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Lake Tahoe 
Federal Advisory Committee  

 

Meeting Minutes 
October 27, 2016 – 1:00 p.m. – 3:00 p.m. 

Tahoe City Public Utility District 
221 Fairway Drive, Tahoe City, CA 96145 

 
 
Committee Members: 

• Darcie Goodman Collins, Amy Berry, Patrick Wright, Bob Cook, Steve Teshara, David Santana, 
Lon Rusk, John Pang, Heather Bacon, Alan Heyvaert, Joanne Marchetta, Peter Kraatz, Douglas 
Martin, Katherine Strain, Bob Hassett (via teleconference), Natalie Yanish (via teleconference)  
 

Agency Representatives:  
• Jeff Marsolais, Designated Federal Official (DFO); Heather Noel, USFS 

 
Public Attendees:  

• Julie Regan, Cindy Gustafson 
 

Opening Comments, Review of the Agenda – Darcie Goodman Collins 
• Jeff – I would like to introduce a new member of our Forest Service staff, Heather Noel, who is 

the Public and Legislative Affairs Staff Officer.  The LTFAC will be one of those added items 
Heather is tasked with.   

• Darcie – we are going to spend some time going over the SNPLMA secondary project list which 
was sent out through email earlier this week.  I would like to spend some time discussing 
LTFAC’s role with that foundation of understanding what the projects are.  We will debrief on 
the summit and then we will get an update on tree mortality.  More time may be needed to 
discuss the secondary list and priority setting. 

 
Update on SNPLMA Secondary List and Priority Setting – Jeff Marsolais 

• Darcie – we have been talking in the last couple meetings about our role in guiding the priority 
setting for SNPLMA funding and specifically looking at the secondary list.  I would like us to 
continue to get an understanding of what is on the secondary list, what the projects entail, have 
an opportunity to ask some questions, get some insight on some past conversations around the 
listings of these projects, get a good understanding of where these projects are, if they are 
funded elsewhere, and if the need is currently compared to when they were originally listed.  
We could talk about the process for call for new projects and the possibility of forming an ad hoc 
subcommittee to do some more work offline.  All of the LTFAC memberships expire in May and 
the charter ends in October so we don’t have a lot of time to get some work done and make 
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recommendations.  The ad hoc subcommittee can be a good way for the LTFAC to get more 
work done and be more effective.   

• Jeff – this secondary list was built in 2010 in direct relationship to the work the LTFAC was going 
through at that point which was the last round the LTFAC had to authorize projects.  There was 
$34 million available and the federal agencies had proposed a total of $43 million worth of 
work.  The LTRA was about to expire and there was a question on whether or not once the 
money had cycled back to the BLM on behalf of the Lake Tahoe $300 million authorized through 
SNPLMA, would there be the potential for us to take that money and put it back into Lake Tahoe 
projects.  The LTFAC also authorized a package of secondary projects done in Round 6.  What 
was on this list were things that fell directly out of the negotiation during the authorization of 
the round.  An example is the Incline Hazardous Fuels Reduction & Healthy Forest Restoration 
project.  We had several rounds of Incline hazardous fuels implementation and previously 
received NEPA funding from SNPLMA.  We were not done with the NEPA decision and we 
already had two or three rounds of Incline implementation work on the books.  It was hard for 
me to argue for another $5 million to do that work when we had several rounds of funding on 
the books.  The LTFAC made the recommendation to put this project on the secondary list.  

•   
• The project descriptions on the secondary list have not been updated from the versions we 

provided you.  The TREX reviewed the list and made it contemporary before we went back and 
had the Secretary of the Interior reapprove this secondary list.  There were a lot more projects 
up here than what we have listed now.  The TREX asked each agency to go through and validate 
their projects.  We didn’t go in and update the projects.  Those projects that we sent out for 
review were all developed in early 2010 and we have not, at the agency level, revisited them 
other than just saying do we want them to continue being on the list. 

•    
• The TREX review occurred about 18 months ago.  There were two secondary project lists they 

looked at.  One was developed in Round 6 in early 2000 and the one developed in 2010 at the 
last round of approval.   
 

• Amy – were any of these forest health projects included in the SNPLMA Round 16 funding? 
• Jeff – we did not get fully funded on what we needed for all of the projects.  The Hazardous 

Fuels WUI proposal that got approved in Round 16 originally asked for $17 million but we were 
funded $10 million.   

• Heather – if we are reading some of the original reports, are there any of these projects that are 
ready to go now? 

