The date, location, and general nature of amendments for the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit are

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
Amendments to 1988 Forest Plan

listed below, for amendments written after 1988.

Date Location Amendment Topic

12/2/88 | EIS, map packet The Environmental Impact Statement and its accompanying map
packet clarified regarding OHV use and to include Granite Chief
Wilderness (preservation).

12/2/88 | EIS, map packet The Watson Management Area should be designated as Timber Stand
Maintenance.

3/13/89 Practice 42 The IPES system will be used to refine the system of land allocation.
IPES will be used to identify parcels of land less than 5 acres in size
for acquisition, and the Bailey Land Capability System will be used
for larger parcels.

6/1/90 Proofreading errors were corrected.

6/1/90 Map packet Added that the Pope-Baldwin Recreation area is closed to winter
motorized use.

6/1/90 Page 1-4 The Land Area and Shoreline statistics were updated.

6/1/90 Sensitive Plants, Modified table “Sensitive Plants of the Lake Tahoe Basin” to change

Chapter 3, page Ill- | the number of population sites of Silene invisa from unknown to 1.
17 Added to table a new sensitive plant species, Arabis rigidissima var.
demota.

6/1/90 Sensitive Plants Changed this statement: “Riorippa subumvellata, a plant which grows
Chapter 3, 111-16/17 | on Lake Tahoe’s beaches, is the-enly one of the sensitive species

subject to human disturbance.”

6/1/90 Dispersed Added language that Dispersed Recreation Facilities may be located
Recreation Facility | on land capability classes 1-7, and when located on class 1-3 land,
Construction special findings must be made.

Practice 2, Chapter
\Y/

6/1/90 Practice 3, Chapter | Changed text slightly to comply with new national direction, deleted

v sentence restricting recreational residences that have certain sewage
systems to 10-year permits, and added sentence allowing consideration
for disability-related modifications to recreation residences.

6/1/90 Range Deleted reference to fences as only method of restricting livestock
Improvements access, and included “riparian” as another resource value that could be
Practice 21, Chapter | damaged.

\Y/

6/1/90 Water Quality Added land capability class 3 to list of classes where outdoor
Maintenance and recreation facilities and public works projects are allowed under
Improvement certain circumstances.

Practice 30, Chapter
v

6/1/90 Land and Resource | Added detailed language regarding implementing the Wild and Scenic
Management Rivers Act.

Practice 35, Chapter
\Y/

6/1/90 East Shore Beaches, | Change wording to correct the statement that parking should be
Chapter 4 reduced, not eliminated, and to clarify a roadside parking issue.

6/1/90 Echo Management | Delete statement that term permits expire on 1/20/99, and change

Area, Chapter IV

Proposed Resolution of Issues and Concerns to state the parking




Date Location Amendment Topic
situation will be analyzed during this plan period.
6/1/90 Emerald Bay Modified Practice #3 to reflect current Washington Office policies.
Management Area,
Chapter 4

6/1/90 Fallen Leaf Modified Practice #3 to reflect current Washington Office policies,
Management Area, | and add that recreation residences will not be allowed to be enlarged.
chapter 4

6/1/90 Meiss Management | Change Dispersed Recreation Management practices 7 and 8 to show
Area, Chapter 4 that areas are closed to all motorized vehicles in winter and summer.

6/1/90 Mount Rose Include statements that portions of the Mt. Rose Wilderness are in this
Management Area, | management area.
Chapter 4

6/1/90 Round Hill Clarify that the future use determination for Round Hill Pines will be
Management Area, | scheduled before the end of the plan period.
Chapter 4

6/1/90 Tahoe Valley Modified Practice #3 to reflect current Washington Office policies.
Management Area,
Chapter 4

6/1/90 Appendix A Change the listing of future use planning needs to include only Round
Hill Pines Resort and Camp Chonokis.

6/1/90 Appendix G Update the Recreation Facilities list to include areas within the Round
Hill management area, and update the Angora Lakes management
area.

April Chapter 1 Add “Fishery Management Plan for Lahontan Cutthroat Trout in

1991 California and Western Nevada Waters.”

April Practice 7, Chapter | Change to include protection of water quality and critical fish and

1991 v wildlife habitat.

April Practice 12, Chapter | Add wording regarding timber management.

