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1.0

INTRODUCTION

The City of South Lake Tahoe is proposing to amend the Bijou/Al Tahoe Community Plan (B/ATCP) to
allow for greater building height for public or quasi-public buildings that require flatter roofs to span large
interior spaces proposed within the 56-acre area of the B/ATCP Town Center (District 4). The amendments
will be considered pursuant to Chapter 12 of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Code of
Ordinances, which allows local governments to adopt conforming Community Plans that contain policies
and development ordinances that are consistent with and further the goals and policies of the TRPA
Regional Plan.

1.1

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

This Initial Study/Initial Environmental Checklist (IS/IEC) has been prepared to address the potential
environmental effects of amending the Bijou/Al Tahoe Community Plan (B/ATCP), located in the City of
South Lake Tahoe, California. An Initial Study is a preliminary environmental analysis that is used by the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency as a basis for determining whether an EIR, a
Mitigated Negative Declaration, or a Negative Declaration is required for a project under CEQA guidelines.
An Initial Environmental Checklist is a preliminary environmental analysis that is used for determining
whether an EIS, a Mitigated Finding of No Significant Effect, or a Finding of No Significant Effect is
required for a project under TRPA Rules of Procedure.
The IS/IEC contains a project description, description of environmental setting, identification and
explanation of environmental effects, discussion of mitigation for potentially significant environmental
effects, evaluation of the project’s consistency with existing, applicable land use controls, and the names
of persons who prepared the study.
The IS has been prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) of 1970, Cal. Pub.
Res. Code §21000 et seq. The City of South Lake Tahoe is the CEQA lead agency for this project. The
IEC has been prepared pursuant to the requirements of Article VI of the TRPA Rules of Procedures and
Chapter 3 of TRPA’s Code of Ordinances. TRPA serves as lead agency pursuant to its own regulations.

1.2

TIERING PROCESS

California Environmental Quality Act
The CEQA concept of "tiering" refers to the evaluation of general environmental matters in a broad
program-level EIR, with subsequent focused environmental documents for individual projects that
implement the program. This environmental document incorporates by reference and tiers from the
discussions in the 2011 General Plan EIR (the Program EIR) and concentrates on issues specific to the
B/ATCP. CEQA and the CEQA Guidelines encourage the use of tiered environmental documents to reduce
delays and excessive paperwork in the environmental review process. This is accomplished in tiered
documents by eliminating repetitive analyses of issues that were adequately addressed in the Program EIR
and by incorporating those analyses by reference.
Section 15168(d) of the State CEQA Guidelines provides for simplifying the preparation of environmental
documents on individual parts of the program by incorporating by reference analyses and discussions that
apply to the program as a whole. Where an EIR has been prepared or certified for a program or plan, the
environmental review for a later activity consistent with the program or plan should be limited to effects
that were not analyzed as significant in the prior EIR or that are susceptible to substantial reduction or
avoidance (CEQA Guidelines Section 15152[d]).
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This Initial Study is tiered from the City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan EIR, in accordance with
Sections 15152 and 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines and Public Resources Code Section 21094. The 2011
General Plan EIR is a Program EIR that was prepared pursuant to Section 15168 of the CEQA Guidelines.
The 2011 General Plan is a comprehensive land use plan that guides physical development within the City
of South Lake Tahoe through 2030. The 2011 General Plan EIR analyzes full implementation of uses and
physical development proposed under the General Plan, and it identifies measures to mitigate the significant
adverse program-level and cumulative impacts associated with that growth.
This IS/IEC will evaluate the potential environmental impacts of the proposed B/ATCP amendments with
respect to the 2011 General Plan EIR to determine what level of additional environmental review, if any, is
appropriate. As shown in the Determination in Section 5.2 of this document and based on the analysis
contained in this IS/IEC, it has been determined that the proposed amendments would not have significant
effects on the environment that were not adequately addressed in the 2011 General Plan EIR; therefore, a
Negative Declaration will be prepared.
This IS/IEC concludes that potentially significant impacts are addressed by adopted policies and regulations
applicable to the area, and the mitigation measures that have been adopted as part of the approval of the
2011 General Plan. These mitigation measures, to the extent they are applicable to the B/ATCP, will be
incorporated into project approval. Nothing in this Initial Study in any way alters the obligations of the
City to implement the General Plan mitigation measures. All future projects within the B/ATCP boundary
would be subject to project-level environmental review and permitting by the City and/or TRPA, with the
permitting agency determined based on the size, nature and location of the project (Section 13.7.3 of the
TRPA Code).
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
The TRPA concept of "tiering" refers to the coverage of general matters in a broader EIS (Program EIS)
and subsequent documents incorporating by reference the general discussions and concentrating solely on
the issues specific to the document subsequently prepared. Therefore, when an EIS has been certified for a
project or matter, TRPA shall limit the analysis for a later related or consistent project or matter, to effects
which were not examined as significant effects in the prior EIS or which are susceptible to substantial
reduction or avoidance by revisions in the project or matter through conditions of approval or mitigation.
Tiering is limited to situations where a later project or matter is consistent with a program, plan, policy or
ordinance for which an EIS was prepared, is consistent with applicable TRPA plans, and a supplemental
EIS is not required.
This Initial Environmental Checklist is tiered from the TRPA 2012 RPU EIS in accordance with Section
6.12 of the TRPA Rules of Procedures. The 2012 RPU EIS is a Program EIS that was prepared pursuant to
Article VI of TRPA Rules of Procedures (Environmental Impact Statements) and Chapter 3 (Environmental
Documentation) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances. The 2012 RPU is a comprehensive land use plan that
guides physical development within the Lake Tahoe Region through 2035. The 2012 RPU EIS analyzes
full implementation of uses and physical development proposed under the 2012 RPU, and it identifies
measures to mitigate the significant adverse program-level and cumulative impacts associated with that
growth. The proposed amendments are an element of the growth that was anticipated in the 2012 RPU and
evaluated in the 2012 RPU EIS. By tiering from the 2012 RPU EIS, this Initial Environmental Checklist
will rely on the 2012 RPU EIS for the following:


a discussion of general background and setting information for environmental topic areas;



overall growth-related issues;
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issues that were evaluated in sufficient detail in the 2012 RPU EIS for which there is no significant
new information or change in circumstances that would require further analysis; and



assessment of cumulative impacts.

This Initial Environmental Checklist evaluates the potential environmental impacts of the proposed project
with respect to the 2012 RPU EIS to determine what level of additional environmental review, if any, is
appropriate. As shown in the Determination in Section 5.3 of this document, and based on the analysis
contained in this Initial Environmental Checklist, it has been determined that the proposed project would
not have significant effects on the environment. Therefore, a Finding of No Significant Effect will be
prepared.
This Initial Environmental Checklist concludes that many potentially significant project impacts are
addressed by the measures that have been adopted as part of the approval of the 2012 RPU. Therefore, those
2012 RPU EIS mitigation measures that are related to, and may reduce the impacts of, this project will be
identified in this Initial Environmental Checklist. These mitigation measures will be incorporated into the
approval for this project. Nothing in this Initial Environmental Checklist in any way alters the obligations
of the City or TRPA to implement the mitigation measures adopted as part of the RPU.

1.3

BACKGROUND

All of the land within the Lake Tahoe Basin falls under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency. This includes land under the local jurisdiction of the City of South Lake Tahoe. In order to be
responsive to the unique needs and opportunities of the Region and local communities, the TRPA Regional
Plan encourages and authorizes local jurisdictions to develop and adopt individual Area Plans that provide
more specific development objectives and standards that are adapted to the needs of the specified area.
Local jurisdictions are permitted to develop, adopt, and implement regulations so long as they are consistent
with the TRPA Regional Plan. The General Plan and Zoning Ordinances are the City’s primary policy
documents that guide land use, transportation, infrastructure, community design, housing, environmental,
and other decisions in a manner consistent with the planning statues for the State of California. The B/ATCP
is designed to supplement the City’s General Plan and Zoning Ordinance by designating zoning districts
and providing specific guidance for the area included within the B/ATCP boundary. The Community Plan
is considered a specific plan pursuant to California State Law.
The process of amending a specific plan is provided in CA Government Code Section 65359 and generally
follows the general plan amendment process outlined in Sections 65350 through 65358. This includes
public hearings with public notice, and adoption by resolution or by ordinance. Specific plans may be
amended as often as necessary by the local legislative body, but the amendments must be consistent with
the adopted general plan for the area. TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 12 also indicates plan amendments
require public hearing, and must be consistent with the Regional Plan. Amendments require findings,
conformance review (conformance checklist), and threshold and compliance measure evaluations.
The 1995 B/ATCP serves as a comprehensive land use plan, consistent with the Regional Plan and General
Plan at the time it was written, although it does not address all the issues identified in the current Regional
and General Plans due to age, with its most recent amendments occurring in October 2020. The B/ATCP
establishes the area vision and is intended to support and implement the City’s and TRPA’s goals, policies
and strategies. The B/ATCP includes vision statements for land use, transportation, conservation,
recreation, and public service. The Planning Statement indicates, “The area should be developed to provide
regional commercial, recreational and public services for the South Shore.” The amendments apply to the
B/ATCP Town Center District 4 whose vision is to:
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“Create a centralized public service district by expanding the existing El Dorado County Government
Center (Al Tahoe and Johnson Boulevards). Encourage the relocation of city, county, state and federal
offices to the district that will provide an anchor for the community plan. Expand recreational activities
within the district and the immediate surrounding areas.”

1.4

PROJECT LOCATION, SETTING AND SURROUNDING LAND
USES

The B/ATCP functions as the central commercial hub in the South Lake Tahoe area. The boundaries of the
B/ATCP generally extend from Fairway Avenue along US 50, just west of Al Tahoe Boulevard, as well as
property between Johnson Boulevard and US 50, including property on Al Tahoe Boulevard terminating at
the west boundary of Bijou Park and at the east boundary of Lake Tahoe Community College. Land use
patterns in this area are widely varied and include commercial, governmental office, school, and recreation,
although the predominant theme of businesses is retail oriented including restaurants, and a sizable area of
the B/ATCP is devoted to public service uses (e.g., schools, parks, government offices). The area proposed
for building height and roof pitch amendments serves as a direct recreation access point to Lake Tahoe
(Lakeview Commons) along with the City and County owned facilities located south of US 50 across from
Lakeview Commons. The area is served by transit, with US 50 stops near Rufus Allen Blvd (Library), San
Jose Ave, and Modesto Ave (So Tahoe Visitor Center), with links to other Tahoe Transportation District
routes. A bike lane and multi-use path parallel to US 50 run through the B/ATCP boundary and link to other
bike lanes, bike routes, and multi-use trails in the South Shore with connections extending to Stateline,
Meyers, Tahoe Keys, and Camp Richardson. The proposed amendment area is located within a portion of
B/ATCP District 4 (Town Center), which is designated public service and recreation. Since the adoption of
the B/ATCP, the 56-acre park area has been designated as a TRPA Regional Plan land use classification of
Mixed-Use.
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Figure 1-1

Amendment Area & TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Map

56-Acre
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1.5

PROJECT OBJECTIVES/PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the Community Plan amendments is to permit greater building height for public and quasipublic buildings that require flatter roof pitches to span large interior spaces (e.g., recreation center) that
are being considered as part of the 56-acre park master plan process. The objective of this action is to 1)
revise the height standards in the B/ATCP District 4, specific to the 56-acre area to align with the TRPA
Code for urban development within Area Plans and 2) encourage redevelopment in the 56-acre project area
for large public or quasi-public land uses/buildings that typically require additional height and flat roofs
based on their large size.

1.6

DOCUMENT ORGANIZATION

This IS/IEC includes the standard content for environmental documents under CEQA and TRPA Code of
Ordinances and Rules of Procedures. An EIR/EIS was determined to be unnecessary, as there are not
potentially significant environmental effects associated with the implementation of proposed amendments
to the B/ATCP. This IS/IEC is a full disclosure document, describing the plan amendments and their
environmental effects in sufficient detail to aid decision-making.
Chapter 1 includes a description of the IS/IEC process, the tiering process, project background, the location
of the Project and surrounding land uses, Project Objectives and Purpose and Needs Statement, the public
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involvement process and history, and the relationship of the B/ATCP to other land use plans, policies, and
regulations.
Chapter 2 contains a description of the B/ATCP amendments, including an overview of the proposed
changes to the Community Plan.
Chapter 3 provides the baseline conditions for the environmental analysis.
Chapter 4 contains the methods and assumptions used to analyze the potential environmental effects of the
amendments.
Chapter 5 contains a detailed analysis of the environmental effects and necessary mitigation measures if
applicable.

1.7

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

Pursuant to the requirements of CEQA, this IS/IEC will be sent, along with a Notice of Completion, to the
California State Clearinghouse. In addition, copies of this document will be distributed to other Lake Tahoe
Region reviewing agencies and interested stakeholders for review. A Notice of Availability and Notice of
Public Hearing will be published in the Tahoe Daily Tribune and a Planning Commission hearing will be
conducted to solicit comments during a 30-day public review period. After closure of the public review
period, the City of South Lake Tahoe and TRPA staff will respond to comments. City staff will then prepare
an agenda item for the City Planning Commission’s recommendation and City Council’s action that include
the IS/IEC, comments on the IS/IEC, and responses to the comments. If the City Council determines that
the amendments would not have significant adverse impacts, the City Council may adopt a Negative
Declaration of environmental impact and adopt the proposed B/ATCP amendments. Following City
Council approval, a Notice of Determination would be filed with the El Dorado County recorder-clerk’s
office and with the California State Clearinghouse.
Pursuant to the TRPA’s Rules of Procedure and Chapter 3 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, the agencies
IEC will be made available for public review along with the project staff report at least 14 days prior to
hearings held to consider the proposed amendments. TRPA staff will prepare agenda items for the TRPA
Regional Plan Implementation Committee, TRPA Advisory Planning Commission’s, and TRPA Governing
Board consideration. If it is determined that no significant adverse impacts would result from the proposed
project, the TRPA Governing Board may issue a Finding of No Significant Effect and adopt the
amendments.

