-term maintenance needs and 
unit capabilities when designing the project. 

      

Develop a strategy for providing emergency 
maintenance when needed. 

  SWPPP Provide emergency contact and 
protocol information. 

•     Include implementation and effectiveness monitoring 
to evaluate success of the project in meeting design 
objectives and avoiding or minimizing unacceptable impacts 
to water quality. 

  SWPPP Provide long term effectiveness 
monitoring plan. 

•     Consider long-term management of the site and nearby 
areas to promote project success. 

      

Use suitable measures to limit human, vehicle, and 
livestock access to site as needed to allow for 
recovery of vegetation. 

  SWPPP Provide post project signage plan. 
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Appendix D – Electroshocking Guidelines 
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