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Lake Tahoe 
Federal Advisory Committee  

 

Meeting Minutes 
August 26, 2016 – 10:00 a.m. – 12:00 p.m. 

USFS – Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit 
35 College Drive, South Lake Tahoe, CA  96150 

 
 
Committee Members: 

• Darcie Goodman Collins, Amy Berry, Jane Freeman (Acting for State of California 
Representative), Bob Cook, Steve Teshara, Bob Cook, Bob Hassett, David Santana, Lon Rusk, 
Natalie Yanish, John Pang, Heather Bacon, Alan Heyvaert, Joanne Marchetta, Peter Kraatz (via 
teleconference)  
 

Agency Representatives:  
• Jeff Marsolais, Designated Federal Official (DFO); Winnifer Simmons, Karen Kuentz, Melraine 

Johnson, Mike LeFevre 
 
Public Attendees:   

• Julie Regan, Jack Landy, Liz Kingsland (via teleconference) 
 

Opening Comments, Review of the Agenda – Darcie Goodman Collins 
• A portion of today’s meeting is going to be dedicated to talking about the SNPLMA project 

approval process and our current secondary project list.  Giving some good background on what 
the projects are now and how past project approvals has worked in this group.  We can then talk 
about how we want to move forward.   

• The last portion of the meeting will be to prepare for the Lake Tahoe Summit.   
 

Presentation on Past LTFAC SNPLMA Project Approval – Jeff Marsolais 
• Jeff provided a handout on sections from the BLM Implementation Agreement. 

 There is a specific section starting on page 37 on the written description of the entire 
Lake Tahoe process.   

 This will go with the flow chart to be the narrative to lead you through the boxes. 
 BLM has continued to update their implementation agreement. 

 
• Jeff provided a copy of the very last letter the LTFAC sent to our federal representative on the 

Tahoe Regional Executives (TREX) group.   
 This is the letter that transmitted the LTFAC’s recommendations having followed 

through the process.    
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• Jeff provided an overview of the Lake Tahoe SNPLMA Project Recommendation Development 
Process Flow Chart. 
 This was the process used when we evaluated and approved all the past rounds of the 

Lake Tahoe SNPLMA.   
 The Lake Tahoe Basin Executive Committee (LTBEC) is all of the nine federal agencies 

working together.  They are ratified by the Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 
between the Secretary of Army Corps, Secretary of Agriculture, Secretary of Interior, 
and U.S. EPA Administrator.  Those four cabinet level agencies and departments have all 
their federal agencies that tier to that MOU represented in the LTFAC. 

 The SNPLMA Execs are represented by the Director of BLM for the State of Nevada, 
Director of Fish and Wildlife Service, Deputy Regional Forester for Region 4, National 
Park Service Western Regional Director.  Everything ultimately has to land in the 
SNPLMA Execs box and they make a recommendation to the Secretary of Interior for 
authorization of the expenditure.   

 There are two sources that fed the projects and those are the needs of the agency and 
the relationship to the EIP.  We were always making these connections, as agencies, 
before we proposed projects.   

 The LTBEC was the first stream of leveling.  After the nominations have been vetted 
through the LTBEC, then it came to the Partners Coordination Team (PCT).  Here was our 
first moment to screen our projects against the EIP.   

 There was a call out at the time for science.  The Tahoe Science Consortium (TSC) was 
early on developing themes for that round of science.   

 The PCT were developing the preliminary list of projects.  Looking at making sure the 
project plans and proposals were right for what the issue was.   

 The Tahoe Working Group (TWG) was nine members of the LTFAC and the LTBEC to do 
the leveling.  The TWG’s recommendations came to the LTFAC. 

 The preliminary recommendations from the LTFAC became a publically scoped 
document.  They published a 30-day comment period and notices in the Federal 
Register.      

 The Tahoe Regional Executives (TREX) are equivalent to the BLM Executives.  It consists 
of Randy Moore, Regional Forester for the Pacific Southwest; Regional Director of the 
Fish and Wildlife Service; and Army Corps of Engineers.  Every agency that had a 
member on the LTBEC, their senior executive was a member of TREX.   The TREX took 
the recommendations from the LTFAC and transmitted them back to the SNPLMA Execs.   
 