1.8

RELATIONSHIP TO LAND USE PLANS, POLICIES AND
REGULATIONS

The B/ATCP falls under the direct jurisdiction of both The City of South Lake Tahoe and the Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency. In addition, federal and state agencies exercise varying levels of control
concerning specific parcels or resources. This section identifies each agency’s responsibility relative to the
proposed amendments; it also identifies the plans and policies to which the B/ATCP must show compliance.
Regional
The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) is a bi-state planning agency with authority to regulate
growth and development within the Lake Tahoe Region. TRPA implements that authority through a Bi-
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State Compact and the TRPA Regional Plan. The Regional Plan Goals and Policies establish an overall
framework for development and environmental conservation in the Lake Tahoe Region.
In December 2012, the TRPA Governing Board adopted an updated Lake Tahoe Regional Plan. General
priorities of the updated Regional Plan that apply to these amendments include:


Accelerating water quality restoration and other threshold gains by supporting environmental
beneficial redevelopment opportunities, restoration of disturbed lands and Environmental
Improvement Program (EIP) investments.



Transitioning to more permitting delegated to local governments to create one-stop-shopping for
homeowner improvements in order to return TRPA to a more regional role that the Bi-State
Compact originally intended.



Creating walkable communities and increasing alternative transportation options.

Important policies addressed in the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan include:


Retaining the established regional growth control system. Under this system, rampant
overdevelopment was stopped and open spaces preserved. Most of the policies from the 1987
Regional Plan stayed in place.



Creating a more efficient planning system that integrates TRPA requirements into the plans and
permits of other applicable government agencies.



Encouraging property owners to transfer development rights from sensitive and remote areas into
Town/Regional Centers with the goal of restoring these lands.



Eliminating regulatory barriers to support upgrades and environmentally beneficial redevelopment
of rundown buildings with aging infrastructure.



Simplifying overly complicated regulations for homeowners while achieving threshold gain.



Incorporating the 2020 Linking Tahoe: Regional Transportation Plan (adopted in 2021) and the
Active Transportation Plan (adopted in 2018) to support sidewalk and bike trail projects that reduce
automobile dependency and increase walkability and safety.



Continuing to deliver restoration projects under the EIP which achieves erosion control on
roadways and restore forests and wetlands.

Under the 2012 Regional Plan update, Community Plans are intended to be replaced by Area Plans;
however, Chapter 12 (Community Plans) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances addresses Community Plans,
their applicability, contents, and process. Specifically, Section 12.8 addresses the maintenance and
modification of Community Plans, stating:
“Adopted community plans shall be reviewed by TRPA at five-year intervals to determine
conformance with approved schedules of development and adequacy of programs, standards,
mitigation, and monitoring. TRPA may defer approval of projects within community plans if the
review indicates approved goals, targets, and requirements are not being achieved. Community
plans may be modified as a result of such reviews as deemed appropriate by TRPA to achieve
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environmental thresholds or to otherwise improve the community plans. The procedure for
modification shall be consistent with this chapter.”
Section 12.7.4 indicates modification approvals occur through review of the modification and
recommendation by the TRPA Advisory Planning Commissions, followed by Governing Board review, or
an alternate process (Section 12.7.5) that may better facilitate the planning process.
Regional Plan Policy LU-4.3 indicates, “Community plans have been approved for some properties in the
region to refine and supersede the plan area statements. These community plans were adopted in accordance
with the 1987 regional plan and shall remain in effect until superseded by area plans that are developed in
accordance with and found in conformance with this regional plan. If any community plan contains
provisions that contradict newer provisions of the regional plan or development code, the newer provisions
of the regional plan or development code shall prevail, but only to the extent that specific provisions
conflict.”
State of California
Several State agencies may play a role in development decisions within the Tahoe Region. As such, these
State agencies must grant permits or other forms of permission prior to physical development. Affected
agency staff will review the proposed amendments for consistency with adopted plans and policies. State
agencies that may have a responsible agency role in projects that may be implemented include:
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans): Caltrans is responsible for planning, designing,
constructing, and maintaining all state highways (e.g., US 50). The jurisdictional interest of Caltrans
extends to improvements to roadways on the state highway system (including roadways designated as U.S.
highways). Any federally funded transportation improvements would be subject to review by Caltrans staff
and the California Transportation Commission, either on or off of the state highway system.
California Tahoe Conservancy: The mission of the California Tahoe Conservancy (CTC) is to protect and
restore the natural environment of Lake Tahoe, including the lake’s exceptional clarity and diversity of
wildlife habitat in the Region. The CTC implements a comprehensive set of programs to affirmatively
address resource needs in the Tahoe Region, including the protection and restoration of the natural
environment, especially water quality; enhancement of wildlife habitat; provision of public access and
recreation opportunities; and management of acquired public land at Lake Tahoe.
Within the 56-Acre project area, the CTC has provided grant funding (most recently in 2020) for the City
to partner with the County and the local community to complete a master plan for the areas of the 56-Acre
site located south of US 50. The site includes Campground by the Lake, a recreation center, ice arena,
library, and senior facilities. Future master plan facilities could include a new government center, a new
recreation center, and an outdoor music amphitheater.
Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board: Lahontan has water quality responsibilities including the
California-side of the Lake Tahoe Region. This agency establishes water quality standards, subject to the
approval of the State Board, and has broader enforcement power than TRPA. By issuing waste discharge
permits and requiring monitoring to show compliance, among other activities, Lahontan actively enforces
attainment of standards.
Any party responsible for construction activity over one acre must obtain a National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System Permit (NPDES Permit) form Lahontan to eliminate or reduce pollutants from
construction related storm water discharged to surface waters, which include riparian zones.
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Lahontan is also responsible for incorporating the Lake Tahoe Daily Maximum (TMDL) pollutant load
reduction targets into the NPDES permit for California municipalities in the Tahoe Region. This permit
regulates stormwater discharge from El Dorado County’s stormwater management infrastructure and
Federal rules require that El Dorado County implement programs to control pollutant runoff. The NPDES
permit issued to El Dorado County stipulates a September 30, 2020 deadline to reduce estimated 2004
baseline jurisdictional pollutant loads of fine sediment particles by 21%, total nitrogen by 14% and total
phosphorus by 14%. Lahontan is expected to update the NPDES permit every five years to include
additional load reduction targets. Attainment of the 2026 target, termed the Clarity Challenge, is estimated
to return Lake Tahoe to an average annual transparency of 80 feet (Lahontan 2010).
The NPDES Permit requires the City to prepare an updated Pollutant Load Reduction Plan (PLRP) by
March 15, 2018 detailing the approach for meeting pollutant load reduction requirements. The City Council
adopted a PLRP in January 2013 that outlined the proposed strategy for meeting the first 2016 load
reduction targets.
California Trustee Agencies: State agencies with trustee responsibility in the B/ATCP boundary include:
California Division of Forestry (tree removal and forest resource concerns), State Historic Preservation
Officer (cultural resources), and California Department of Fish and Wildlife (plant and wildlife resources),
and State Lands Commission, which oversees state-owned sovereign lands (Lake Tahoe).
City of South Lake Tahoe
The City of South Lake Tahoe implements its regulatory authority through its General Plan and City Code.
The City’s 1999 General Plan adopted TRPA’s Plan Area Statements (PASs) and Community Plans to
replace its previous local zoning. In the City’s 2011 General Plan update, the City adopted new land use
designations for PASs located within the County’s jurisdiction but retained the PASs and Community Plans
in the Lake Tahoe Region as its zoning system. The existing PASs and Community Plan will remain in
effect until superseded by an adopted conforming Area Plan or amendments to existing Area Plans.
El Dorado County
El Dorado County owns 41 acres of the 56-acre project area and is participating in preparation of the 56
Acres Master Plan, a joint effort between the city and county to update the area and provide for trails,
recreational and civic uses. A new recreation center and senior center are included within the plan proposals.
The 56-acre area also contains 15 acres owned by the City of South Lake Tahoe. Portions of this site were
deeded to El Dorado County by D. L. Bliss in 1923 and by the Lake Valley Community Club in 1959. The
City, through a cooperative lease agreement with El Dorado County, operates and manages the on-site
facilities and uses for a public park, recreation, cultural, and visitor information purposes. That 50-year
lease expires in 2023.
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2.0

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The City of South Lake Tahoe proposes two amendments to the B/ATCP, specifically:
1. Increase allowable building height – current B/ATCP building height limits are defined by Table
37.4.1-1 and Section 37.5 (Additional Height for Certain Buildings) of the TRPA Code and only
permit up to 42 feet for structures with greater than 10:12 roof pitches, and on slopes of greater than
24 percent across the building site. The Code does not permit structures of 42 feet in height that
have flat roofs and are located within a TRPA-designated scenic highway corridor. The proposed
amendment would permit building heights up to 42 feet for public or quasi-public structures in the
56-acre project area if TRPA Code Section 37.7 findings 1, 3, 4, 5 and 7 can be made (Code
findings reprinted below). Height limits for B/ATCP areas outside of the 56-acre project area
would remain unchanged.
2. Eliminate minimum roof pitch for public and quasi-public buildings located in the 56-acre project
area – current roof pitch standards require a minimum of 7:12 roof pitches in B/ATCP District 4.
The proposed amendment would permit flat roofs for public or quasi-public buildings within the
56-acre project area and reduce minimum roof pitch requirements to 5:12 for the rest of B/ATCP
District 4 (Town Center).
The amended plan will serve as a mutual plan for the City of South Lake Tahoe and TRPA by providing
direction for how the applicable area shall be regulated to achieve regional environmental and land use
objectives. The development standards and the specific policies referenced in the amendments are the land
use standards intended to administer and regulate development within the 56-acre project area of the
B/ATCP (see Figure 2-1). The proposed B/ATCP amendments, shown in track changes (strike through and
bold/underline font) follow the figure.
TRPA Code Section 37.7 – Findings for Additional Building Heights

37.7.1. Finding 1 - When viewed from major arterials, scenic turnouts, public recreation areas, or
the waters of Lake Tahoe, from a distance of 300 feet, the additional height will not cause a
building to extend above the forest canopy, when present, or a ridgeline. For height greater than
that set forth in Table 37.4.1-1 for a 5:12 roof pitch, the additional height shall not increase the
visual magnitude beyond that permitted for structures in the shoreland as set forth in subsection
66.3.7, Additional Visual Magnitude, or Appendix H, Visual Assessment Tool, of the Design
Review Guidelines.
37.7.3. Finding 3 - With respect to that portion of the building that is permitted the additional
height, the building has been designed to minimize interference with existing views within the area
to the extent practicable.
37.7.4. Finding 4 - The function of the structure requires a greater maximum height than otherwise
provided for in this chapter.
37.7.5. Finding 5 - The portion of the building that is permitted additional building height is
adequately screened, as seen from major arterials, the waters of lakes, and other public areas from
which the building is frequently viewed. In determining the adequacy of screening, consideration
shall be given to the degree to which a combination of the following features causes the building
to blend or merge with the background.
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A. The horizontal distance from which the building is viewed;
B. The extent of screening; and
C. Proposed exterior colors and building materials.
37.7.7. Finding 7 - The additional building height is the minimum necessary to feasibly implement
the project and there are no feasible alternatives requiring less additional height.
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Figure 2-1 – 56-Acre Portion of Bijou/Al Tahoe Community Plan District 4

56-Acre
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APPENDIX A: BIJOU/AL TAHOE COMMUNITY PLAN STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES
SECTION TWO – PUBLIC SERVICE/RECREATION THEME

DISTRICTS

MAP AND USE MATRIX IDENTIFICATION

Town Center
A

PERMITTED USES

B

HEIGHT

4
Refer to use matrix for district uses.

Standard

Refer to TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapter 37.

Special Standard

The following shall apply to:
Lake Tahoe Community College and Lake Tahoe
Unified School District properties:
Height issues for these sites shall be addressed by
TRPA on an individual project basis, and may be in
excess of Chapter 37 based on project setback,
visibility, or other design criteria.
El Dorado County and City properties located in
56-Acre project area:
For public and quasi-public owned buildings, the
maximum height permitted is 42 feet provided
TRPA makes Findings 1, Finding 3, Finding 4,
Finding 5 and Finding 7 of Code Section 37.7.

C

BULK
Standard

D

COVERAGE
Standard

E

Refer to Redevelopment Design Element, Sections 1
and 2.

Refer to TRPA Code of Ordinances Chapters 30.

SETBACKS
Standard

Refer to City Wide Design Manual Section 3 of
Chapter 1 & 2.

Special Standard

In addition to the City Wide Design Manual, the
following shall apply to specific properties located
with the Town Center District, including:
The vacant 7.5 acre parcel north of Al Tahoe and
west of Johnson Boulevard (Adjacent to the existing
El Dorado County Government Center) shall
required a minimum of a 50’ setback from Johnson
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Boulevard and an increased interior sideyard
setback of 20’ in that area of the property adjoining
the residentially developed district.
The vacant 12 acre parcel, north of Al Tahoe and
east of Johnson Boulevard (adjacent to Bijou
Community Park) shall require a minimum of a 50’
setback from Johnson Boulevard for development.
Development on the Lake Tahoe Community College
property shall have a minimum setback of 50’ from Al
Tahoe Boulevard.
F

SITE DESIGN
Standard

Refer to City Wide Design Manual, Section 2,
Chapters 1 & 2

Special Standard

In addition to the City Wide Design Manual, the
following standards shall apply to the entire Town
Center:
1. A natural forest setting shall be preserved by
designing projects that maintain the maximum
number of trees, shrubs, boulders, and other
natural amenities at a project site. Landscaping
shall be designed to blend with the native
surroundings, including trees, shrubs, ground
covers and flowers.
2. Sidewalks shall connect all buildings within
project area.

G

ARCHITECTURAL
TREATMENT
Standard

Refer to City Wide Design Standards, Section 2 of
Chapters 1 & 2 and City Lighting Standards.