1991 [\

April Practice 15, Chapter | Add wording regarding beaver management.

1991 [\

April Practice 22, Chapter | Add wording regarding timber management.

1991 \Y/

April Practice 28, Chapter | Reword policy for reforesting created openings.

1991 \Y/

April Practice 53, Chapter | Add requirement for downed logs for wildlife needs.

1991 \Y/

April Practice 54, Chapter | Add requirement to minimize charring of downed woody material

1991 [\ retained for wildlife.

April Practice 58, Chapter | Create this practice restricting timber harvest near streams.

1991 v

April Add Grass Lake Moss Bog to the national Research Natural Area

1992 system.

January Add interim guidelines for management of the California spotted owl

1993 habitat.

March Correct designation of Sawmill Pond Junior Fishing Reserve to

1995 recreation area.

August The Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan was significantly changed,

1996 resulting in changes to the Forest Plan in the areas of visual quality,

boundaries, and practices for the Heavenly Valley Management Area.




LT3MU Land and Resource
Management Plan FEIS
December 2, 1988

ERRATA SHEET

These errata are the known errors in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit's
Final Envirconmental Impact Statement and 1its accompaning map packet.

MAP PACKET;

Summer OHV Map

Winter OHV Map

Visual Quality

Objective

Alternative A

Alternative B

Alternative C

Alternative D

Alternative E

Alternative F

Alternative G

Alternative H

For clarificetion purposes, the 4WD roads within areas
labeled 1, north of Hell Hole in the Freel -Roadless
Area and to the east of Stanford Rock, are closed to
motor vehicles.

Though not shown on this map, the thirty acres of
Cranite Chief Wilderness in the vicinity of Twin
Peaks® is closed to motorized travel.

" Though not shown on this map, the 30 acres of Granite

Chief Wilderness in the vicinity of Twin Peaks® are
classified Preservation.

Missing Granite Chief Wilderness (30 acres) in the
vicinity of Twin Peaks.®

Missing Granite Chief Wilderness (30 acres) in the
vicinity of Twin Peaks.®

Missing Grenite Chief Wilderness (30 acres) in the
vicinity of Twin Peaks.*

Missing Granite Chief Wilderness (30 acres) in the
vicinity of Twin Peaks.*

Missing Cranite Chief Wilderness (30 acres) in the
vicinity of Twin Peaks.®
Missing Granite Chief Wilderness (30 acres) in the
vicinity of Twin Pezks.®
Missing Cranite Chief Wilderness (20 acres) in :the

vicinity ol Twin Peaks.®

Missing Granite Chief Wilderness (30 acres) in -hs
vicinity of Twin Peaks.*

(* For the boundary of Granite Chief Wilderness in the LTDMU. please rclerence
the Blackwood Management Area map in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan. page 56.)



. LTEMU Land and Resource
Management Plan
December 2, 1988

ERRATA SHEET

These errata are the known errors in the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit's
Land and Resource Management Plan.

FOREST PLAN:

Watson Management Area The small piece of national forest land on the map
Chapter 4; Page 172 in the SW1/4 of section 31 should be designated
Prescription®10, Timber Stand Maintenance. It is

unlabeled in the map.




United States Forest Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

Depanment of Service P.O. Box 731002
Agriculture South Lake Tahoe, CA 95731-7302

(916) 573-2600

Reply to: 1820

Date: June 1, 1990

Dear Forest Planning Panicipant:

We have identified some areas in the Forest Plan which need correction or clarification. Simple correc-
tions are addressed in the enclosed Errata Sheet 2. (The first errata sheet was sent out with the Forest
Plan.) Amendment Set 1, also enclosed, changes the content of the Forest Plan in response to needed
clarification, new information, and situations requiring modified management direction. These amend-
ments are important to keep the Forest Flan an up-to-date working tool.

Please note that when the Santini-Burton Act was amended on March 13, 1989, the Forest Plan was also
amended by reference. This amendment modified the system used to determine the eligibility of lands
for consideration under the Santini-Burton Land Acquisition Program to include the Individual Parcel
Evaluation System (IPES). This decision is enclosed.

The enclosed Update Sheet 1, updating landownership status at Lake Tahoe, is provided for your
information. Its information has not been incorporated into the Forest Plan.