• Jeff – a lot of the projects even in the last 18 months have changed substantially.  We have done 
continued implementation on the Upper Truckee Restoration.  Incline Hazardous Fuels might 
have some of the acreage picked up in the recently funded SNPLMA authorized Round 16A.  The 
NEPA has been completed for all of the hazardous fuels projects.  Basin Wide Trails could move 
forward.   

• David – does the recent Emerald Fire have any impact on any of these subjects? 
• Jeff – we had some units treated in South Shore that were affected by the fire.   
• Darcie – there is $31 million of need and if there was no participation from the LTFAC, what 

would be the process for the TREX to fund the projects on the list? 
• Jeff – the TREX meet as needed to evaluate projects and proposals.  The agencies drive that so if 

the Forest Service needs a scope change, time extension, or supplemental funds, that would 
trigger the TREX to meet and talk about that need.  Nobody has been pushing the additional 
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funding question or trying to tee up projects on this list to move forward.  There are a couple of 
projects that we have been holding back taking those steps on and really need to figure out a 
path forward. 

• Jeff – scrolled down to the bottom 3 projects on the list under Projects Requiring Secretary 
Approval.  At the time, we had several projects that had needed change.   

o Prescribed Fire – early on in the rounds of SNPLMA we had included the notion that you 
could go from NEPA to project implementation all the way through pile burning and 
removal in the periods of time we thought were available for the SNPLMA projects.  We 
found out you just can’t do that and we were exceeding the 5 year limitations on those 
projects.  The BLM suggested since they were running up against timelines to take all 
those deliverables and the money that supported them out of each of the projects, go 
back to the Secretary and ask for a new project on just the consolidation of the 
prescribed fire, and bring forward.  Prescribed Fire/Fuels Consolidation represents 
SNPLMA approved projects where the timeline to complete implementation and 
burning were out of sync with how long we had available to spend money.  We pulled 
the target out of the project along with the money engineered to support it and it now 
lives as a new Secretary approved project.  We are thinking of what is the supplemental 
approach to bringing those acres and targets, how we allow you to reach out to your 
constituencies and provide feedback before the TREX authorizes that expenditure of 
funds. 

• Jeff – the key step we always made before the LTFAC was we met with the other federal 
agencies and vetted the proposals internally.  We have not done this with any of the new 
projects.  As soon as we get things worked out with the BLM, Robert Wandel and I envision to 
propose a project, bring it to the federal agencies, bring it the LTFAC and have a conversation, 
and then scope it publically.   So we can walk it through the systematic approval process.  Then 
the TREX would make a decision on whether to authorize that project.   

• Heather – is your expectations that all of this could occur prior to the May and October 
timeframes? 

• Jeff – how we approach depends on where the LTFAC wants to be.   
• Jeff – science is a category on the list at $3 million.  The first question was where the project 

write up for it was.  Every round we authorized the projects to move forward had its own round 
for science approval.  At the end of the prior round, the TREX would establish the themes for 
science.  PSW, TSC, and others would prepare a request for proposals and receive a scientific 
proposal on a variety of things related directly to those themes.  There was a whole set of 
scoring that happened.  The Forest Service has been leading the charge to get a bunch of the 
projects closed recently.  There was 56 open science projects and we are at 48 closed right now.  
So we could find out how much if any returned funding there was for science.  The TREX could 
consider a recommendation to fund in some part or a new round of science.   

• Alan – at this point, the funding for research and broad scale monitoring on the Tahoe Basin is 
pretty slim.  We based a lot of our work collectively on the consensus and support of science.  
We now have some idea of how much money is available for secondary projects.  How does this 
line up with the sum of projects listed here? 

• Jeff – the Forest Service has returned approximately $3.5 million for prescribed fire and we had 
a project called Incline Dam Restoration that put $5 million back into the account too.  

• Darcie – there is $8 million of available funding right now, $31 million of need, and Jeff gave 
insight to some priorities and background on these projects.  He also indicated there has not 
really been movement at the executive level to allocate this funding.  Based on that and the 
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direction I got from all of you at our last meeting, there is a need for us to come together and 
come out with a recommendation of priorities.  We can also talk about if we are going to allow 
for other new recommendations to be added to the priority list.   

• Steve – likes the idea of creating an ad hoc committee to look into more detail on the list and 
expedite our work on this process.  We want to show the Basin execs and Regional execs that 
the LTFAC is still in the game.  That we are an important part of this process and when given the 
opportunity to weigh, we are going to.   