Special Standard

In addition to the City Design Standards, the
following standards shall apply:
1. Buildings shall be designed with interest (no box
forms, variations in elevation, etc.) and shall
incorporate architectural features which blend
with the surrounding buildings.
2. Wood siding or natural appearing siding shall
be used on the exterior of all remodeled newly
constructed buildings.
3. Roofs shall have a minimum pitch of 75:12 and a
maximum roof pitch of 12:12. Roofs may have a
minimum pitch of 0:12 on public and quasipublic owned buildings within El Dorado
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County and City properties located in 56-Acre
project area.
4. Real stone shall be incorporated into the building
design. Manufactured stone may be used on a
project only if the applicant demonstrates the
application of the stone will appear “real.”
5. All projects shall incorporate days use amenities,
including; outdoor furniture, bicycle racks and
trash receptacles.
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3.0 BASELINE
As specified in Section 13.3.1 of the TRPA Code, all plans, policies, and regulations in the Regional Plan
and the TRPA Code shall remain in effect unless superseded by the provisions of an adopted conforming
Area Plan. Thus, existing baseline conditions for the purposes of this IS/IEC reflect current environmental
conditions with the updated Regional Plan, TRPA Code, City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan and
Zoning Ordinance in effect, and the existing TRPA plans (e.g., B/ATCP and adjacent area plans), maps,
and ordinances also in effect.
The proposed project evaluated in this IS/IEC is the amendment of the B/ATCP. With approval, the
B/ATCP amendments would become part of the TRPA Regional Plan and would amend the existing
B/ATCP. The focus of the analyses herein is on the amendment of the existing plan, maps, and ordinances
to reflect the revised boundaries of design standards and the potential environmental effects of
implementing the amendments to the B/ATCP over its plan horizon.

4.0

METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS

This IS/IEC was prepared to evaluate the potential environmental effects of the B/ATCP amendments using
as a tool the CEQA initial study and TRPA initial environmental checklist questions, responses, and
supporting narrative. The analysis tiers and incorporates by reference specific analyses contained in the
following environmental review documents, as appropriate:





TRPA, Regional Plan Update EIS, certified by the TRPA Governing Board on December 12, 2012
(RPU EIS)
TRPA/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO), Mobility 2035: Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy EIR/EIS, certified by the TMPO Board and
the TRPA Governing Board on December 12, 2012 (RTP EIR/EIS)
TRPA/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO), 2020 Linking Tahoe: Regional
Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy IS/MND/IEC/FONSE, certified by the
TMPO Board and the TRPA Governing Board in April 2021 (RTP IS/IEC)
City of South Lake Tahoe, General Plan Update EIR, certified by the City Council on May 17,
2011 (City GP EIR)

These program-level environmental documents include a regional and city-wide scale analysis and a
framework of mitigation measures that provide a foundation for subsequent environmental review at an
community plan/area plan level. These documents serve as first-tier documents for the City and TRPA
review of the proposed Amendments. To the extent that the B/ATCP is consistent with the Regional Plan
and the RTP, for which the program EISs were prepared, the Amendments could be found to be “within the
scope” of the program EISs.
The B/ATCP Amendments IS/IEC is also a program-level environmental document. No specific
development projects are proposed at this time or analyzed herein. All future projects within the B/ATCP
boundary (including the 56-acre project area) would be subject to project-level environmental review and
permitting by the City of South Lake Tahoe and/or TRPA, with the permitting agency determined based on
the size, nature and location of the project. Project-level environmental documents would require
identification of, and mitigation for any potentially significant environmental impacts.
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5.0

ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST AND IMPACT
ANALYSIS

1. Project title: B/ATCP Amendments
2. Lead agency name and address:
The City of South lake Tahoe is the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) lead agency
responsible for preparing an Initial Study/Negative Declaration (IS/ND) and the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) will serve as the lead agency for the Initial Environmental Checklist/Finding
of No Significant Effect (IEC/FONSE) under the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact.
City of South Lake Tahoe
1052 Tata Lane
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
P.O. Box 5310
Stateline, Nevada 89449
3. Contact person(s) and phone number(s):
City of South Lake Tahoe: John Hitchcock, Planning Manager, (530) 542-7472,
jhitchcock@cityofslt.us
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency: Paul Nielsen, Special Projects Manager, (530) 318-6025,
pnielsen@trpa.org
4. Project location:
The B/ATCP is located within the City of South Lake Tahoe, and the portion of the B/ATCP proposed
for amendment to building height and roof pitch standards is the City and County owned 56-acre public
service and recreation area located between US Highway 50 and Rufus Allen Blvd, from Lake Tahoe
south to the Lake Tahoe Historical Museum and South Lake Tahoe Recreation Center shown on Figure
1-1.
5. Project sponsor’s name and address:
City of South Lake Tahoe
1052 Tata Lane
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
6. General Plan designation: The City’s General Plan designates the 56-acre project area land use as
Recreation and TRPA’s Conceptual Land Use Map designates it as Mixed-Use (Commercial/Public
Service).
7. Zoning: Commercial/Public Service
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8. Description of project: Refer to Chapter 2 of this document.
9. Surrounding land uses and setting: Briefly describe the project’s surroundings:
Refer to Section 1.4 in Chapter 1 of this document.
10. Other public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreement):
Amendment of the B/ATCP requires City of South Lake Tahoe City Council and the TRPA Governing
Board approval. Projects that may move forward as a result of the implementation of these amendments
will undergo project-level environmental review and may also require approval by the California
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (tree removal), California Tahoe Conservancy (funding
source), California Regional Water Quality Control Board, Lahontan Region (waste discharge), El
Dorado County Air Quality Management District (generators), and/or the California Department of
Transportation (highway encroachment/ROW).

5.1

ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

If environmental factors are checked below, there would be at least one impact that is a “Potentially
Significant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. As discussed in the IS/IEC
checklist, there are no potentially significant impacts associated with the B/ATCP amendments. Applicable
mitigation measures for general and cumulative impacts associated with the General Plan and the RPU are
incorporated into the project approval.
Aesthetics

Agriculture/Forest
Resources

Air Quality

Biological Resources

Cultural Resources

Energy

Geology Resources

Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Hazards/Hazardous
Materials

Hydrology/Water Quality

Land Use/Planning

Mineral Resources

Noise

Population/Housing

Public Services

Recreation

Transportation/Traffic

Tribal Cultural Resources

Utilities/Service Systems

Wildfire

Mandatory Findings of
Significance

None

None with Mitigation
Incorporated
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5.2

CEQA ENVIROMENTAL DETERMINATION

On the basis of this Initial Study:
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.

10/20/2021
John Hitchcock, Planning Manager
City of South Lake Tahoe
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5.3

TRPA ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION (TO BE COMPELTED
BY TRPA)

On the basis of this TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist:
a. The proposed project could not have a significant effect on
the environment and a finding of no significant effect shall
be prepared in accordance with TRPA’s Rules of Procedures

Yes

No

b. The proposed project could have a significant effect on the
environment, but due to the listed mitigation measures which
have been added to the project, could have no significant
effect on the environment and a mitigated finding of no
significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with
TRPA’s Rules of Procedures.

Yes

No

c. The proposed project may have a significant effect on the
environment and an environmental impact statement shall be
prepared in accordance with this chapter and TRPA’s Rules
of Procedures.

Yes

No

10/20/2021
Date

Signature of Evaluator
Planning Manager, City of South Lake Tahoe
Title of Evaluator
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5.4

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

The following environmental analysis has been prepared using the CEQA Guidelines Appendix G:
Environmental Checklist Form to complete an Initial Study (IS). This checklist also includes analysis of
environmental impacts required in the TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist (IEC) found at:
http://www.trpa.org/wp-content/uploads/Initial_Environmental_Checklist.pdf.
5.4.1 CEQA
CEQA requires a brief explanation for answers to the Appendix G: Environmental Checklist except "No
Impact" responses that are adequately supported by noted information sources (see Table 5-1). Answers
must take account of the whole action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.
Table 5-1: CEQA Defined Levels of Impact Significance
Impact Severity

Definition

No Impact

A "No Impact" answer is adequately supported if the referenced information
sources show that the impact simply does not apply to projects like the one
involved (e.g., the project falls outside a fault rupture zone). A "No Impact" answer
should be explained where it is based on project-specific factors as well as general
standards (e.g., the project will not expose sensitive receptors to pollutants, based
on a project-specific screening analysis).

Less than Significant
Impact

"Less than Significant Impact" applies where the Project’s impact creates no
significant impacts based on the criterion or criteria that sets the level of impact to a
resource and require no mitigation to avoid or reduce impacts.

Less than Significant
Impact after Mitigation

"Less than Significant Impact after Mitigation" applies where the incorporation of
mitigation measures has reduced an effect from potentially "Significant Impact" to
a "Less Than Significant Impact." The lead agency must describe the mitigation
measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect to a less than significant
level.

Significant Impact

"Significant Impact" is appropriate if there is substantial evidence that an effect is
potentially significant, as based on the criterion or criteria that sets the level of
impact to a resource. If there are one or more "Potentially Significant Impact"
entries when the determination is made, an EIR is required.
Source: CEQA Appendix G Environmental Checklist Form 2018

5.4.2 TRPA
Article VI of the TRPA Rules of Procedures presents the rules governing the preparation and processing of
environmental documents pursuant to Article VII of the Compact and Chapter 3 of the Revised TRPA Code
of Ordinances.
TRPA uses an IEC, in conjunction with other available information, to determine whether an EIS will be
prepared for a project or other matter. This could include preparation of an Environmental Assessment, in
accordance with Section 3.4 of the TRPA revised Code, when TRPA determines that an IEC will not
provide sufficient information to make the necessary findings for a project.
The IEC includes a series of questions categorized by and pertaining to resources regulated by TRPA. Each
checklist item requires a checked response of “Yes,” “No,” “No, with Mitigation,” or “Data Insufficient.”
A checked response of “Data Insufficient” or a determination that a project may have a significant effect
on the environment (Section 3.3.2 of the TRPA Code) indicates that additional environmental review in the
SEPTEMBER 2021

B/ATCP AMENDMENT – 56-ACRE

PAGE 22

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

form of an Environmental Assessment (EA) or Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) would be required.
The IEC form indicates that all “Yes” and “No, with Mitigation” responses require written explanations.
This IEC provides supporting narrative for all responses. Where a checked response may not be intuitive
or easily understood by the reader, that response has been marked with an asterisk (*) and a brief clarifying
statement supporting the rationale for the checked response is included. Based on an initial review of the
Project, TRPA and City staff determined that an IEC would provide sufficient information regarding the
Project to make one of the findings below. As set forth in Code Subsection 3.3.1, based on the information
submitted in the IEC, and other information known to TRPA, TRPA shall make one of the following
findings and take the identified action:
1. The proposed project could not have a significant effect on the environment and a finding of
no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure.
2. The proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, but due to the listed
mitigation measures which have been added to the project, could have no significant effect on
the environment and a mitigated finding of no significant effect shall be prepared in accordance
with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure.
3. The proposed project may have a significant effect on the environment and an environmental
impact statement shall be prepared in accordance with this Chapter and TRPA’s Rules of
Procedure.
When completed, TRPA reviews the IEC to determine the adequacy and objectivity of the responses. When
appropriate, TRPA consults informally with federal, state, or local agencies with jurisdiction over the
project or with special expertise on applicable environmental impacts.
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5.4.3 Aesthetics (CEQA), Scenic Resources/Community Design and Light and Glare
(TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to aesthetics, scenic resources/community design
and light and glare. Table 5-2 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether
mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-2: Aesthetics, Scenic Resources/Community Design and Light and Glare
CEQA Environmental Checklist
Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

5.4.3-1. Have a substantial adverse
effect on a scenic vista? (CEQA Ia)

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

X

5.4.3-2. Substantially damage scenic
resources, including, but not limited to,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic
buildings, within a state scenic
highway? (CEQA Ib)

X

5.4.3-3. Substantially degrade the
existing visual character or quality of
the site and its surroundings? (CEQA
Ic)

X

5.4.3-4. Create a new source of
substantial light or glare, which would
adversely affect day or nighttime views
in the area? (CEQA Id)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

5.4.3-5. Be visible from any state or
federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from
Lake Tahoe? (TRPA item 18a)

X

5.4.3-6. Be visible from any public
recreation area or TRPA designated
bicycle trail? (TRPA item 18b)

X

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.3-7. Block or modify an existing
view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic
vista seen from a public road or other
public area? (TRPA item 18c)

X

5.4.3-8. Be inconsistent with the height
and design standards required by the
applicable ordinance or Community
Plan? (TRPA item 18d)

X

5.4.3-9. Be inconsistent with the TRPA
Scenic Quality Improvement Program
(SQIP) or Design Review Guidelines?
(TRPA item 18e)

X
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5.4.3-10. Include new or modified
sources of exterior lighting? (TRPA
item 7a)

X

5.4.3-11. Create new illumination
which is more substantial than other
lighting, if any, within the surrounding
area? (TRPA item 7b)

X

5.4.3-12. Cause light from exterior
sources to be cast off-site or onto
public lands? (TRPA item 7c)

X

5.4.3-13. Create new sources of glare
through the siting of the improvements
or through the use of reflective
materials? (TRPA item 7d)

X

5.4.3-1. Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? (CEQA Ia)
The B/ATCP contains scenic vistas visible from public roadways; including views to Lake Tahoe from US
50 within the 56-acre project area. The 56-acre project area is characterized by heavy forest growth to the
southeast in park lands of the South Lake Tahoe recreation area (library, campground, and senior center
area), and wide expansive panoramas of Lake Tahoe and surrounding mountains where US 50 closely
parallels the Lake Tahoe shoreline (through Lakeview Commons park). While development and
redevelopment could occur in the future without the amendments, changes are likely to be positive by
improving the visual quality of the built environment consistent with the TRPA Code of Ordinances, City
Design Guidelines, City Code Title 6, the standards of the B/ATCP, and the general recommendations for
site planning found in the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program (SQIP).
The portion of US 50 in the 56-acre amendment area is associated with TRPA Scenic Roadway Unit 34 (El
Dorado Beach) viewsheds #1 and 2. Views from this Roadway Unit area towards the south and east consist
of a heavily forested area of the South Lake Tahoe recreation area with very little understory vegetation,
many recreational facilities including a campground, and some buildings and associated parking. Views
from this Roadway Unit area towards the north consist of a major panorama of Lake Tahoe seen through a
line of pine trees located between the highway and the lake shoreline. The 2015 rating for this area included
a travel route rating threshold composite score of 18 (attainment) and a scenic quality rating of 8
(attainment) for natural landscapes and 12 (attainment) for views to the Lake. Visual improvements to
roadway distractions and lake views occurred between 2011 and 2015 with the removal of the Alta Mira
commercial building located between US 50 and Lake Tahoe, new bus shelters, landscaping along US 50,
Lakeview commons improvements, and the Harrison Avenue project that reconfigured parking, sidewalks
and landscaping to reduce visual clutter.
The project area also includes TRPA Shoreline Unit 32 (Al Tahoe), which is in attainment with a 2015
threshold composite rating of 11 and scenic quality rating of 8 for shoreline views. The 2015 evaluation
identifies improvements to Shoreline Unit 32 from completion of shoreline components of Lakeside
Commons Park and removal of the Alta Mira commercial building.
The project proposes the following changes to the 56-acre project area within the B/ATCP in relation to
scenic resources and visual quality:
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•
•

increase maximum building heights up to 42 feet for public or quasi-public structures in the 56acre project area if TRPA Code Section 37.7 findings 1, 3, 4, 5 and 7 can be made.
permit flat roofs (0:12 roof pitches) for public or quasi-public buildings within the 56-acre project
area and reduce minimum roof pitch requirements to 5:12 (from 7:12) for the rest of B/ATCP
District 4 (Town Center).