The proposed amendments are not significant since they are minor changes which will not after the
multiple use goals and objectives for long term land and resource management. The enclosed Decision
Memo documents this decision, which is subject 1o appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217. However, the
enclosed Decision Notice regarding the Santini-Burton Land Acquisiion Program is no longer appeal-
able, as the appeal period lor that decision has expired.

It you have any questions, concerns, or comments, we encourage you (o discuss them with us. The
Planning Depanment can assist you: (316) 573-2600. We will conuinue to work with you to improve the
content and implementation of the Forest Plan.

Sincerely,

- ik ,-_—-—:
a2
'"ROBERT E. HARRIS
Forest Supervisor

enclosures

“A"'S“ Caring tor the Land and Serving People
U ' FS-6200-280(4:88)



1950

DECISION MEMO
_ for
FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT SET 1
AND ERRATA SHEET 2

El Dorado and Placer Counties, California
Washoe and Douglas Counties, Nevada
Carson City Rural Area, Nevada

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
USDA, Forest Service

PROPOSED ACTION:

It is my decision to implement Forest Plan Errata Sheet 2 and Amendment Set 1, which will:

(1) correct wording, grammer, mapping, and editing errors made during Plan publication;

(2) provide clarification in areas that were unclear;

(3) modity management direction 10 be consistent with new policies, National direction, and law; and
(4) incorporate new information.

After more than a year of implementation, editing errors were identified. These errors were corrected in the
enclosed Errata Sheet 2. (Errata Sheet 1 was distributed with the Forest Plan and its related environmental
documents.)

Amendment Set 1 involves changes in the Forest Plan. For instance, a new sensitive plant species was
recently discovered in the Lake Tahoe Basin. This information has been added to the Forest Plan.

National direction for the Forest Service recreation residence policy is changing. Forest Plan direction wil
change to reflect the new policy, which is currently being developed in the Forest Service Washington Ofice.

Some Standards and Guidelines required additional clarification and/or added wording to be consistent with
local policy. New direction was added to look at the potential eligibility and suitability of the Truckee River
under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act.

Public involvement, since the Plan was approved for implementation in December 1988, has focused primarily
around contacts with Forest Plan appellants, including the Calilornia Antorney General's office, the League
to Save Lake Tahoe, the Wilderness Society, the Sierra Club, the High Sierra Motorcycle Club, California
Association of Four Wheel Drive Clubs, California O#t-Road Vehicle Association, Calilornia Depanment of Fish
and Game, Sierra Pacific Industries, and Bill Derrick. Friends ol the River pointed out a void in the Plan
regarding Wild and Scenic Rivers.

REASONS FOR CATEGORICALLY EXCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION:

An environmental analysis v.as conducied for this proposed action. As a result of the analysis, a getermination
has been made that the action is in a category of acticns that are excluded from documentiation in 2n
Environmental Assessment or an Environmental Impact Statement. That category of exclusion is Administra-
live Actions, pursuant to FSH 1908.15, Chapter 26.1b.

It was also cetermined through the environmental analysis that there were no exiraordinary circumsiances
existing with this proposal that might cause the action to have environmentally significant effecs.



FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS AND POLICY:

Most corrections and changes made in this Forest Plan Amendment and Errata only provide clarification of
existing Plan direction. An exception is the new provision for a Wild and Scenic River evaluation for the
Truckee River. However, the interim management direction required for the study river is consistent with
current Forest Plan direction. The multiple use goals, objectives, and priorities identified in the Forest Plan
will not change. Forest Service policy, as stated in 36 CFR 219.10(" and FSM 1922.5, allows Forest Plan
amendments to be adopted resulting from analysis conducted during Plan implementation. Amendments are
also permitted when the Forest Interdisciplinary Team recommends changes resulting from monitoring and
evalualing Forest Plan implementation, as per FSM 1922.5, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and FSM 1822.7.