• Douglas – supports the idea of the ad hoc subcommittee. 
• Steve – the ad hoc subcommittee would clarify and get questions answered to bring back to the 

LTFAC recommendations and go through the consensus process to make a decision.   
• Joanne – likes the idea of the ad hoc subcommittee to grapple with what kind of a 

recommendation to bring back with options or rationalize to why.  We do need to show 
progress by May and let us focus on how to allocate the $8 million.  Then we could move on to 
future rounds and future thoughts on priorities.       

• Heather – good information to know would be what is a meaningful amount to get a project 
going? 

• Jeff – the $8 million we are talking about is the money we are dipping into when projects are 
going over what they are initially costing.   

• Amy – it would be good for the ad hoc subcommittee to look at this list on a much larger scale.  
• Darcie – do we all agree between now and May we are going to remain with the projects and 

priorities highlighted on the list?    
• Patrick – does not know why we would add the 3 new projects listed and not open it up for 

other new projects. 
• Jeff – those 3 new projects have already been added and went through the Secretary of the 

Interior approval in Round 15 of SNPLMA.  These projects were consolidated or changed 
projects from things already initially authorized by a previous LTFAC.   

• Joanne – I was just thinking about the logistics of running it up the chain of getting it out as a 
new project.  We know what that takes in terms of timing. 

• Patrick – I want to be able to reassure people we are spending this $8 million on the highest 
priorities now.  That is why we have 5-year lists and the EIP.  I want to make sure that if there is 
some really critical EIS project or other project that needs money now why wouldn’t we fund it. 

• Jeff – I would characterize the projects that didn’t make the list under a different concept.  The 
new projects are really changed conditions that represent $8 million of really important need to 
complete work that is contemporary.  I would argue to characterize it as didn’t make the cut is 
not consistent with what is on the list. 

• Darcie – the projects on this list have gone through some prioritization already so they are still 
valuable.   

• Amy – is there another source of funding, why are they still ready to go, what are the 
deliverables specifically, so we can have effectiveness within the money that is spent.  

• David – how long will it take to process an update? 
• Jeff – if there is an ad hoc subcommittee, I can see us doing this in real time and walking through 

project by project to make it happen.  
• Steve – some of these projects are relatively small amounts, so are we able to move amounts 

into another project. 
• Jeff – you could make a recommendation to the TREX that you would not want to see certain 

projects get funded.   
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• Steve – trying to get a sense of what the parameters are for the ad hoc subcommittee so we 
have some idea going into that process on where we can maneuver.   

• Patrick – the main goal is to gather the information, update the conditions of the existing 
projects, and potential additional funding sources.  Flush all that out, do a preliminary pass in 
terms of some sort of recommendation, and that comes back to the LTFAC.   

• Katherine – if this is a 6 year old list, can we imagine some of these costs are going to be more? 
• Jeff – that is where we run into the BLM implementation agreement that the TREX has some 

capability to change scope, timelines, and dollar amounts within a certain set of parameters.  
The list was derived 6 years ago, but we refreshed the list 18 months ago.    

• Darcie – proposed 3 topics for consideration: 
o We are going to focus only on the projects on this list and the reasoning is the timing to 

get a new project would require Secretary approval, which would push us past May.  
These projects have already gone through extensive discussion.  The project that may be 
a concern for Patrick may or may not fit under the Upper Truckee River Restoration 
component.  The ad hoc subcommittee can look into that and formulate questions to 
deliver to the BLM. 

o Form an ad hoc subcommittee and the following are questions of concern for this 
subcommittee: 
 Clean up the secondary project list and formulate, in detail, if they are still 

“ready to go” projects?   
 Are permits expired or has anything changed for these projects?   
 Has funding been acquired?  
 Has any of the projects been implemented?  
 Has any of them been completed?  
 Have the scopes changed?  
 What is a meaningful amount for each project?  
 Frame that in verifying the scope of this list. 
 Provide a presentation on these questions at the December LTFAC meeting. 

o The ad hoc subcommittee can come up with an initial idea of prioritization with the 
understanding that the LTFAC is going to comment and make the prioritization 
decisions. 
 

• Ad hoc subcommittee created:  Darcie, Steve, Joanne, and Peter 
• Darcie – the ad hoc subcommittee will culminate this information for the December 5th meeting.  

If anyone has information that is pertinent to any of these projects, send it along to the 
subcommittee.   

• Jeff – a lot of the projects on the list will be quick updates, a handful will need a little extra work, 
and a lot of projects are with uncertainty.  We will just have to name the uncertainty and be 
okay with that and move on. 