Allowing maximum building heights of up to 42 feet (with applicable findings) for flat roofed public or
quasi-public structures within the 56-acre project area would increase potential building height for a flat
roofed structure by approximately 18 feet compared to maximum building heights using existing B/ATCP
development standards (42 feet compared to 24 feet). Current height and roof pitch requirements utilize
TRPA Code Chapter 37 limits for establishing maximum building height, and B/ATCP District 4
development standards for minimum roof pitch (7:12). Code Section 37.4 permits only 24 feet of building
height for buildings with 0:12 (flat) roof pitches that are located on flat building sites. Maximum building
heights are increased to 32.5 feet for buildings with a 7:12 roof pitch, the minimum roof pitch currently
allowed in the B/ATCP for the Town Center District 4 that includes the 56-acre project area.
The City has determined that building heights of 24 feet with a 0:12 roof pitch (which does not follow
B/ATCP standards) or 32.5 feet with a 7:12 roof pitch (which follows B/ATCP standards) are not adequate
to accommodate public service structures that require large footprints and high ceilings (e.g., recreation
centers, gyms, performance spaces, etc.). New public service and recreation buildings are being considered
for the 56-acre project area as part of the City, County and CTC master planning process that is currently
in process. Twenty-four feet of building height would not permit adequate ceiling height along exterior
walls for public service/recreation uses that include large covered pools and gymnasiums. Thirty-two and
one-half feet of building height along with 7:12 roof pitches would not allow the roof to span the necessary
width (e.g., 100 to 200 feet) of public service buildings and remain below the 32.5 foot height limit (e.g.,
the roof by itself would be 28 feet tall to span a 100-foot wide building).
The proposal for amending maximum building height up to 42 feet is consistent with limits in place for
nearby plan areas along US 50 including the Tourist Core Area Plan (TCAP) and Tahoe Valley Area Plan
(TVAP) and height limits studied in the TRPA Regional Plan, which allows structures up to 56 feet within
urban Town Centers if certain findings can be made. The proposed height standard amendment for the 56acre project area of the B/ATCP would require TRPA height findings consistent with these other plan areas
of the City. The proposal for amending roof pitches to a minimum of 0:12 (flat roof) in the 56-acre project
area for public or quasi-public buildings, and 5:12 elsewhere in B/ATCP District 4 (e.g., El Dorado County
Government Center, LTUSD campus, LTCC) is consistent with roof pitch requirements in the TCAP and
TVAP boundaries and would not impact scenic vistas or scenic quality.
The proposed B/ATCP amendment would require public or quasi-public structures of up to 42 feet in the
56-acre project area to meet height findings 1, 3, 4, 5, and 7 as defined in Section 37.7 of the TRPA Code
of Ordinances. These findings (listed below) ensure the additional height does not extend above forest
canopies, minimizes interference with existing views, particularly within the shoreline, is adequately
screened from public viewpoint locations, and is the minimum building height necessary to feasibly
implement the project. If the findings cannot be made, the additional height would not be permitted for
future projects within the 56-acre project area. This ensures no significant impact would result from the
increased height allowance proposed within the amendment area.
37.7.1 Finding 1: When viewed from major arterials, scenic turnouts, public recreation areas, or
the waters of Lake Tahoe, from a distance of 300 feet, the additional height will not cause a
building to extend above the forest canopy, when present, or a ridgeline. For height greater than
that set forth in Table 37.4.1-1 for a 5:12 roof pitch, the additional height shall not increase the
visual magnitude beyond that permitted for structures in the shoreland as set forth in subsection
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66.3.7, Additional Visual Magnitude, or Appendix H, Visual Assessment Tool, of the Design
Review Guidelines.
Proposed development within the 56-acre project area will be located within a heavily forested
area south of US 50 and buildings up to 42 feet in height would remain well below the height of
the forest canopy, as viewed from US 50 or Lake Tahoe.
37.7.3. Finding 3: With respect to that portion of the building that is permitted the additional
height, the building has been designed to minimize interference with existing views within the
area to the extent practicable.
Future development proposals for the 56-acre project area will have to document how building
design and placement minimize interference with existing views. Since existing views include
heavily forested recreation uses to south of US 50 and open panoramas of Lake Tahoe as viewed
north from US 50, future building placement must ensure that forest/landscape buffers remain
between US 50 and the development south of US 50, and open panoramas are not blocked as
viewed north from US 50.
37.7.4. Finding 4: The function of the structure requires a greater maximum height than
otherwise provided for in this chapter.
Future development proposals will have to document how building structural requirements (e.g.,
gym, covered pool, recreation center, etc.) warrant a maximum building height greater than what
would be provided in Code chapter 37.4.
37.7.5. Finding 5: The portion of the building that is permitted additional building height is
adequately screened, as seen from major arterials, the waters of lakes, and other public areas from
which the building is frequently viewed. In determining the adequacy of screening, consideration
shall be given to the degree to which a combination of the following features causes the building
to blend or merge with the background: a) the horizontal distance from which the building is
viewed; b) the extent of screening; and c) proposed exterior colors and building materials.
Future development proposals will have to document how buildings are adequately screened to
protect existing scenic quality (e.g., lake views, landscape views, man-made features, roadway
distractions, etc.) from US 50 and Lake Tahoe viewpoints.
37.7.7. Finding 7: The additional building height is the minimum necessary to feasibly
implement the project and there are no feasible alternatives requiring less additional height.
Future development proposals will have to document how building structural requirements (e.g.,
gym, covered pool, recreation center, etc.) warrant a proposed building height that is greater
than what would otherwise be provided in Code chapter 37.4.
A similar scenic analysis for the 2013 TCAP IS/IEC found that impacts from proposed TCAP Design
Standards on scenic vistas were less than significant based on a 42-foot height limitation for buildings
within the TCAP Gateway District. The analysis concluded that if required height findings cannot be made,
the additional height allowance would not be approved, thereby avoiding a significant impact. Since this
amendment proposes no other changes to Design Standards other than the possibility of earning additional
height (up to 42 feet) and allowing flat roofs for public or quasi-public buildings, no significant impact is
anticipated. Implementation of the Design Standards and compliance with TRPA and City requirements
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during any future development projects would ensure no significant impact to scenic vistas would occur as
these standards offset the impacts of additional height.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-2. Would the Project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? (CEQA Ib)
US 50 is not an officially designated state scenic highway in the project area, through it is listed as an
eligible route. An eligible State highway becomes officially designated through a process in which the
local governing body applies to Caltrans for scenic highway approval, adopts a Corridor Protection
Program, and receives notification that the highway has been officially designated a State Scenic Highway
by the Caltrans Director. Other than distant views of the ridgelines and tree canopy outside the area
proposed for amendment, the area footprint does not contain other unique visual resources such as rock
outcroppings, trees, or historical buildings, as the parcels have been substantially developed with public
service/recreational structures and infrastructure. Therefore, the Project has no impact on state designated
scenic highways.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-3. Would the Project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site
and its surroundings? (CEQA Ic)
As discussed above in Question 5.4.3-1, the existing visual character of a majority of the 56-acre project
area consists of heavy forest growth to the southeast of US 50 in lands used for the South Lake Tahoe
recreation area (library, campground, and senior center/historical museum area). The northern most corner
of the 56-acre project area includes wide expansive panoramas of Lake Tahoe and surrounding mountains
where US 50 closely parallels the Lake Tahoe shoreline (viewed through Lakeview Commons park). As
such, the existing visual character of the 56-acre project area appears less urban than other US 50 corridors
north and south of the project area, with less evidence of man modifications and fewer roadway distractions.
The existing B/ATCP includes detailed design standards that are intended to ensure that the built
environment complements the natural appearing landscape while promoting recreational and public service
uses in the 56-acre project area. The B/ATCP specifically regulates building form, materials and colors and
includes the following: buildings shall be designed with interest and provide adequate articulation and detail
to avoid a bulky box-like appearance; a unified palette of quality materials shall be used; a variety of naturalappearing materials should be used on building facades to create contrast; and colors should blend with the
setting. The amendments would allow public or quasi-public buildings to be approximately 10 (with a 7:12
roof pitch) to 18 feet taller (with a flat roof) then currently permitted, but other existing B/ATCP
requirements for building standards and design would remain unchanged.
As a result, an increase in the height and roof pitch of future public or quasi-public buildings may occur as
a result of the amendments but would not result in a significant change to visual character or quality of the
area for the following reasons: public or quasi-public buildings that may utilize the additional height and
flat roof provision will serve recreational or public service uses that are compatible with the existing visual
character and requirements to make TRPA height findings will protect visual quality in the 56-acre project
located between US 50 and Lake Tahoe. Finally, changes to allowable building height will not impact
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existing US 50 or shoreline viewsheds due to the required findings for additional height which includes
screening of the additional height or limits height to below the tree canopy when viewed from major
roadways, the waters of the lake or public viewpoints, and also requires no net loss of views along a scenic
travel route, among other findings.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-4. Would the Project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area? (CEQA Id)
The 56-acre project area is currently developed with recreation and public service uses, and no changes to
lighting design standards is proposed. Therefore, glare or reflectivity from a project proposed under the
amended B/ATCP would not change compared to projects developed under the existing Community Plan,
and will not adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. No new impact would occur.
Environmental Analysis: Less than Significant Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-5. Would the Project be visible from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from Lake
Tahoe? (TRPA 18a)
The project area is visible from Lake Tahoe and US 50, which is not a Caltrans Officially Designated State
Scenic Highway at this location, but is a TRPA scenic corridor. US 50 is a federal highway and crosses the
northern section of the proposed 56-acre amendment area. US 50 is designated by TRPA as an Urban Scenic
Corridor. Urban Scenic Corridors are generally urbanized where man-made development is the dominant
visual feature, but development still blends with the natural environment (TRPA Code Chapter 66, Scenic
Quality).
As discussed in Question 5.4.3-1, the project area includes Scenic Roadway Travel Unit #34 – El Dorado
Beach. The 2015 Threshold Evaluation indicates attainment with recent improvements in the visual quality
of the built environment. The detailed design standards in the B/ATCP ensure that the built environment
complements the natural appearing landscape in the Tahoe Region while providing public service and
recreational opportunities for residents and visitors. The B/ATCP specifically regulates building form,
materials and colors to avoid bulky and “box-like” appearance, to promote materials and colors that blend
with the natural setting, to reduce glare and reflectivity, and preserve views of the lake, ridgelines and
meadows. With application of the design standards, the overall visual quality and character of the
amendment area is expected to remain high while allowing for new and relocated public service and
recreational uses. Thus, implementation of the amendments will not result in adverse impacts on views
from any state or federal highway, Pioneer Trail or from Lake Tahoe.
Environmental Analysis: Yes, but No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-6. Would the Project be visible from any public recreation area or TRPA designated bicycle
trail? (TRPA 18b)
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The 56-acre project area is visible from El Dorado Beach/Lakeview Commons, which is included as part
of the 56-acre area, and from Lake Tahoe. There is also a newly constructed Class I bike trail along US
Highway 50 within the project area. Visual impacts have the potential to occur to each of these recreational
locations, since the 56-acre project area is visible from each; however, the following recommendations
included in the TRPA Lake Tahoe Scenic Resource Evaluation (1993) would protect views from these
recreational land uses:
•

Existing trees should be preserved as a visual screen between structures and major public use areas.

•

Structures should not be permitted to exceed the height of the existing tree cover.

•

Development should not be permitted where tree cover is too sparse to visually absorb new
structures, road cuts, and other attendant improvements.

•

Use of reflective materials should be restricted and use of materials which blend into the
surrounding landscape encouraged.