IMPLEMENTING DATE:

This decision will be implemented ninety calendar days afer the last legal notice is published. |

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OR APPEAL OPPORTUNITY:

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to Forest Service regulations. To initiate an appeal, a written notice
of appeal must be filed with the Reviewing Officer, Regional Forester, USDA Forest Service, 630 Sansome
Street, San Francisco; California, 94111 on or before September 7, 1950, which is at least 90 days {rom the
date this decision is posted in the legal section of the Tahoe Daily Tribune, the Tahoe World, and the Tahoe
Bonanza. The copy of the notice of appeal must be filed simultaneously with my office. As a minimum your
notice of appeal must: include your name, address, and telephone number; identify this decision being
appealed (include the title of this document, its date, and the name and title of the Forest Officer who signed
it); specity that portion of the decision that you object to and why you cbject; identity the specific change(s)
in the decision that you seek. Your appeal can be dismissed if the preceding information is not included in
the notice of appeal.

CONTACT PERSON.:

Jon Hoeler, Planning Staft Officer
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
P.0. Box 731002

South Lake Tahoe, California 95731
(916) 573-2600

Approved by: | 7/ ’4’;2{44777(/ —ﬁ//fo

r 4

Forest Supervisor ‘gate
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| i (3500)
DECISION NOTICE and !
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
for
AMENDMENT of the LAND ACQUISITICN PLAN
PUBLIC LAWw 96-586

d of Decision for implementing the Santini-Burton Act l2

s Decision Notice amends the Recor ;
1982, by Zane G. Smith Jr., Regional Forester,

yuisition program spproved on January 21,
-ific Southwest Region.

ysten for selecting lands for acquisition as authorized by t
y decision will podify the systea used to determine the
Acquisition Prograno.

is my decision to refine the s
tini-Burton Act. PL 96-586. M
gidility of lends for consideration under the Santini-3urton Land

vsten recently developed by the Tzhoe Regionel Planning Agency (TRPA) celled the INDIVIDUA
CZL EVALUATION SYSTEM (IPES), lor=s the prizary basis for the refinesent. IPES will be

ed to the system for icentifying parcels S acres and under eligible for acquisition. All
cels of land with an IPES score at or below the TRPA's “top rank" (currently established &
) or those with stream environment zone (SEZ) as cdeteroined by IPES will be consicered
ironzentally sensitive and thus eligible for acquisition. The sensitivity and eligibility
- acquisition of larger uninmproved acreage parcels (generally above 5 acres), including lo=
k lands depicted on the acquisition plan maps, would be based on the Bailey Land Capabili:
tes. Also, IPES scores will be used a&s a ranking in helping deterzine acquisition
orities. Highest priority for acquisition will be those parcels with the lowest IPES

res. Lowest priority will be those parcels having a high IPES score with only a soall

unt of SEZ and low risk lands.

s decision is based upon en environzental analysis that is documented in the Environoental
esszent (EA), titled Aczendoent of the Land Acouisition Plan Public Law 96-586. My decisic:
to izpleczent Alternative Nuczber Three, which is the preferred alternative in the ZA.

. reason for selecting this action is that IPES elioinates the cany problezs essociated wit
ping inoccurscies in the current plan zops. Use of IPES also cakes the Forest Service Lan
uisitiun ‘progran ocore consistent with sisiler acquisition progra=zs of the states of
ifornia and Nevada. Both stotes haove asdopted IPEZS for use in deterzining envircnzental
ysitivity and.eligibility for purchase. K

er alternatives considercd were the No Action and the IPES Only alternative. The proposed
-ion will not have a significant effect upon the huszan environzent. As a refinezent of the
~~ent scquisition plan it dces not couse & substanctisol chonge in environzentel consequences
dcscribed in the EIS. Therefore, I es caking a finding of No Significent Izpact, and will
. preparc an Environzental lcpoct Statezent or asend the orig:nal £IS. ’

» Land and Resource Mansge=ent Plan for the Lake Tahoe Zasin Managezent Unit is also esende

this cdecision. Asendzent of the plan is necessary tO =3i1ntdin ceasistency wiih the

sagcoent circction ident:ificd in this cecisica. Tne stancard and guiceline for icontifyin:
2 -

.