• Amy – it would be great if there is a column created for Associated Projects.  Not necessarily 
other funding sources for these projects but other projects that are associated and have the 
funding.   

• Amy – how does the work going on in the Tahoe West plan tie into these projects? 
• Steve – some work may be necessary within the BLMs procedures for considering projects in 

Round 17.  We may have a chance to influence the criteria for consideration in Round 17 to 
make it more competitive.   
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• Jeff – where we have NEPA decisions that authorize veg management actions, we are 
considering the NEPA decision and the desired future state as an existing condition.  We are not 
doubling up on the planning.   

• Patrick – if Tahoe West goes in Round 17, when will that one be available? 
• Jeff – we won’t have any decisions from BLM on Round 17 projects until January 2018.  What is 

on the secondary project list is all TREX decisions and does not have to go to the Secretary.   
• Steve – it is important to deal with the existing administration as quickly as possible because 

there will be a new Secretary of the Interior with the new administration.   
• Heather – would it be effective to have other projects still apply for Round 17 so they will be in 

the list for future funding? 
• Jeff – they are not eligible.  It’s the White Pine amendment to SNPLMA that authorized Lake 

Tahoe to continue to compete for hazardous fuels funding in rounds beyond those that were 
tied to the LTRA.                                       

 
Follow-up and Debrief: 20th Anniversary Lake Tahoe Summit – Darcie Goodman Collins/Jeff Marsolais 

• Darcie – summarized the following as the takeaways from the Lake Tahoe Summit: 
o The announcement for the Round 16 SNPLMA funding. 
o A recommitment to the Lake Tahoe Restoration Act (LTRA) and movement there. 

• Steve – the recommitment to the LTRA was manifested weeks later in Washington when the 
Senate passed the Water Resources Development Act and that had 4 restoration titles, one of 
which was the LTRA. 

• Darcie – we got a lot of administrative level individuals back up here at Lake Tahoe and 
hopefully will forge some relationships where we as a group can take advantage of.  

• Jeff – from an agency to agency standpoint, there is always change.  Gave us a chance to 
connect with the executives.  

• Darcie – will draft a letter from the LTFAC to the TREX working on timeframes to meet and will 
send out for review. 

• Jeff – one of the other nice outcomes of the summit was so much logistics to support the variety 
of reports and other things that were coming out.  With the changing faces at the agency level 
that operates locally, we got to figure out who all was in what chair.  We did an after action as a 
federal agency and one of the key outcomes was to meet more regularly to support the summit.  

• Steve – asked if the LTFAC can get a packet of all the reports distributed at the summit? 
• Joanne – we can pull together the information sheets.  
• Douglas – on transit formula funding in the Basin, it still has to go through a final step? 
• Steve – it’s in the LTRA and if it passes then it gets done.   

 
Update on Forest Service Actions: Tree Mortality and Invasive Species – Jeff Marsolais 

• Tree Mortality Briefing – the TIE Steering Committee had taken a priority to send the Tahoe Fire 
and Fuels Team (TFFT) with direction to establish a taskforce in the Basin to build a tree 
mortality response plan.  There has been a tremendous amount of work from the TFFT and the 
Multi-Agency Coordination Group (MAC) to understand the problem and make sure we 
establish a framework of moving forward.  The framework looks like a 3 party chair to the 
taskforce including the TRPA, Forest Service, and Chief Alameda on behalf of the MAC.  2 
individuals are leading the effort, Mike Vollmer from TRPA and Brian Garrett from the Forest 
Service.  The plan itself has different subgroups.  One of those subgroups is for outreach.  We 
need to be able to have a cohesive message around tree mortality.  We are in the process right 
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now of taking all the subgroups, giving them a team lead, and assign personnel.  We follow 
along with how the state taskforce is organized in terms of the structures.   

o In early January, we could actually have the taskforce team leaders come in and talk 
specifics about what they are thinking, what parts of the landscape, and there are some 
updated flight maps that were made late in the summer.  
 

• Douglas – the conservations districts in the Basin have received minimal amounts of funding.  
NRCS and a component of that has to do with healthy forests and a connection to their forest 
program.  NRCS is going to have a larger presence with both conservation districts and it is a 
possibility that the component of outreach to the public may be well served through the two 
conservations districts potentially through some NRCS funding as well as other sources.   NRCS 
over the hill uses the Environmental Quality Improvement Program (EQIP) for private parcel 
thinning/removal projects. 