• Steve – during Round 12 in 2011, the LTFAC had their peak of robust discussion because 
everybody realized they had a certain time limit or they would miss the opportunity to submit 
the recommendations.  We made very successful use out of the consensus gauge process.  The 
part we should talk about today is a lot of things happened when the LTFAC wasn’t allowed to 
meet.  There wasn’t an opportunity for the community and public to weigh in during this time. 

• Alan – asked how much public comment came in? 
• Jeff – we found many LTFAC binders relating to that period of time including letters from 

agencies not represented here, local public, and out of town public.   
• Steve – we had specific strategies as we went on in the years to try and increase the amount of 

public awareness and visibility of the opportunity of when the public comment period occurred.   
• Jeff – during this process, $43 million was being recommended in projects and $34 million 

available to do it.  The early thinking was what do we do with those other projects?    
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SNPLMA Secondary Project List Presentation – Jeff Marsolais 
• A spreadsheet of the revised Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (LTRA) secondary project list was 

provided to the committee. 
• Jeff – there was a secondary project list that looked much like the new list that was attached to 

the Round 12 recommendations LTFAC made.    
• Amy – how do we know if any of these projects had other funding that came through other 

phases or are these fully unfunded projects? 
• Jeff – the best source is through the project descriptions that were written for this last round.  In 

the project description would have been all of those projects that previously had been funded, 
what had been accomplished, and what other funding had been tied to it.   

• Amy – a few years has passed so how do we know if any other funding sources has come into 
these projects?      

• Jeff – that’s a little tougher.  Even though LTRA specifically said the appropriated budget for the 
Forest Service and other agencies should not be reduced because of the supplemental funds 
being provided by SNPLMA in all cases.  You can make the case there was a capacity fixed 
maximum amount you can get accomplished any given year.  A lot of the other colors of money 
were being backed substantially down across the board.  Where we stand today in the Forest 
Service is less than half of the lowest funded forest in the region by appropriated dollars 
standards.   

• Steve – at that time the Army Corps and Bureau of Reclamation was getting substantial money 
because their money came from other appropriated sources.    

• Jeff – before SNPLMA rolled in we were getting a pretty substantial earmark off the top.   
• Jane – asked about other sources of funding.  For example, the Meeks Meadow Restoration 

Project, the conservancy just approved planning money for that project.   
• Jeff – this secondary list was recalibrated in Round 15.  Round 6 and Round 12 is where the 

LTFAC and LTBEC group had recommended a secondary project list.  About a year and a half ago, 
we took all of those projects back into TREX and said we want to create one consistent list.  We 
went through line by line and there was three times more in amount of projects.  With the TREX 
we recalibrated of those projects previously authorized, what still are relevant and 
contemporary.  Because it represented a new thing, we had to bring it into the SNPLMA Execs to 
get the Secretary of Interior to ratify as an updated secondary project list for Lake Tahoe.  The 
TREX took the two secondary lists, went through the process, and made a recommendation to 
SNPLMA Execs as we would like this refreshed and updated.   

• Jeff – the BLM and Forest Service would debate on the term new projects.  A new project that 
needed approval from the Secretary of Interior is something that the LTFAC or TREX had never 
seen previously.  In the BLM implementation guidelines, if there wasn’t a project description 
that called out deliverables, dollars, it has made its way through the process and something 
LTFAC has weighed in on, the BLM would call that new.   
There are three projects the BLM would classify as new projects that went up for the Secretary 
to approve: 
 Prescribed Fire/Fuels Consolidation 

o BLM recommended to do scope changes.  We found out there are no scope 
changes or timeline extensions that are possible to help us accomplish burning 
work that needed to happen sometimes three years after the actual first entry.  
We took all of the fuels burning acre targets out of every one of these projects.  
We took the corresponding dollars in each of those projects to complete that 
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work and also sent that back to the account.  We had to repurpose that whole 
thing as a new project.   

 Meeks Meadow Restoration 
 Incline Meadow Restoration 

o We thought when we started this project we were going to reconstruct the 
Incline Dam.  We tried to acquire a piece of ground.  During that process we 
found out there is an earthquake fault underneath the dam.  If there is ever an 
earthquake, the dam would melt.  We had originally asked for $5 million to 
reconstruct the dam.  When we made the NEPA decision, we decided to tear the 
dam down because there really were no other options.  In that situation, we 
recycled the entire $5 million back into the account.     
 