L=

d eligible for ocquisition uader outhor:ity of PL €6-325, Praciice 52, :s c=ended cn pag
8 of the Land and Recscurce Manogeszent Plan. It is a nen-significant ecsenlzent ol the ;la;

-

s decision is subject to adzimisirative rewiew (epgcol) pursvent o 16 CFR 217, o5 rew
cctive February 22 1C89.
AL A 9

fou
(8}
U
(3]

. . /
T . s
yroved by /,//'/Hl:—':_%r{;{“/\:zwv __; -/j '_f/g
. Hobert Z. Harrisg - daze

Forest Supervisor



LTBMU Land and Resource

Management Plan
June 1, 1990

ERRATA SHEET 2

These erraca are the known errors in the Lake Tahoe EBasin Management Unit's

Land and Resource Management Plan,

indicates new language.
FOREST PLAN:

Dispersed Recreation
Chapter 3; Page III-l4

Wilderness
Chapter 3; Page III-21

Practice 54
Chapter IV; Page IV-44

Desoclation Mgt. Area
Chapter 4; Page IV-64

Fallen Leaf Hzt. Area
Chapter 4; Page IV-89

Freel Management Area
Chapter 4; Page 1V-94

Genoa MA
Chapter IV; Page IV-103

Heavenly Vallev M3
Chapcter 1V;

Mc. Rose MA
Chapter 4; Page IV-143

Vatson Management Area
Chapter &4; Page IV-172

MAP PACKET:

Yinter QHV Mapo

Page IV-108

/// indicates deleted language; _

Last line.
Change "XJ7f" to "1978".

Bottom third of page.
Change "Y979" to "1978".

Prescribed Fire practice: Change "¢@plYdygg" to
"emplov" in the fourcth Standard and Guideline. --

Under Pracrtice 11- Wilderness Management, correct
PYrYid lichen species to bryoria lichen species.

Under "8- Dispersed Recreation - Winter": change
“"from Fallen Leaf Lake Road yggY east to South
Lake Tahoe".

Delete "6. Wilderness" from the map key.

Proposed Resoluation of Issues and Concerns. Change
in =3: "YeYALA/PEPAYERERE/BE/VIER/ARS/CAFE" To
"Nevada Department of Wildlife."

Proposed resolution of Issues and Concerns. Change
in =4: "Air quality and traffic impacts of an
enlarged ski area will be Ag¢gppYisHgd micicaced
through the ctransport of visitors to the base
facilicies by other means than the autcmobile."

Under =1 under Issues, Concerns, and Opportunicies,

change "IAcYiy¢/QRergxAY/IAPYSYeRerL/PIsEYIcE” <o
“lncline Village General Improvement Disiricc.”

Management prescription for the parcel of National
Forest System land in Section 32, T16N R17E was
inadvertan:zly lef: off. It should be Prescription
10, as it was designated in the DEIS.

The Pope-Baldwin Pecreation area is closed to vinter
This area is norcth of Highway 89,

-

ahoa

motorized use.
hetween the timerald Bay State Park boundary and

Keys.



upPDATE SHEET 1

The following is an update of the "lLand Area and Shoreline by Jurisdiction”
table found on page 1-4 of the Forest Plan. This update is provided for
information only. Acreage figures for the management areas and for other
porctions of the plan will not be adjusted at this time.

LAKE TAHOE BASIN LAND AREA AND SHORELINE
(revised September 30, 1989)

LTBMU Acreage Inside Tahoe Basin Lake Tahoe
Land Area Shoreline
(acres) (miles)
California.....cooesionssasn e e v 195,070 41.4
NEeVEdE. cov v nereenoanssnasonsns 50,080 29.6
Total land Aread . oicvsermomemussssnaimsss 205,250 71.0
PREERE". 4 - Bineirst s w o Fbrin v 53 8 31,380
El DOragd0 e ssesswnmenase 82,308
ALPinG.:vovsvsasssmomunnay 4,216 : total: -
Total National Forest in California...... 117,904 3.5
VashoB. ...ocecsnioonsassin 9,836
CRE SO Scaiits s x o = 0 mpeiiukion ¥ 4 5 BIE08 3,660
Douglag. .o . uacoivns AR 17,401 ctotal:
Total National Forest in Nevada.......... 30,897 7.7
Total National Forest land............... 148,801 11.2
Octher public lands
California State Parks......... 7,179 10.2
Nevada State Parks............. 6,950 4.1
Nevada Tahoe Basin Act......... 53
California Tahoe Conservancy... 4,500 0.4
Incline Village GID............ 1,682 ‘ 0.6
Mashoe Counzy.........couvvunnn 67 .-
Douglas CounTy.........cconuunn 533 -
Placer CounTy......cccuuvevnnnn 184 (w/ E1 Dorado)
El Dorado County......cuouvverenn 12 2.4
TOCRL v o vevvim s e s esi 3 5 6 3 6§ Wi sy = & ¢ @varel & 21,160 17.7
Total public ownership................... 169,961
Privacze/other ownership in California 25,391 24.5
Private/other ownership in “evada.... -. 5.898 17.8
Total private/other ownership........ 35,289 42 .3
LTE¥U Acreage Outside the Tahoe Easin
Mationrnal ForesT ..........cccnironnn 2,907
Qther ownECSNAP .. iwwssosnwnndanemes 738
TOBAL tn vv v nimononinnnsnmomnossissississsains 3,695
TOTAL: TCTAL
NATIONAL FOREST OWNERSHIP IN THE LTZMU....... 151,738 11.2