Development within the amendment area would be consistent with the B/ATCP’s Design Standards and
Chapter 66 (Scenic Quality) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances that would prohibit buildings to protrude
above the forest canopy or ridgeline, include site-specific design features that minimize ground disturbance,
incorporate screening, use of earth tone colors, materials and architectural style that complements the Tahoe
landscape. Thus, development within the amendment area will not adversely impact views from any public
recreation area or TRPA designated bicycle trails.
Environmental Analysis: Yes, but no Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-7. Would the Project block or modify an existing view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic vista seen
from a public road or other public area? (TRPA 18c)
As discussed above in Questions 5.4.3-1 (CEQA Checklist 1a) and 5.4.3-6 (TRPA 18b) scenic viewsheds
in the 56-acre project area include wide panorama views of Lake Tahoe from US 50 and the recreational
uses south of US 50.
Future development projects located north of US 50 in the El Dorado Beach/Lakeview Commons area have
the potential to disrupt existing scenic vistas of Lake Tahoe as viewed from US 50 or the campground.
Scenic findings required by TRPA for additional building height would prohibit buildings in these locations
to earn additional height if they were to impact scenic viewpoints, especially those within the Lake Tahoe
shoreline (finding 1). For projects in other parts of the 56-acre project area, the findings would prohibit
buildings to protrude above the forest canopy or ridgeline, include site-specific design features that
minimize ground disturbance, incorporate screening, and require use of earth tone colors, materials and
architectural style that complements the Tahoe landscape. Public and quasi-public buildings located within
the 56-acre project area that request additional height and flatter roofs would be visible from US 50;
however, impacts to overall scenic vistas would be less than significant and would not detract from the
visual experience based on protections included in the scenic findings. Thus, the B/ATCP amendments
would not result in new obstructed views to and from Lake Tahoe or other scenic vistas.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.3-8. Would the Project be inconsistent with the height and design standards required by the
applicable ordinance or Community Plan? (TRPA 18d)
The B/ATCP includes design standards with which future development in the amendment area would be
required to comply. The B/ATCP Design Standards and Guidelines for District 4 (Town Center) primarily
defer to the TRPA Code of Ordinances, City Zoning and Sign Ordinances, City Wide Design Manual, City
Lighting Standards, and South Tahoe Redevelopment Design Element. Special standards for District 4
include an emphasis on the use of natural wood, development of a landscape boulevard theme, parking lot
landscaping, and public art. Since the B/ATCP was adopted in 1995, both the City and TRPA have revised
planning documents to reflect the current direction on design. The proposed amendments do not change a
majority of the adopted design standards, but do propose amendment to maximum height limits and
minimum roof pitch requirements within the 56-acre project area, which would apply therein only, and only
for public or quasi-public buildings.
The B/ATCP amendments would apply a 42 foot maximum height allowance to the 56-acre project area
for any public or quasi-public building, if the existing additional height findings can be met. The current
limit is 42 feet, but can only be earned on project sites where the ground slopes at 24 percent across the
building pad, and where a 12:12 roof pitch is proposed. The 42 foot maximum height limit proposed in the
amendment is similar or lower to other urban land use areas within the City, including most of the Districts
in the TCAP and each of the Districts along US 50 in the TVAP. As such, the proposed height allowance
for public or quasi-public buildings within the 56-acre project area is consistent with height limits applied
elsewhere along a majority of US 50 frontage. Combined with the other remaining design standards, and
protective measures incorporated in TRPA additional height findings, the visual quality and character of
the affected area would be protected; therefore, no significant impact would result from implementing the
amended height and roof pitch standards within the 56-acre project area.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-9. Would the Project be inconsistent with the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program
(SQIP) or Design Review Guidelines? (TRPA 18e)
The SQIP does not include recommendations for scenic improvement to the 56-acre project area portion of
US 50, since the roadway unit has been in attainment for each review period since the SQIP was prepared.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-10. Would the Project include new or modified sources of exterior lighting? (TRPA 7a)
See discussion and analysis for Question 5.4.3-4, which concludes no significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-11. Would the Project create new illumination, which is more substantial than other lighting,
if any, within the surrounding area? (TRPA 7b)
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See discussions and analysis and for Question 5.4.3-4, which concludes no significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-12. Would the Project cause light from exterior sources to be cast off-site or onto public lands?
(TRPA 7c)
See discussions and analysis for Question 5.4.3-4, which concludes no significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.3-13 Would the Project create new sources of glare through the siting of the improvements or
through the use of reflective materials? (TRPA 7d)
See discussion and analysis for Question 5.4.3-4, which concludes no significant impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.4 Agriculture and Forestry Resources
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to agriculture and forestry resources. Some TRPA
checklist items concern impacts to vegetation, which are addressed in Section 5.4.6, Biological Resources.
Table 5-3 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures
are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-3: Agriculture and Forestry Resources
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.4-1. Convert Prime Farmland,
Unique Farmland, or Farmland of
Statewide Importance, as shown on
the maps prepared pursuant to the
Farmland Mapping and Monitoring
Program of the CA Resources
Agency, to a non-agricultural use?
(CEQA IIa)

X

5.4.4-2. Conflict with existing
zoning for agricultural use, or a
Williamson Act contract? (CEQA
IIb)

X

5.4.4-3. Conflict with existing
zoning for, or cause rezoning of,
forest land (as defined in Public
Resource Code section 12220(g),
timberland (as defined by Public
Resource Code section 4526) or
timberland zoned Timberland
Production (as defined by
Government Code section
51104(g))? (CEQA IIc)

X

5.4.4-4. Result in the loss of forest
land or conversion of forest land to
non-forest use? (CEQA IId)

X

5.4.4-5. 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 nonforest use? (CEQA IIe)

X

SEPTEMBER 2021

B/ATCP AMENDMENT – 56-ACRE

PAGE 33

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

5.4.4-1. Would the Project 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 a non-agricultural use? (CEQA IIa)
The amendments do not change policies related to farmland.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.4-2. Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract? (CEQA IIb)
The amendments do not change land use and no contracts exist within the project area.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.4-3. Would the Project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resource Code section 12220(g), timberland (as defined by Public Resource Code
section 4526) or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by Government Code section
51104(g))? (CEQA IIc)
The amendments do not change land use or zoning of forested land.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.4-4. Would the Project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? (CEQA IId)
The amendments do not result in loss of forested lands or increase the possibility of forest land conversion.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.4-5. Would the Project 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? (CEQA IIe)
The amendments would permit increased building height for public or quasi-public buildings within the
56-acre project area which may facilitate development that would not occur without the availability of
additional height. However, public service uses could be constructed on the site with or without the
proposed height amendment, so the amendment does not create a new impact not addressed in previous
B/ATCP environmental review.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.5 Air Quality
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to air quality. Table 5-4 identifies the applicable
impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
Table 5-4: Air Quality
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.5-1. Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of the applicable
air quality plan? (CEQA IIIa)

X

5.4.5-2. Result in a cumulatively
considerable net increase of any
criteria pollutant for which the
project region is non-attainment
under applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standards?
(CEQA IIIb)

X

5.4.5-3. Expose sensitive receptors
to substantial pollutant
concentrations? (CEQA IIIc)

X

5.4.5-4. Result in other emissions,
such as objectionable odors,
adversely affecting a substantial
number of people? (CEQA IIId)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.5-5. Substantial air pollutant
emissions? (TRPA 2a)

X

5.4.5-6. Deterioration of ambient
(existing) air quality? (TRPA 2b)

X

5.4.5-7. Creation of objectionable
odors? (TRPA 2c)

X

5.4.5-1. Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan? (CEQA IIIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to air
quality and proposes no changes to air quality policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other than
modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.

SEPTEMBER 2021

B/ATCP AMENDMENT – 56-ACRE

PAGE 35

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.5-2. Would the Project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant
for which the project region is non-attainment under applicable federal or state ambient air quality
standards (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for ozone precursors)?
(CEQA IIIb)
The B/ATCP amendments would not contribute to an increase in any criterial pollutant because they only
address building height and roof pitch and not land use or density.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.5-3. Would the Project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations?
(CEQA IIIc)
The B/ATCP amendments do not create new opportunities for sensitive receptors to be constructed nearby
existing pollutants, nor would the amendments contribute to higher pollutant levels from future
development.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.5-4. Would the Project result in other emissions, such as objectionable odors, adversely affecting
a substantial number of people? (CEQA IIId)
B/ATCP amendments to height limits and roof pitch standards would not change possibility for
objectionable odors.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.5-5. Would the Project result in substantial air pollutant emissions? (TRPA 2a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.5-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.5-6. Would the Project result in deterioration of ambient (existing) air quality? (TRPA 2b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.5-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.5-7. Would the Project result in creation of objectionable odors? (TRPA 2c)
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See analysis for Question 5.4.5-4.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.6 Biological Resources (Stream Environment Zones, Wetlands, Wildlife and
Vegetation)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to biological resources, including impacts to SEZs,
wetlands, wildlife and vegetation. Table 5-6 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact,
and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-6: Biological Resources
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant with
Mitigation
Measures

5.4.6-1. 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? (CEQA IVa)
5.4.6-2. 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?
(CEQA IVb)
5.4.6-3. Have a substantial
adverse effect on federally
protected (including, but not
limited to, marsh, vernal pool,
coastal, etc.) through direct
removal, filling, hydrological
interruption, or other means?
(CEQA IVc)
5.4.6-4. 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? (CEQA IVd)
5.4.6-5. Conflict with any local
policies or ordinances protecting
biological resources, such as tree
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No Impact

X

X

X

X
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preservation policy or ordinance?
(CEQA IVe)
5.4.6-6. Conflict with the
provisions of an adopted Habitat
Conservation Plan, Natural
Community Conservation Plan,
or other approved local, regional,
or state habitat conservation
plan? (CEQA IVf)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

5.4.6-7. Removal of native
vegetation in excess of the area
utilized for the actual
development permitted by the
land capability/IPES system?
(TRPA 4a)
5.4.6-8. Removal of riparian
vegetation or other vegetation
associated with critical wildlife
habitat, either through direct
removal or indirect lowering of
the groundwater table? (TRPA
4b)
5.4.6-9. Introduction of new
vegetation that will require
excessive fertilizer or water, or
will provide a barrier to the
normal replenishment of existing
species? (TRPA 4c)
5.4.6-10. Change in the diversity
or distribution of species, or
number of any species of plants
(including trees, shrubs, grass,
crops, micro flora and aquatic
plants)? (TRPA 4d)
5.4.6-11. Reduction of the
numbers of any unique, rare or
endangered species of plants?
(TRPA 4e)
5.4.6-12. Removal of streambank
and/or backshore vegetation,
including woody vegetation such
as willows? (TRPA 4f)
5.4.6-13. Removal of any native
live, dead or dying trees 30
inches or greater in diameter at
breast height (dbh) within
TRPA’s Conservation or
Recreation land use
classifications? (TRPA 4g)
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5.4.6-14. A change in the natural
functioning of an old growth
ecosystem? (TRPA 4h)
5.4.6-15. Change in the diversity
or distribution of species, or
numbers of any species of
animals (birds, land animals
including reptiles, fish and
shellfish, benthic organisms,
insects, mammals, amphibians or
microfauna)? (TRPA 5a)
5.4.6-16. Reduction of the
number of any unique, rare or
endangered species of animals?
(TRPA 5b)
5.4.6-17. Introduction of new
species of animals into an area, or
result in a barrier to the migration
or movement of animals? (TRPA
5c)
5.4.6-18. Deterioration of
existing fish or wildlife habitat
quantity or quality? (TRPA 5d)

X

X

X

X

X

5.4.6-1. Would the Project 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? (CEQA IVa)
The B/ATCP amendments do not create a new physical development impact not addressed in previous
B/ATCP environmental review. While the amendment allows for additional height and changes to roof
pitch standards, it does not propose specific new development that threaten biological resources habitat or
protection of any candidate, sensitive, or special status species.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-2. Would the Project 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? (CEQA IVb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.6-3. Would the Project have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands
(including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling,
hydrological interruption, or other means? (CEQA IVc)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
5.4.6-4. Would the Project 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? (CEQA IVd)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-5. Would the Project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological
resources, such as tree preservation policy or ordinance? (CEQA IVe)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-6. Would the Project conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan,
Natural Community Conservation Plan, or other approved local, regional, or state habitat
conservation plan? (CEQA IVf)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-7. Would the Project result in removal of native vegetation in excess of the area utilized for the
actual development permitted by the land capability/IPES system? (TRPA 4a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-8. Would the Project result in removal of riparian vegetation other vegetation associated with
critical wildlife habitat, either through direct removal or indirect lowering of the groundwater table?
(TRPA 4b)
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See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-9. Would the Project result in introduction of new vegetation that will require excessive
fertilizer or water, or will provide a barrier to the normal replenishment of existing species? (TRPA
4c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-10. Would the Project result in change in the diversity or distribution of species, or number of
any species of plants (including trees, shrubs, grass, crops, micro flora and aquatic plants)? (TRPA
4d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-11. Would the Project result in reduction of the numbers of any unique, rare or endangered
species of plants? (TRPA 4e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
5.4.6-12. Would the Project result in removal of streambank and/or backshore vegetation, including
woody vegetation such as willows? (TRPA 4f)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-13. Would the Project result in removal of any native live, dead or dying trees 30 inches or
greater in diameter at breast height (dbh) within TRPA’s Conservation or Recreation land use
classifications? (TRPA 4g)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None
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5.4.6-14. Would the Project result in a change in the natural functioning of an old growth ecosystem?
(TRPA 4h)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-15. Would the Project result in change in the diversity or distribution of species, or numbers of
any species of animals (birds, land animals including reptiles, fish and shellfish, benthic organisms,
insects, mammals, amphibians or microfauna)? (TRPA 5a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-16. Would the Project result in reduction of the number of any unique, rare or endangered
species of animals? (TRPA 5b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-17. Would the Project result in introduction of new species of animals into an area, or result in
a barrier to the migration or movement of animals? (TRPA 5c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.6-18. Would the Project result in deterioration of existing fish or wildlife habitat quantity or
quality? (TRPA 5d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.6-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.7 Cultural Resources (CEQA) and Archaeological/Historical (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to cultural, archaeological and historical resources,
discussing the Project impacts on cultural resources related to the disturbance of archaeological, historical,
architectural, and Native American/traditional heritage resources. The section also addresses disturbance
of unknown archaeological resources, as well as paleontological resources (fossils). Table 5-7 identifies
the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-7: Cultural Resources and Archaeological/Historical
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.7-1. Cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance
of a historical resource as defined
in §15064.5? (CEQA Va)

X

5.4.7-2. Cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance
of an archaeological resource
pursuant to §15064.5? (CEQA
Vb)

X

5.4.7-3. Disturb any human
remains, including those interred
outside of formal cemeteries?
(CEQA Vc)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.7-4. Will the proposal result in
an alteration of or adverse
physical or aesthetic effect to a
significant archaeological or
historical site, structure, object or
building? (TRPA 20a)

X

5.4.7-5. Is the proposed project
located on a property with any
known cultural, historical, and/or
archaeological resources,
including resources on TRPA or
other regulatory official maps or
records? (TRPA 20b)

X

5.4.7-6. Is the property associated
with any historically significant
events and/or sites or persons?
(TRPA 20c)

X
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5.4.7-1. Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a historical
resource as defined in §15064.5? (CEQA Va)
The B/ATCP amendments do not create a new physical development impact not addressed in previous
B/ATCP environmental review. While the amendment allows for additional height and changes to roof
pitch standards, it does not propose specific new development that threaten cultural and historical resources
or policies designed to protect historical resources.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.7-2. Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an archaeological
resource pursuant to §15064.5? (CEQA Vb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.7-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.7-3. Would the Project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of formal
cemeteries? (CEQA Vc)
See analysis for Question 5.4.7-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.7-4. Will the Project result in an alteration of or adverse physical or aesthetic effect to a significant
archaeological or historical site, structure, object or building? (TRPA 20a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.7-1.

Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.7-5. Is the Project located on a property with any known cultural, historical, and/or archaeological
resources, including resources on TRPA or other regulatory official maps or records? (TRPA 20b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.7-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.7-6. Is the Project associated with any historically significant events and/or sites or persons?
(TRPA 20c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.7-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.8 Energy (CEQA/TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to energy. Table 5-8 identifies the applicable
impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
Table 5-8: Energy
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.8-1. Result in potentially
significant environmental impact
due to wasteful, inefficient, or
unnecessary consumption of
energy resources, during project
construction or operation?
(CEQA VIa)

X

5.4.8-2. Conflict with or obstruct a
state or local plan for renewable
energy or energy efficiency?
(CEQA VIb)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.8-3. Use of substantial
amounts of fuel or energy? (TRPA
15a)

X

5.4.8-4. Substantial increase in
demand upon existing sources of
energy, or require the
development of new sources of
energy? (TRPA 15b)

X

5.4.8-1. Would the Project result in potentially significant environmental impact due to wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during project construction or
operation? (CEQA VIa)
The B/ATCP amendments do not create a new physical development impact not addressed in previous
B/ATCP environmental review. While the amendment allows for additional height and changes to roof
pitch standards, it does not propose changes to policies designed to conserve energy resources.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.8-2. Would the Project conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable energy or
energy efficiency? (CEQA VIb)
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See analysis for Question 5.4.8-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.8-3. Would the Project use substantial amounts of fuel or energy? (TRPA 15a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.8-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.8-4. Will the Project substantially increase the demand upon existing sources of energy, or require
the development of new sources of energy? (TRPA 15b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.8-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.9 Geology and Soils (CEQA) and Land (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to geology, soils and land. Table 5-9 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-9: Geology and Soils and Land
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.9-1. Directly or indirectly
cause 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? (CEQA VIIa)

X

5.4.9-2. Result in substantial soil
erosion or the loss of topsoil?
(CEQA VIIb)

X

5.4.9-3. 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? (CEQA
VIIc)

X

5.4.9-4. 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? (CEQA VIId)
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5.4.9-5. 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? (CEQA
VIIe)

X

5.4.9-6. Directly or indirectly
destroy a unique paleontological
resource or site or unique geologic
feature? (CEQA VIIf)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.9-7. Compaction or covering
of the soil beyond the limits
allowed in the land capability or
Individual Parcel Evaluation
System (IPES)? (TRPA 1a)

X

5.4.9-8. A change in the
topography or ground surface
relief features of site inconsistent
with the natural surrounding
conditions? (TRPA 1b)

X

5.4.9-9. Unstable soil conditions
during or after completion of the
proposal? (TRPA 1c)

X

5.4.9-10. Changes in the
undisturbed soil or native geologic
substructures or grading in excess
of 5 feet? (TRPA 1d)

X

5.4.9-11. The continuation of or
increase in wind or water erosion
of soils, either on or off the site?
(TRPA 1e)

X

5.4.9-12. Changes in deposition or
erosion of beach sand, or changes
in siltation, deposition or erosion,
including natural littoral
processes, which may modify the
channel of a river or stream or the
bed of a lake? (TRPA 1f)

X

5.4.9-13. Exposure of people or
property to geologic hazards such
as earthquakes, landslides,
backshore erosion, avalanches,
mud slides, ground failure, or
similar hazards? (TRPA 1g)

X
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5.4.9-1. Would the Project expose people or structures to potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, injury, or death involving:
5.4.9-1.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? (CEQA
VIIa).
The B/ATCP amendments do not create a new physical development impact not addressed in previous
B/ATCP environmental review. While the amendment allows for additional height and changes to roof
pitch standards, it does not propose changes to policies designed to protect people and structures from
geological resources.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-1.ii) Strong seismic ground shaking?
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-1.iii) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-1.iv) Landslides?
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-2. Would the Project result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil? (CEQA VIIb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-3. Would the Project 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? (CEQA VIIc)
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See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-4. Would the Project 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? (CEQA VIId)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-5. Would the Project have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks or
alternative wastewater disposal systems where sewers are not available for the disposal of
wastewater? (CEQA VIIe)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-6. Would the Project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or
unique geologic feature? (CEQA VIIf)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-7. Would the Project result in compaction or covering of the soil beyond the limits allowed in
the land capability or Individual Parcel Evaluation System (IPES)? (TRPA 1a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-8. Will the Project result in a change in the topography or ground surface relief features of site
inconsistent with the natural surrounding conditions? (TRPA 1b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.9-9. Will the Project result in unstable soil conditions during or after completion of the proposal?
(TRPA 1c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-10. Will the Project result in changes in the undisturbed soil or native geologic substructures
or grading in excess of 5 feet? (TRPA 1d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-11. Will the Project result in the continuation of or increase in wind or water erosion of soils,
either on or off the site? (TRPA 1e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-12. Will the Project result in changes in deposition or erosion of beach sand, or changes in
siltation, deposition or erosion, including natural littoral processes, which may modify the channel of
a river or stream or the bed of a lake? (TRPA 1f)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.9-13. Will the Project result in exposure of people or property to geologic hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, backshore erosion, avalanches, mudslides, ground failure, or similar
hazards? (TRPA 1g)
See analysis for Question 5.4.9-l.i.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.10 Greenhouse Gas Emissions (CEQA) and Air Quality (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Table 5-10
identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required
to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-10: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Air Quality
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.10-1. Greenhouse gas
emissions, either directly or
indirectly, that may have a
significant impact on the
environment? (CEQA VIIIa)

X

5.4.10-2. Conflict with an
applicable plan, policy or
regulation adopted for the purpose
of reducing the emissions of
greenhouse gases? (CEQA VIIIb)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.10-3. Alteration of air
movement, moisture or
temperature, or any change in
climate, either locally or
regionally? (TRPA 2d)

X

5.4.10-4. Increased use of diesel
fuel? (TRPA 2e)

X

5.4.10-1. Would the Project generate greenhouse gas emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may
have a significant impact on the environment? (CEQA VIIIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to air
quality/greenhouse gas emissions and proposes no changes to air quality or greenhouse gas emission
policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch
standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.10-2. Would the Project conflict with an applicable plan, policy or regulation adopted for the
purpose of reducing the emissions of greenhouse gases? (CEQA VIIIb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
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Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.10-3. Would the Project result in alteration of air movement, moisture or temperature, or any
change in climate, either locally or regionally? (TRPA 2d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.10-4. Would the Project result in increased use of diesel fuel? (TRPA 2e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.11 Hazards and Hazardous Materials (CEQA) and Risk of Upset and Human Health
(TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to hazards and hazardous materials and risk of upset
and human health. Table 5-11 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether
mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-11: Hazards and Hazardous Materials and Risk of Upset and Human Health
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.11-1. Create a significant
hazard to the public or the
environment through the routine
transport, use, or disposal of
hazardous materials? (CEQA IXa)

X

5.4.11-2. 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? (CEQA IXb)

X

5.4.11-3. Emit hazardous
emissions or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials,
substances, or waste within onequarter mile of an existing or
proposed school? (CEQA IXc)

X

5.4.11-4. 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? (CEQA IXd)

X

5.4.11-5. 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 or excessive noise
for people residing or working in
the project area? (CEQA IXe)

X
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5.4.11-6. Impair implementation
of or physically interfere with an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?
(CEQA VIIIf)

X

5.4.11-7. Expose people or
structures, either directly or
indirectly, to a significant risk of
loss, injury or death involving
wildland fires? (CEQA IXg)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.11-8. Involve a risk of an
explosion or the release of
hazardous substances including,
but not limited to, oil, pesticides,
chemicals, or radiation in the
event of an accident or upset
conditions? (TRPA 10a)

X

5.4.11-9. Involve possible
interference with an emergency
evacuation plan? (TRPA 10b)

X

5.4.11-10. Creation of any health
hazard or potential health hazard
(excluding mental health)? (TRPA
17a)

X

5.4.11-11. Exposure of people to
potential health hazards? (TRPA
17b)

X

5.4.11-1. Would the Project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the
routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? (CEQA IXa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to hazards
or hazardous materials/risk of upset and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would
occur to the B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-2. Would the Project 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? (CEQA IXb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.11-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.11-3. Would the Project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous
materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? (CEQA
IXc)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-4. Would the Project 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? (CEQA IXd)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
No hazardous waste facilities or contaminated sites are identified within the proposed B/ATCP amendment
area. There are two closed GeoTracker Leaking Underground Storage Tank (LUST) cleanup sites (one at
the Beach Bear Café site and one at a former Express Gas station in the Pioneer Center west of US 50) in
the vicinity of the 56-acre site, but neither were located within the publicly owned lands.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-5. 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 or excessive noise for people residing or working in the project area? (CEQA IXe)
The B/ATCP 56-acre amendment area is not located within Lake Tahoe Airport Safety Zones as depicted
in the City’s 2019 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Figure 4-4), and therefore has no potential impact
on public safety.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-6. Would the Project impair implementation of or physically interfere with an adopted
emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan? (CEQA IXf)
The amendments would not alter or revise existing regulations or amend the City’s Local Emergency
Operations Plan or Emergency Management Plan. The amendments would not impair the implementation
of or physically interfere with the City Natural Hazard Management Plan or Emergency Management Plan
and therefore results in no impact.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.11-7. Would the Project expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a significant
risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires? (CEQA IXg)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-8. Will the Project involve a risk of an explosion or the release of hazardous substances
including, but not limited to, oil, pesticides, chemicals, or radiation in the event of an accident or
upset conditions? (TRPA 10a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-9. Will the Project involve possible interference with an emergency evacuation plan? (TRPA
10b)
See discussion and analysis for Question 5.4.11-6 above that concludes that implementation of the B/ATCP
amendments will not impact existing emergency evacuation plans.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-10. Will the Project result in creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard
(excluding mental health)? (TRPA 17a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.11-11. Will the Project result in exposure of people to potential health hazards? (TRPA 17b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.10-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.12 Hydrology and Water Quality
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to hydrology and water quality. Table 5-12 identifies
the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-12: Hydrology and Water Quality
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.12-1. Violate any water quality
standards or waste discharge
requirements or otherwise
substantially degrade surface or
groundwater quality? (CEQA Xa)

X

5.4.12-2. Substantially decrease
groundwater supplies or interfere
substantially with groundwater
recharge such that the project may
impede sustainable groundwater
management of the basin? (CEQA
Xb)

X

5.4.12-3. Substantially alter the
existing drainage pattern of the
site or area, including through the
alteration of the course of a stream
or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner
which would
i) Result in substantial erosion or
siltation on- or off-site;
ii) Substantially increase the rate
or amount of surface runoff in a
manner which would result in
flooding on- or off-site;
iii) 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; or
iv) Impede or redirect flood
flows? (CEQA Xc)

X

5.4.12-4. In flood hazard, tsunami,
or seiche zones, risk release of
pollutants due to project
inundation? (CEQA Xd)

X
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5.4.12-5. Conflict with or obstruct
implementation of a water quality
control plan or sustainable
groundwater management plan?
(CEQA Xe)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.12-6. Changes in currents, or
the course or direction of water
movements? (TRPA 3a)

X

5.4.12-7. Changes in absorption
rates, drainage patterns, or the rate
and amount of surface water
runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr. storm
runoff (approximately 1 inch per
hour) cannot be contained on the
site? (TRPA 3b)

X

5.4.12-8. Alterations to the course
or flow of 100-year flood waters?
(TRPA 3c)

X

5.4.12-9. Change in the amount of
surface water in any water body?
(TRPA 3d)

X

5.4.12-10. Discharge into surface
waters, or in any alteration of
surface water quality, including
but not limited to temperature,
dissolved oxygen or turbidity?
(TRPA 3e)

X

5.4.12-11. Alteration of the
direction or rate of flow of ground
water? (TRPA 3f)

X

5.4.12-12. Change in the quantity
of groundwater, either through
direct additions or withdrawals, or
through interception of an aquifer
by cuts or excavations? (TRPA
3g)

X

5.4.12-13. Substantial reduction in
the amount of water otherwise
available for public water
supplies? (TRPA 3h)

X

5.4.12-14. Exposure of people or
property to water related hazards
such as flooding and/or wave
action from 100-year storm
occurrence or seiches? (TRPA 3i)

X

5.4.12-15. The potential discharge
of contaminants to the

X
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groundwater or any alteration of
groundwater quality? (TRPA 3j)
5.4.12-16. Is the Project located
within 600 feet of a drinking water
source? (TRPA 3k)

X

5.4.12-1. Would the Project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or
otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? (CEQA Xa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to
hydrology and water quality and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to
the B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-2. Would the Project substantially deplete groundwater supplies or interfere substantially
with groundwater recharge such that the project may impede sustainable groundwater management
of the basin? (CEQA Xb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-3. Would the Project substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area,
including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or through the addition of
impervious surfaces, in a manner which would (CEQA Xc):
5.4.12-3.i) Result in substantial erosion or siltation on- or off-site?
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-3.ii) Substantially increase the rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would
result in flooding on- or off-site?
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-3.iii) 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?

SEPTEMBER 2021

B/ATCP AMENDMENT – 56-ACRE

PAGE 61

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-3.iv) Impede or redirect flood flows?
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-4. Would the Project in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due
to project inundation? (CEQA Xd)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-5. Would the Project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan
or sustainable groundwater management plan? (CEQA Xe)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-6. Will the Project result in changes in currents, or the course or direction of water
movements? (TRPA 3a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-7. Will the Project result in changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and
amount of surface water runoff so that a 20 yr. 1 hr. storm runoff (approximately 1 inch per hour)
cannot be contained on the site? (TRPA 3b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.12-8. Will the Project result in alterations to the course or flow of 100-year floodwaters? (TRPA
3c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-9. Will the Project result in change in the amount of surface water in any water body? (TRPA
3d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-10. Will the Project result in discharge into surface waters, or in any alteration of surface
water quality, including but not limited to temperature, dissolved oxygen or turbidity? (TRPA 3e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-11. Will the Project result in alteration of the direction or rate of flow of ground water? (TRPA
3f)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-12. Will the Project result in change in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct
additions or withdrawals, or through interception of an aquifer by cuts or excavations? (TRPA 3g)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-13. Will the Project result in substantial reduction in the amount of water otherwise available
for public water supplies? (TRPA 3h)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.