• Darcie – asked for an update on all the projects, the timeline, and where the LTFAC would fit in 
that process.   

• Jeff – the TREX is managing all of these projects as though there are what they might choose to 
invest and return funds on.  It doesn’t matter if it’s called a secondary project or new project, 
the TREX is waiting for agencies to come forward and say we are ready to do this project, we 
need you to authorize the expenditures of those funds against that project title.  When the TREX 
consolidated this list, they thought about how do we engage with the LTFAC because there isn’t 
enough money to cover the priority projects up there?  Right now we have $8 million in the 
account to complete the work.  There is $31 million of request between new projects and all the 
secondary projects on the list. 

• Darcie – can we update this list with what has been funded in between and send it out to the 
LTFAC?   

• Steve – suggested the process of some sort of paperwork presenting the context of additional 
funding sources and what has changed.  Some ability for us to look at those things and be able 
to make a judgement call as far as LTFAC consensus.   

• Darcie – it would be nice to get those out ahead of time. 
• Jeff – the only ones that don’t have full project descriptions are the last 3 new projects.  We 

would have to generate those but everything else would be what we wrote in 2010. 
• Jane – in the last meeting it was mentioned that the TREX was waiting to put this money on the 

secondary list until you made sure the current ones were whole and done.  Are there other 
projects you anticipate coming forward? 

• Jeff – any of the water quality projects always come in over budget.  The fuels are more easy 
where there is more target for more acres.  My direction is to bring them in at the least 
minimum deliverable and accomplish that.  If we can accomplish more and there is money on 
the books, we will accomplish more.   

• Jane – is there a list on what are the open projects for Lake Tahoe? 
• Jeff – we do have an open projects list and an analyst that handles the list.  We are working 

through closing projects so the list is changing almost weekly now.   
• Darcie – this sounds like the bulk of our next meeting and should also include the open projects.  

Once we go through the information, we can decide what our outcomes are from that meeting.  
Maybe we would want to go through some ranking process. 

• Alan – what do we know on how much is available to fund secondary projects?  
• Amy – is there a way to get science feedback into this list? 
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• Jeff – the TREX weighed in on that.  They held the possibility of $3 million additional science that 
came from one of the secondary project lists.  TREX hasn’t contemplated how we might mobilize 
for that.   

• Amy – are the themes that were set that led to this list still the same? 
• Alan – we have a reconstituted Tahoe Science Advisory Council.   
• Jane – we have now the whole summary document of all the SNPLMA funded science which 

might help guide us on where gaps are.  Maybe Alan can help us navigate through it. 
• Jeff – setting themes was part of this process for soliciting scientific inquiry and funding the 

inquiry work to be accomplished.  The precursor would be LTFAC saying we want to see science 
have some place and then map out how to set the themes, put an RFP out, and do we need an 
interagency agreement change.  

• Joanne – you have to build the whole process to set the theme.    
• Steve – is there a way to support the efforts to get this topic organized for the next meeting? 
• Jeff – we do need to tee this up. 

 
LTFAC SNPLMA Prep for Lake Tahoe Summit – Darcie Goodman Collins/Steve Teshara/Julie Regan 

• Julie Regan provided a handout to the committee on the Lake Tahoe Summit 2016 Key 
Messages and Talking Points. 

• About 4 or 5 months ago we started planning for events around the summit not just to celebrate 
the accomplishments from 20 years but also highlight the challenges we faced moving forward 
and how to get the message out.  The Tahoe in Depth paper is going around the Basin and we 
will make sure to send out the link to the electronic copy of the paper.  The theme we chose was 
to highlight what was Tahoe’s turning point and got out 28 pages of the history on the progress 
we made.  We are also highlighting the challenges going forward.  We pulled together talking 
points that can be provided electronically.    

o On the first page there are three high level bullets summarizing the key themes: 
1. Tahoe has a strong history of rallying to solve environmental problems. 
2. Our renewed commitment to Lake Tahoe is imperative to combat threats from 

climate change. 
3. Tahoe stands ready to tackle the tough challenges that lie ahead to protect a $5 

billion economy. 
o On the second page is the message box which is a platform to use to draw out key 

messages.  The front and central message is put in the middle then you build around the 
box and walk through the messaging.  Around the 4 sides of the box is a buildout of the 
bullets on the front page with more specific examples. 