LTEMU Land a2nd Resource
Marnagement Flan
June 1. 1690

These amendments are changes to the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit's Land end

Resource Manageoent Plan.

language.

FOREST "PLAN

Sensitive Plants
Chapter 3; Page 1II-17

III-16/17

Practice 2
Chapter 1IV; Page IV-19

Practice 3

Chapter 1V

Page IV-20

Page IV-20

/// indicates deleted language: ____ indicates new

AMENDMENT SET dz

Modify Table III.6 "Sensitive Plants of the Lake
Tahoe Basin" to change the number of population sites
of Silene invisa on NF lands from "unknown" to 1.

Add to the table a new sensitive plant species,
Arabis rigidissima var. demcta. Its canagement
sensitivity is 3, and there is one population site cn
National Forest land. The number of sites on other
lands is unknown.

Change "Rorippa subumbellata, a plant which grows on
Lake Tahoe's beaches, is rHe/grly one of the
sensitive species subject to human disturbance".

Dispersed Recreation Facility Construction: Add to
the first Standard and Guideline "Such facilities may
be located on land cepability classes 1-7. When
located on class 1-3 land, the following findings
nust be made:

a) The project by its very nature must be sited on
environmentally sensitive land;

b) There is no feasible a2lternative which avoids
encroachment on these lands; and

¢) The impacts are fully mitigated through the
application cf E¥MP and restoration of comparably
disturbed land at the rate of 1.5 to 1 for
disturbance beyond that which is a2llowed {or the Land
Capability Svstem."

Change the following text to conply with the new
national cdirection:

S&G Paragraph #9: “Peraits for recreation residences
within 100-yvear flood plain, avalanche path, unstable
areas, or other hazardous situation, require a clause
stating that substantial camage caused by the hazard
will cause the pernit to te reyoked reevaluated.”

SLC Paragraph =10: "Continue existing recreation
resicdencas until a/fitire/dse/dafasaifiacicn an
2nalvsis incdicates one or zore cf the following

c2ncéiticns exisc.”

Wl



Page IV-20

Page IV-20

Practice 21
Chapter 1V; Page IV-29

Practice 30
Chapter IV; Page IV-33

Page IV-34

Practice 35
Chapter IV; Page IV-36

S&C Paragraph #1l1: "Térs/rersirs/fef/recrearica
redidences/Will/AdE/exceed/ 10/ Yedrs/vhere/ ig/Fedéral
goyernident/Nad/Borag/a/subsLantidl/perEich/ef /i
COSE/Ee/iRsTalL/2/sevpge/eolIgcLicn/sysred//or/¥iere
VAIVERE /Have/ Besh/granted/ Py /SLALe/AULRSrLILIgs/for
FULY/EXPSrE/BF/ Sevige/vasLe/"

SLG Paragraph #11: "Recreation residences will not
be allowed to expand in size to handle larger nuabers
of people or allowed additional impervious surface
coverage. The exception is where the Forest Service
or other regulatory agencies require additions to the
residence for such improvements as toilet facilities.
Modifications to assist persons with disabilities nay
be considered. - If the required addition cannot be
accommodated within the existing land coverage,
additional coverage may be authorized."

Range Improvements practice: change S&G Paragraph 2:
"Consirier/ férceéd/fd Prevent livestock from

entering recreation and urbanized areas, highway
corridors, areas of steep or otherwise sensitive
soils, and where riparian and other resource values
could be damaged."