• Jeff – there has been some questions about the use of EQIP here in Lake Tahoe and is happy to 
bring this back to NRCS to talk about their potential work.  We will bring it back to the taskforce. 

• Steve – NDOT, Caltrans, and utility companies are working at hazard trees so I don’t know if 
there is a way they can give us a sense of what that effort is.   

• Jeff – I think they can and where it also fits is many of the fire districts are leading the effort to 
look at what the connection is between our response plans and tree mortality.  There may be 
places that are just too hazardous for us to do initial attack at some point.  Caltrans is working in 
California at the regional level to look at opportunities to expand their dealing with hazard trees.  
The Forest Service in California has an interagency taskforce with a standing weekly call with 
regional foresters reporting number of trees that are felled, incidents with safety, to stay 
connected.   

• Joanne – this is a testament to the partnership in the Basin.  We mobilized in less than 6 months 
what it takes other places and regions 2 or more years to do.  Now we have been able to align 
with not just the taskforce at the state level in California, but we have drawn the state of 
Nevada to this.  This is the strength of all the partnership building we have been doing here for 
the last 2 decades.   

 
• Evasive Species Topics – the LTBMU continues to have acting botanists for quite some time now.  

We are recruiting for a new permanent botanist and hopefully will get somebody that can really 
dive into the program and be better suited to talk about specifics. 

 
Calendar of Meetings for 2017 – Darcie Goodman Collins 

• The last meeting for 2016 is scheduled for December 5th. 
• With the assumption of the May end date or pause for the LTFAC and looking to our task of 

prioritizing and making recommendations for the secondary project list, I would like to open it 
up for discussion on how quickly we want to be meeting on those remaining months in 2017.   

• Steve – suggested meeting more often in 2017.  There are a series of letters that could be 
written.  Darcie already suggested one to the TREX.  One could also go to the new 
administration.   

• Darcie – we have 5 months in 2017, recommends calendaring 4 meetings for placeholders.  If 
possible, it is nice to have the meetings held consistently the same time in the month.  Will send 
out a Doodle Poll with the dates and times for 2017.   
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Public Comment 
• None 

 
Round Robin 

• Douglas – Tahoe Science Advisory Committee is gearing up to start working with the TRPA on 
special assessments.  Our next meeting is in mid-November. 

• Joanne – the TIE Steering Committee is holding an all-day retreat in mid-November to think 
forward about what we should be focusing on for the next year.  TRPA is updating our new 
transportation plan.      

• Katherine – the college has a new Environmental Technology and Sustainability AA degree with 
30 students enrolled.  There is an internship component to that so if any of you would like to 
offer your agency for some interns, let me know.   

• Amy – we brought the Exploratorium in to do some mission planning on environmental 
stewardship in the Basin.  They had between 10 and 20 stakeholders involved.  The good news is 
that everyone seems to be on the same page and moving towards the same mission which is 
how to connect a place where more people feel more connected to the land in Tahoe so they 
will take better care of it.  The objective of the group moving forward is to improve 
environmental education.   

• John – for the ad hoc subcommittee, to check the progress of those projects.   
• Peter – the SR89 Fanny Bridge Community Revitalization Project construction contract has been 

awarded and looks to break ground next year.    
• Heather – willing to help gather data for the ad hoc subcommittee. 
• Bob C. – the ad hoc subcommittee being important to show progress on how effective we could 

be and make real decisions before May.    
• Steve – at the final meeting of the interim Nevada TRPA Oversight Committee and out of the last 

3 or 4 interim committees there is more potential for a bill draft request to go in front of the 
committee.   

• Jeff – added a new Deputy Forest Supervisor to the Basin, Teresa McClung.  Today is the first day 
of prescribed burning activities.  We are beginning to go through the process for new 
nominations for the LTFAC.   

• Darcie – we had some interns from the college at the League to Save Lake Tahoe and they have 
been fantastic. 
 

• Summary of Action Items: 
1. Darcie will send out a Doodle Poll to calendar out the 2017 meetings. 
2. Ad hoc subcommittee has been formed and the main tasks are to look at the current 

secondary project list and find out all of the current status in funding and provide 
preliminary recommendations. 

3. Draft a letter to get some more administrative level folks here at Lake Tahoe 
sometime next year. 

4. Nomination information for the LTFAC will be available at the next LTFAC meeting. 
5. Information package from the Lake Tahoe Summit (TRPA will provide to members). 

 
Adjourned at 3:00 p.m. 
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