1. Proven track record of restoration sets stage for continued investment. 
2. Examples of accomplishments. 
3. $5 billion economy at stake. 
4. Unprecedented challenges threaten progress.  Tahoe must build climate 

resilience. 
 

• Darcie – the main thing to add is the message to remember over the past 20 years we have gone 
a long way to arrest the decline in clarity.  Acknowledge the successes that can be listed.  There 
are new challenges that can be listed.  Stick with the theme which is climate change.  We want 
to make sure this event and the attention that Tahoe is going to receive we will be able to use. 

• Steve – we have the partnerships in place to do it. 
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• Bob C. – on both sides of the paper I see the message point on $5 billion economy at stake.  
There is a lot of emphasis on the economy where it is supposed to be about protecting the 
environment. 

• Julie – if you look at the first bullet that talks about the $5 billion economy, the message really is 
that economy is the environment and are intertwined.   

• Amy – there are two sets of VIP tickets.  If you got the second round of VIP tickets, they are 
going to mail out the tickets.   

• Jeff – we are working on an accomplishments report that was asked for by Senator Reid’s office.  
It’s about 15 pages and includes high level information.  We have been going through detail on 
each agencies interest, accomplishment, and role.  Trying to paint the federal picture on how do 
the federal agencies work together to accomplish goals and what are some of things we have 
done.  There was a 20 year and forward conversation that was narrowed up to a page and a half.  
We have a 2 page handout available at the Forest Service booth.          

 
Update on Tree Mortality – Jeff Marsolais 

• Since the last LTFAC meeting, Joanne and I took the topic of tree mortality to the Tahoe Fire and 
Fuels Team (TFFT) to bring through their structure to identify if this is something they want to 
manage.  The TFFT suggested they manage an interagency response and prepare an interagency 
action plan.  The TFFT made a recommendation to the TIE Steering Committee to establish a 
tree mortality taskforce in the Lake Tahoe Basin.  It was recommended to be co-chaired by 3 
entities, the Forest Service, TRPA, and the local fire districts.  We have a team working on the 
plan right now.  The work in progress includes flight data from October and a second round of 
flight data from a month ago.   

o The first approach in Phase 1 of the plan, is for all the agencies with affected lands to 
look at the existing NEPA or CEQA decisions they have related to fuels or other things 
where we could manipulate the vegetation and have already completed the 
environmental clearance work.  For the Forest Service that is 35,000 acres of lands 
already been authorized by one NEPA decision or another for fuels treatment.  We are 
going into those NEPA decisions to determine if tree mortality shows up within that 
project footprint, and what can we do right now without needing to do any other 
environmental work.    

o The second approach in Phase 1 of the plan, is looking at part of the landscape we have 
not done any environmental analysis work on.  The forest plan is brand new and speaks 
to the need of stand structure and diversity.   

• Some of the key messages are: 
1. Tree mortality is here. 
2. We are organized.  We have partnerships and governments to manage it. 
3. We have contemporary plans that are only a few years old that contemplate 

changes in forest landscape. 
4. We are preparing for a variety of scenarios. 
5. We are learning from others. 
6. We have a lot of science. 

 
• Joanne – there is some local press covering this issue with some negative commentary on how 

regulation is stopping everything.  Regulation in some respects is some of the least of the 
obstacles.  There are obstacles around what do you do with the trees when you take them out 
and we just don’t have markets.  We can actually do a lot on the ground already.   



7 | P a g e  
 

Public Comment 
• None 

 
Round Robin 

• Steve – on August 2nd, I sent a letter to Jeff on the cheat grass explosion particularly on the 
Nevada side. 

• Joanne – the TIE Steering Committee retreat was postponed and an email out the new date will 
be provided. 

• Heather – wanted to point out that Incline Village was mentioned in every single topic discussed 
today. 

• Amy – would like calendar invites for the next LTFAC meetings. 
• Darcie – the next LTFAC meeting is scheduled for October 27th, 1:00 p.m., at Tahoe City.  The last 

meeting scheduled for this year is December 5th, 1:00 p.m., at Incline Village. 
• Peter – proposed an agenda item on the process of cleaning up existing SNPLMA funded 

projects that are still not closed out.  On the secondary project list, there are good projects that 
relate strongly to the EIP project list that could move forward.   

 
Adjourned at 12:05 p.m. 
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