SEPTEMBER 2021

B/ATCP AMENDMENT – 56-ACRE

PAGE 63

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-14. Will the Project result in exposure of people or property to water related hazards such as
flooding and/or wave action from 100-year storm occurrence or seiches? (TRPA 3i)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-15. Will the Project result in potential discharge of contaminants to the groundwater or any
alteration of groundwater quality? (TRPA 3j)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.12-16. Is the Project located within 600 feet of a drinking water source? (TRPA 3k)
See analysis for Question 5.4.12-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.13 Land Use and Planning
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to land use and planning. Table 5-13 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-13: Land Use and Planning
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.13-1. Physically divide an
established community? (CEQA
XIa)

X

5.4.13-2. Cause a significant
environmental impact due to a
conflict with any land use plan,
policy, or regulation adopted for
the purpose of avoiding or
mitigating an environmental
effect? (CEQA XIb)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.13-3. Include uses which are
not listed as permissible uses in
the applicable Plan Area
Statement, adopted Community
Plan, or Master Plan? (TRPA 8a)

X

5.4.13-4. Expand or intensify an
existing non-conforming use?
(TRPA 8b)

X

5.4.13-1. Would the Project physically divide an established community? (CEQA XIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to land use
and proposes no changes to applicable policies that would divide an established community. No changes
would occur to the B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.13-2. Would the Project cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with any land
use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or mitigating an environmental
effect? (CEQA XIb)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter or conflict with the policies in the TRPA Regional Plan or City
General Plan that direct land use, nor would they amend land use policies in the adopted B/ATCP. However,
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the amendments would result in changes to design standards including allowable building height and
minimum roof pitch. The existing building height and roof pitch standards were included in the B/ATCP
to protect scenic resources, including community design as viewed from US Highway 50. Refer to Section
5.4.3 for analysis of scenic quality impacts and the determination that the proposed amendments would not
alter the B/ATCP’s ability to protect scenic resources from future development within the 56-acre project
area.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.13-3. Will the Project include uses which are not listed as permissible uses in the applicable Plan
Area Statement, adopted Community Plan, or Master Plan? (TRPA 8a)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, or conflict with permissible uses included in the
B/ATCP. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch
standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.13-4. Will the Project expand or intensify an existing non-conforming use? (TRPA 8b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.13-l.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.14 Mineral Resources (CEQA) and Natural Resources (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to mineral resources and natural resources. Table
5-14 identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are
required to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-14: Mineral Resources and Natural Resources
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.14-1. 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? (CEQA XIIa)

X

5.4.14-2. 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? (CEQA XIIb)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.14-3. A substantial increase in
the rate of use of any natural
resources? (TRPA 9a)

X

5.4.14-4. Substantial depletion of
any non-renewable natural
resource? (TRPA 9b)

X

5.4.14-1. Would the Project 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? (CEQA XIIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to
mineral/natural resources. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other than modification of building
height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.14-2. Would the Project 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? (CEQA XIIb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.14-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
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Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.14-3. Will the Project result in a substantial increase in the rate of use of any natural resources?
(TRPA 9a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.14-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.14-4. Will the Project result in a substantial depletion of any non-renewable natural resource?
(TRPA 9b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.14-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.15 Noise
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts related to noise. Table 5-15 identifies the applicable
impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
Table 5-15: Noise
CEQA Environmental Checklist
Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.15-1. Generation of a substantial
temporary or permanent increase in
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the
Project in excess of standards established
in the local general plan or noise
ordinance, or other applicable local,
state, or federal standards? (CEQA
XIIIa)

X

5.4.15-2. Generation of excessive
groundborne vibration or groundborne
noise levels? (CEQA XIIIb)

X

5.4.15-3. For a Project located within the
vicinity of a private airstrip or 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? (CEQA XIIIc)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.15-4. Increases in existing
Community Noise Equivalency Levels
(CNEL) beyond those permitted in the
applicable Plan Area Statement,
Community Plan or Master Plan? (TRPA
6a)

X

5.4.15-5. Exposure of people to severe
noise levels? (TRPA 6b)

X

5.4.15-6. Single event noise levels
greater than those set forth in the TRPA
Noise Environmental Threshold? (TRPA
6c)

X
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TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.15-7. The placement of residential or
tourist accommodation uses in areas
where the existing CNEL exceeds 60
dBA or is otherwise incompatible?
(TRPA 6d)

X

5.4.15-8. The placement of uses that
would generate an incompatible noise
level in close proximity to existing
residential or tourist accommodation
uses? (TRPA 6e)

X

5.4.15-9. Exposure of existing structures
to levels of ground vibration that could
result in structural damage? (TRPA 6f)

X

5.4.15-1. Would the Project generate a substantial temporary or permanent increase in ambient
noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards established in the local general plan
or noise ordinance, or other applicable local, state, or federal standards? (CEQA XIIIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to noise
and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other than
modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.15-2. Would the Project generate excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise levels?
(CEQA XIIIb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.15-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.15-3. For a Project located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 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?
(CEQA XIIIc)
The B/ATCP amendment area is not within the vicinity of a private airstrip or within two miles of a public
airport or public use airport. The B/ATCP 56-acre amendment area is not located within Lake Tahoe
Airport Safety Zones as depicted in the City’s 2019 Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan (Figure 4-4). The
amendments would only result in changes to building height and roof pitch and therefore does not expose
people working in the project area to excessive noise levels from aircraft.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.15-4. Would the Project result in increases in existing Community Noise Equivalency Levels
(CNEL) beyond those permitted in the applicable Plan Area Statement, Community Plan or Master
Plan? (TRPA 6a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.15-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.15-5. Would the Project result in exposure of people to severe noise levels? (TRPA 6b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.15-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.15-6. Will the Project result in single event noise levels greater than those set forth in the TRPA
Noise Environmental Threshold? (TRPA 6c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.15-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.15-7. Will the Project result in the placement of residential or tourist accommodation uses in
areas where the existing CNEL exceeds 60 dBA or is otherwise incompatible? (TRPA 6d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.15-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.15-8. Will the Project result in the placement of uses that would generate an incompatible noise
level in close proximity to existing residential or tourist accommodation uses? (TRPA 6e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.15-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.15-9. Will the Project expose existing structures to levels of ground vibration that could result in
structural damage? (TRPA 6f)
See analysis for Question 5.4.15-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.16 Population and Housing
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to population and housing. Table 5-16 identifies
the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-16: Population and Housing
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.16-1. Induce substantial
unplanned 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)?
(CEQA XIVa)

X

5.4.16-2. Displace substantial
numbers of existing people or
housing, necessitating the
construction of replacement
housing elsewhere? (CEQA
XIVb)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.16-3. Alter the location,
distribution, density, or growth
rate of the human population
planned for the Region? (TRPA
11a)

X

5.4.16-4. Include or result in the
temporary or permanent
displacement of residents? (TRPA
11b)

X
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TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.16-5. Affect existing housing,
or create a demand for additional
housing?
To determine if the proposal will
affect existing housing or create a
demand for additional housing,
please answer the following
questions: (1) Will the proposal
decrease the amount of housing in
the Tahoe Region? (2) Will the
proposal decrease the amount of
housing in the Tahoe Region
historically or currently being
rented at rates affordable by lower
and very-low-income households?
(TRPA 12a)

X

5.4.16-6. Will the proposal result
in the loss of housing for lowerincome and very-low-income
households? (TRPA 12b)

X

5.4.16-1. Would the Project induce substantial unplanned 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)? (CEQA XIVa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to
population and housing and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the
B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.16-2. Would the Project displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, necessitating
the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? (CEQA XIVb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.16-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.16-3. Will the Project alter the location, distribution, density, or growth rate of the human
population planned for the Region? (TRPA 11a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.16-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.16-4. Will the Project include or result in the temporary or permanent displacement of residents?
(TRPA 11b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.16-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.16-5. Will the Project affect existing housing, or create a demand for additional housing?
(1) Will the proposal decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe Region? (2) Will the proposal
decrease the amount of housing in the Tahoe Region historically or currently being rented at rates
affordable by lower and very-low-income households? (TRPA 12a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.16-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.16-6. Will the Project result in the loss of housing for lower-income and very-low-income
households? (TRPA 12b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.16-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.17 Public Services
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to public services. Table 5-17 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-17: Public Services
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.17-1. Would the Project result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with the provision of new or
physically altered governmental facilities, or the 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:
Fire protection?

X

Police protection?

X

Schools?

X

Parks?

X

Other public facilities? (CEQA
XVa)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

X
Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

Will the proposal have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered governmental services in
any of the following areas?
5.4.17-2. Fire protection? (TRPA
14a)

X

5.4.17-3. Police protection?
(TRPA 14b)

X

5.4.17-4. Schools? (TRPA 14c)

X

5.4.17-5. Parks or other
recreational facilities? (TRPA
14d)

X

5.4.17-6. Maintenance of public
facilities, including roads? (TRPA
14e)

X

5.4.17-7. Other governmental
services? (TRPA 14f)

X
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5.4.17-1. 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: Fire protection? Police protection? Schools? Parks? Other public facilities?
(CEQA XVa)
The B/ATCP amendments would facilitate taller public or quasi-public building structures within the 56acre project area. The proposed amendments would allow public or quasi-public structures of up to 42 feet
within the 56-acre project area, an increase compared to the current regulations that limit height based on
Table 37.4.1-1 and Section 37.5 (Additional Height for Certain Buildings) of the TRPA Code. The
amendments would increase the maximum allowable building height using current regulations from 24 feet
(building with a flat roof on a flat building site) to up to 42 feet. The City of South Lake Tahoe Fire
Department’s new ladder truck is capable of responding to fire incidents in new or redeveloped multi-story
structures with the allowed additional height. Therefore, no impact is created with the change to allowable
height.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.17-2. Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: fire protection? (TRPA 14a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.17-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.17-3. Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: police protection? (TRPA 14b)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to police
protection and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other
than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.17-4. Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: schools? (TRPA 14c)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to schools
and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other than
modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.17-5. Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services: parks or other recreational facilities? (TRPA 14d)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to parks
and recreational facilities and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the
B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.17-6. Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services in maintenance of public facilities, including roads? (TRPA 14e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.17-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.17-7. Will the Project have an unplanned effect upon, or result in a need for new or altered
governmental services in other governmental services? (TRPA 14f)
See analysis for Question 5.4.17-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.18 Recreation
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to recreation. Table 5-18 identifies the applicable
impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce impacts to a
less than significant level.
Table 5-18: Recreation
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.18-1. 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? (CEQA XVIa)

X

5.4.18-2. Include recreational
facilities or require the
construction or expansion of
recreational facilities which might
have an adverse physical effect on
the environment? (CEQA XVIa)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

5.4.18-3. Create additional
demand for recreation facilities?
(TRPA 19a)

X

5.4.18-4. Create additional
recreation capacity? TRPA 19b)

X

5.4.18-5. Have the potential to
create conflicts between recreation
uses, either existing or proposed?
(TRPA 19c)

X

5.4.18-6. Result in a decrease or
loss of public access to any lake,
waterway, or public lands? (TRPA
19d)

X

5.4.18-1. 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? (CEQA XVIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to
recreation and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other
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than modification of building height and roof pitch standards. The amendments are proposed to permit
eventual development of public or quasi-public recreational facilities that would benefit the community.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.18-2. Would the Project include recreational facilities or require the construction or expansion
of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect on the environment? (CEQA
XVIb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.18-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.18-3. Will the Project create additional demand for recreation facilities? (TRPA 19a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.18-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.18-4. Will the Project create additional recreation capacity? (TRPA 19b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.18-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.18-5. Will the Project have the potential to create conflicts between recreation uses, either
existing or proposed? (TRPA 19c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.18-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.18-6. Will the Project result in a decrease or loss of public access to any lake, waterway, or public
lands? (TRPA 19d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.18-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.19 Transportation (CEQA) and Traffic and Circulation (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to transportation, traffic and circulation. Table 5-19
identifies the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required
to reduce impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-19: Transportation, Traffic and Circulation
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item
5.4.19-1. Conflict with a program,
plan, ordinance or policy
addressing the circulation system,
including transit, roadway,
bicycle, and pedestrian facilities?
(CEQA XVIIa)
5.4.19-2. Conflict with or be
inconsistent with CEQA
Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)? (CEQA XVIIb)
5.4.19-3. Substantially increase
hazards due to a design feature
(e.g., sharp curves or dangerous
intersections) or incompatible uses
(e.g., farm equipment)? (CEQA
XVIIc)
5.4.19-4. Result in inadequate
emergency access? (CEQA
XVIId)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

No Impact

X

X

X

X
Yes,

No, With
Mitigation

5.4.19-5. Generation of 100 or
more new Daily Vehicle Trip
Ends (DVTE)? (TRPA 13a)
5.4.19-6. Changes to existing
parking facilities, or demand for
new parking? (TRPA 13b)
5.4.19-7. Substantial impact upon
existing transportation systems,
including highway, transit, bicycle
or pedestrian facilities? (TRPA
13c)
5.4.19-8. Alterations to present
patterns of circulation or
movement of people and/or
goods? (TRPA 13d)
5.4.19-9. Alterations to
waterborne, rail or air traffic?
(TRPA 13e)
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Significant
Impact
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No
X
X

X

X

X
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5.4.19-10. Increase in traffic
hazards to motor vehicles,
bicyclists, or pedestrians? (TRPA
13f)

X

5.4.19-1. Would the Project conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing the
circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian facilities? (CEQA XVIIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to
transportation and circulation and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to
the B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-2. Would the Project conflict with or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15064.3,
subdivision (b)? (CEQA XVIIb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-3. Would the Project substantially increase hazards due to a design feature (e.g., sharp curves
or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm equipment)? (CEQA XVIIc)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-4. Would the Project result in inadequate emergency access? (CEQA XVIId)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-5. Will the Project result in generation of 100 or more new Daily Vehicle Trip Ends (DVTE)?
(TRPA 13a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.19-6. Will the Project result in changes to existing parking facilities, or demand for new parking?
(TRPA 13b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-7. Will the Project result in substantial impact upon existing transportation systems, including
highway, transit, bicycle or pedestrian facilities? (TRPA 13c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-8. Will the Project result in alterations to present patterns of circulation or movement of
people and/or goods? (TRPA 13d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-9. Will the Project result in alterations to waterborne, rail or air traffic? (TRPA 13e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.19-10. Will the Project result in increase in traffic hazards to motor vehicles, bicyclists, or
pedestrians? (TRPA 13f)
See analysis for Question 5.4.19-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.20 Tribal Cultural Resources (CEQA) and Archaeological/Historical (TRPA)
This section presents the analyses for potential impacts to tribal cultural, archaeological and historical
resources, discussing the Project impacts on tribal cultural resources related to the disturbance of
archaeological, historical, and Native American/traditional heritage resources. Table 5-20 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-20: Tribal Cultural Resources and Archaeological/Historical
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Has a California Native American Tribe requested consultation in accordance with Public Resources Code
section 21080.3.1(b)? Yes: X
No:
Would the project cause a substantial
adverse change in the significance of a
tribal cultural resource, defined in
Public Resources Code section 21074
as either a site, feature, place, cultural
landscape that is geographically
defined in terms of the size and scope
of the landscape, sacred place, or
object with cultural value to a
California Native American tribe, and
that is:

5.4.20-1. Listed or eligible for
listing in the California Register of
Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as
defined in Public Resources Code
section 5020.1(k)? (CEQA
XVIIIa)
5.4.20-2. A resource determined
by the lead agency, in its
discretion and supported by
substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set
forth in subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1.
In applying the criteria set forth in
subdivision (c) of Public
Resources Code Section 5024.1,
the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a
California Native American tribe.
(CEQA XVIIIb)
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item
5.4.20-3. Does the proposal have
the potential to cause a physical
change which would affect unique
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ethnic cultural values? (TRPA
20d)
5.4.20-4. Will the proposal restrict
historic or pre-historic religious or
sacred uses within the potential
impact area? (TRPA 20e)

X

5.4.20-1. Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical Resources, or in a local
register of historical resources as defined in Public Resources Code section 5020.1(k)? (CEQA
XVIIIa)?
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to cultural
or historic resources and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the
B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.20-2. Would the Project cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a tribal cultural
resource determined by the lead agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to
be significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section
5024.1? In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources Code Section 5024.1, the
lead agency shall consider the significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe. (CEQA
XVIIIb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.20-3. Does the Project have the potential to cause a physical change which would affect unique
ethnic cultural values? (TRPA 20d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.20-4. Will the Project restrict historic or pre-historic religious or sacred uses within the potential
impact area? (TRPA 20e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.21 Utilities and Service Systems (CEQA) and Utilities (TRPA)
This section presents the analysis for potential impacts to utilities and service systems. Table 5-21 identifies
the applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-21: Utilities and Service Systems
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.21-1. Require or result in the
relocation or construction of new
or expanded water, wastewater
treatment or stormwater drainage,
electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication facilities, the
construction or relocation of
which could cause significant
environmental effects? (CEQA
XIXa)

X

5.4.21-2. Have sufficient water
supplies available to serve the and
reasonably foreseeable future
development during normal, dry,
and multiple dry years? (CEQA
XIXb)

X

5.4.21-3. Result in a determination
by the wastewater treatment
provider that 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? (CEQA XIXc)

X

5.4.21-4. Generate solid waste in
excess of State or local standards,
or in excess of the capacity of
local infrastructure, or otherwise
impair the attainment of solid
waste reduction goals? (CEQA
XIXd)

X

5.4.21-5. Comply with federal,
state, and local management and
reduction statutes and regulations
related to solid waste? (CEQA
XIXe)

X
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TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

Data
Insufficient

No

Except for planned improvements,
will the proposal result in a need
for new systems, or substantial
alterations to the following
utilities:
5.4.21-6. Power or natural gas?
(TRPA 16a)

X

5.4.21-7. Communication
systems? (TRPA 16b)

X

5.4.21-8. Utilize additional water
which amount will exceed the
maximum permitted capacity of
the service provider? (TRPA 16c)

X

5.4.21-9. Utilize additional
sewage treatment capacity which
amount will exceed the maximum
permitted capacity of the sewage
treatment provider? (TRPA 16d)

X

5.4.21-10. Storm water drainage?
(TRPA 16e)

X

5.4.21-11. Solid waste and
disposal? (TRPA 16f)

X

5.4.21-1. Would the Project require or result in the relocation or construction of new or expanded
water, wastewater treatment or stormwater drainage, electric power, natural gas, or
telecommunication facilities, the construction or relocation of which could cause significant
environmental effects? (CEQA XIXa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to public
utilities and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other than
modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-2. Would the Project have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project and
reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry years? (CEQA
XIXb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.21-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.21-3. Would the Project 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? (CEQA XIXc)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-4. Would the Project generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or in excess of
the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the attainment of solid waste reduction
goals? (CEQA XIXd)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-5. Would the Project comply with federal, state, and local management and reduction statutes
and regulations related to solid waste? (CEQA XIXe)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-6. Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to power or natural gas? (TRPA 16a)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-7. Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to communication systems? (TRPA 16b)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-8. Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to utilize additional water which amount will exceed the maximum permitted
capacity of the service provider? (TRPA 16c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
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Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-9. Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to utilize additional sewage treatment capacity which amount will exceed the
maximum permitted capacity of the sewage treatment provider? (TRPA 16d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-10. Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to storm water drainage? (TRPA 16e)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.21-11. Except for planned improvements, will the Project result in a need for new systems, or
substantial alterations to solid waste and disposal? (TRPA 16f)
See analysis for Question 5.4.20-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.22 Wildfire (CEQA)
This section presents the analysis for potential impacts related to wildfire. Table 5-23 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-23: Wildfire
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

Is the Project located in or near state responsibility areas or lands classified as high fire hazard severity zones?
Yes: X
No:
If located in or near state
responsibility areas or lands
classified as very high fire hazard
severity zones, would the project:
5.4.22-1. Substantially impair an
adopted emergency response plan
or emergency evacuation plan?
(CEQA XXa)

X

5.4.22-2. Due to slope, prevailing
winds, and other factors,
exacerbate wildfire risks, and
thereby expose project occupants
to pollutant concentrations from a
wildfire or the uncontrolled spread
of a wildfire? (CEQA XXb)

X

5.4.22-3. Require the installation
of associated infrastructure (such
as roads, fuel breaks, emergency
water sources, power lines or
other utilities) that may exacerbate
fire risk or that may result in
temporary or ongoing impacts to
the environment? (CEQA XXc)

X

5.4.22-4. Expose people or
structures to significant risks,
including downslope or
downstream flooding or
landslides, as a result of runoff,
post-fire slope instability, or
drainage changes? (CEQA XXd)

X
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5.4.22-1. Would the Project substantially impair an adopted emergency response plan or emergency
evacuation plan? (CEQA XXa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to wildfire
protection and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes would occur to the B/ATCP other
than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.22-2. Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, would the Project exacerbate wildfire
risks, and thereby expose project occupants to pollutant concentrations from a wildfire or the
uncontrolled spread of a wildfire? (CEQA XXb)
See analysis for Question 5.4.22-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.22-3. Would the Project require the installation of associated infrastructure (such as roads, fuel
breaks, emergency water sources, power lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that
may result in temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment? (CEQA XXc)
See analysis for Question 5.4.22-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.22-4. Expose people or structures to significant risks, including downslope or downstream
flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire slope instability, or drainage changes? (CEQA
XXd)
See analysis for Question 5.4.22-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.23 Mandatory Findings of Significance
This section presents the analyses for mandatory findings of significance. Table 5-24 identifies the
applicable impacts, anticipated level of impact, and whether mitigation measures are required to reduce
impacts to a less than significant level.
Table 5-24: Mandatory Findings of Significance
CEQA Environmental
Checklist Item

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less Than
Significant
with
Mitigation
Measures

Less Than
Significant
Impact

No Impact

5.4.23-1. 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
an endangered, rare or threatened
species, or eliminate important
examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?
(CEQA XXIa)

X

5.4.23-2. 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)? (CEQA
XXIb)

X

5.4.23-3. Does the Project have
environmental effects which will
cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly
or indirectly? (CEQA XXIc)

X

TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist Item

Yes

No, With
Mitigation

5.4.23-4. Does the Project have
the potential to degrade the quality
of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish
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population to drop below selfsustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate a plant or animal
community, 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 or
Nevada history or prehistory?
(TRPA 21a)
5.4.23-5. Does the Project have
the potential to achieve short-term,
to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (A shortterm impact on the environment is
one which occurs in a relatively
brief, definitive period of time,
while long-term impacts will
endure well into the future.)
(TRPA 21b)

X

5.4.23-6. Does the Project have
impacts which are individually
limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may
impact on two or more separate
resources where the impact on
each resource is relatively small,
but where the effect of the total of
those impacts on the
environmental is significant?)
(TRPA 21c)

X

5.4.23-7. Does the Project have
environmental impacts which will
cause substantial adverse effects
on human being, either directly or
indirectly? (TRPA 21d)

X

5.4.23-1. 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 selfsustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal community, substantially reduce the number
or restrict the range of an endangered, rare or threatened species, or eliminate important examples
of the major periods of California history or prehistory? (CEQA XXIa)
The B/ATCP amendments would not alter, revise, conflict or obstruct the regulations pertaining to
biological resources (aquatic, wildlife, or plant) and proposes no changes to applicable policies. No changes
would occur to the B/ATCP other than modification of building height and roof pitch standards.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
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5.4.23-2. 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)? (CEQA XXIb)
The B/ATCP is a collection of both short- and long-term goals, policies, and measures designed to guide
the development of the plan area and support the Region in attaining environmental thresholds and other
important objectives. These goals, policies, and measures are inherently cumulative in nature as they are
applied over a long-term basis, for the planning area as a whole, and in compliance with City and TRPA
goals, policies, measures, and thresholds. The B/ATCP amendments do not propose new policies or
alterations to existing policies that would be cumulatively considerable.
Cumulative projects contemplated in the RPU EIS (TRPA 2012a) include Environmental Enhancement,
Land Management Plans, TTD/TMPO projects and programs, and other development projects. These
projects and programs also apply to the B/ATCP, and therefore, the proposed 56-acre amendment area. The
B/ATCP amendments do not propose specific projects for which cumulative impacts could be analyzed.
The Regional Plan EIR cumulative impacts analysis applies to the amendment area regardless of the
Community or Area Plan in which it is located.
Scenic Resources
As discussed in the analysis, the B/ATCP amendments would alter building height and roof pitch standards
for public or quasi-public buildings within the 56-acre project area; however, the proposed changes would
be highly limited and subject to TRPA’s additional height findings to ensure the scenic threshold is
maintained, if not improved. The existing B/ATCP scenic protections would not be altered, and all
permitted projects would still be required to meet the TRPA scenic threshold non-degradation standard.
Therefore, the B/ATCP amendments would not contribute to an adverse cumulative effect on scenic
resources.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.23-3. Does the Project have environmental effects which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human beings, either directly or indirectly? (CEQA XIXc)
As described above, projects permitted under the B/ATCP amendments would require project-level
environmental review and would be required to comply with applicable TRPA, federal, state, and City
regulations, including protections for human health and safety. The amendments only address building
height and roof pitch and the potential for new impacts to humans is low. Therefore, implementation of the
amendments would not create a substantial direct or indirect adverse effect on human beings.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.23-4. Does the Project have the potential to degrade the quality of the environment, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a
plant or animal community, 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 or Nevada history or
prehistory? (TRPA 21a)
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See analysis for Question 5.4.23-1.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.23-5. Does the Project have the potential to achieve short-term, to the disadvantage of long-term,
environmental goals? (TRPA 21b)
The B/ATCP implements the TRPA Regional Plan’s policies, ordinances, and land use controls designed
specifically to achieve long-term environmental goals, and the City’s policies, ordinances, and land use
controls which are also designed to achieve long-term goals and guide City development over a period of
decades. The B/ATCP amendments would not alter this long-term goal, nor does it propose changes to land
use or design that would be substantially different from what is currently allowed or that achieve a shortterm goal at the expense of long-range planning for the area. While short-term impacts could occur during
redevelopment activities, redevelopment projects have the potential to achieve long-term goals. Since the
proposed amendment area is currently developed with recreational land uses, new permanent alterations to
previously undeveloped land would not occur, and redevelopment projects are anticipated to support
environmental, social, and economic improvements.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.23-6. Does the Project have impacts which are individually limited, but cumulatively
considerable? (A project may impact on two or more separate resources where the impact on each
resource is relatively small, but where the effect of the total of those impacts on the environmental is
significant?) (TRPA 21c)
See analysis for Question 5.4.23-2.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.
5.4.23-7. Does the Project have environmental impacts which will cause substantial adverse effects
on human being, either directly or indirectly? (TRPA 21d)
See analysis for Question 5.4.23-3.
Environmental Analysis: No Impact.
Required Mitigation: None.

SEPTEMBER 2021

B/ATCP AMENDMENT – 56-ACRE

PAGE 94

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

5.5

REFERENCES

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act. 1972. (California PRC Division 2. Geology, Mine and Mining
Chapter 7.5 Earthquake Fault Zoning)
Ascent. 2013. TRPA Regional Plan Update Final Environmental Impact Statement. October 24, 2013.
Stateline, Nevada.
Bailey, R.G. 1974. Land Capability Classification of the Lake Tahoe Basin, California - Nevada. U.S.
Forest Service, Department of Agriculture in cooperation with the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency, 32 pages.
Bryant W.A., Hart E.W. 2007. Fault-Rupture Hazard Zone in California: Alquist-Priolo Earthquake
Fault Zoning Act With Index to Earthquake Fault Zone Maps. Sacramento, California.
Drennan, Jim. 2020. Personal Communication with Fire Chief Jim Drennan, South Lake Tahoe Fire
Rescue. March 25, 2020.
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection. 2013. Solid Waste Disposal Site Permit – Lockwood
Regional Landfill, Permit #SW214R03. https://ndep.nv.gov/uploads/land-waste-solid-permitdocs/lockwood-permit-rev03.pdf.
TRPA. See Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 1993. Lake Tahoe Scenic Resources Evaluation. Stateline, Nevada.
_____ . 1995 (October). Bijou/Al Tahoe Community Plan. Stateline, Nevada
_____ . 2012a (April 25). Regional Plan Update, Draft EIS. Stateline, Nevada.
_____ . 2012b (October 24). Regional Plan Update Final EIS. Stateline, Nevada.
_____ . 2012c (December 12). Code of Ordinances. Stateline, Nevada.
_____ . 2012d (December 12) Regional Plan. Stateline, Nevada.
_____ . 2012e (April). 2011 Threshold Evaluation, Draft. Stateline, Nevada.
_____ . 2012f (October 24). Staff Summary to the TRPA/TMPO Governing Board and Advisory
Planning Commission. Exhibit of Existing Development Statistics and Maps. Stateline, Nevada.
United States Department of Agriculture, Natural Resources Conservation Service. 2007. Soil survey of
the
Tahoe
Basin
Area,
California
and
Nevada.
Accessible
online
at:
http://soils.usda.gov/survey/printed_surveys/. Site accessed August, 2018.

SEPTEMBER 2021

B/ATCP AMENDMENT – 56-ACRE

PAGE 95

INITIAL STUDY/INITIAL ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