Water Quality Maintenance and Improvement practice:
change S&G Paragraph #7: "Permit outdoor recreation
facilities in SEZ and on land capability classes [
gngd/2 1, 2 and 3 where they are a part of long range
development plans, where the nature of the activity
pust be so sited, where there is no feasible
alternative, where it is fully mitigated, and where
disturbed SEZ beyond allowed coverage is restored at
150% of the amount disturbed."

Change SLG Paragraph #8: “Permit public works
projects (roads, trails, utilities, etc.) in SZZ and
on lanéd capability classes I/gnd/2 1. 2 ané 3

where necessary for heal:th, safety, or environmental
srotection, where there is no reasonable alternative,
where the izpacts are fully mitigated, and where
disturbed SZZ beyond allowed coverage is restored at
130% of the zzount disturted.”

Land and Resource Managecent Planning practice:
“Create SLG Paragraph #5: Ioplement the Wild and

Scenic Fivers Act byv:

a) Cencductinz an eligibilitv assessment for the
Toickee Fiver. .f the -~iver. ©r cegment thereol. Is
glicinie, scnecule a suitanilityv.Assessment. wntil a
cacis10n :§ =made rerariing the siver's status., tne
Foilgwins iazarcin monocemeat will te in ellect:

1, To :=e exten:z tha:t the Forest Service :s
Altmori-eq urcer 12w O c2nzrol strean ioccunczents
ang civersicms. -he frea rlewing charac:iaristics of
tne Trucse2 niver will nc: be modified




East Shore Beaches
Chapter 4; Page IV-69

Pages IV-69/70

Echo MA )
Chapter IV; Page IV-75

Page IV-76

Emerald Bay MA
Chapter 4; Page IV-81

Fallen Leafl MA
Chapter IV; Page IV-88

2. Outstandingly remarkable values for the Truckese
River will be identified, protected and. to the
extent practicable, enhanced.

3. Management and development of the Truckee River
and its corridor will not be modified to the degree
that potential eligibility or classification will be
affected (i.e., cannot be changed from wild to scenic
or scenic to recreational)."

Change S&G Paragraph #2-Dispersed Recreation Site
Construction: "Provide parking and associated
improvements for 850 PAOT at suitable locations off
Highway 28 to g¢lifiifidfé reduce the roadside
parking."

Change S&G Paragraph #46- Road Maintenance:’

"Install barriers or other devices to prevent
roadside parking where it has been determined to be a
visual, safety apd or water quality management
problem."

Change S&G Paragraph #3- Private Sector Recreation.
"A single future use determination will be made for
all the private sector improvements in this
management area since ALl/férp/peérdirs/expire/dn
JArvArY/30//1999//4nd their continuance
substantially determines the character of the area
for the future."”

Make the following changes to the Proposed Resolution
of Issues and Concerns:

(1) "The parking situation will be analyzed gs
BArE/of/clig/ furdre/ Mg/ ceterdiddtion/of /perdirs/id
Elé/dred/dnd/sModld/Be/conplérdd/Béfdré/I999 curing
this plan period."”

Change S&LG, Practice #3- Private Sector Recreation:
'‘Plan/tneg/furdre/\isé/of/tHe/E2erdId/Bay/récredrion
residence/tract/pridr/ o/ thé/edplrdrion/of /Lhig
Peralrs/i4/1991/" REPLACE WITH:

Evaluation and cdecisions regarding Recreation
Resicence Authorization renewals will be cevelcoed in
accorcance with the Recreation Resicence Final Policy
(wnich is now [1990] being develcped in the
Washincton O0ffice. Federal Register notice of :thre
policv is expected later this vear).

Change SLG, Practice #3- Private Sector Recreeticn:
Prior/rd/rte/expiration/of /Liély/perslrs///Tre
peralrid/at/Spring/Creek!/AIpind/Fallsl/Sianford!/end
FAllen/Lear/iddge/trdces/expire/17/2001,//Tvcse/az
LIV vaKe) /Tish/Aredery)/Aigorad/Lékés//dnd/pars/of
Lie/Fellsn/ eal /Erace/expirg/1n/I921/" REPLACE WITH:



Page

Meiss Mgt. Area
Chapter IV,; Page

Page

Mt. Rose MA
Chapter 1V; Page

Page

Roundhill M3
Chapter IV; Page

Tnhoe Vallev MA
Chapter IV; Paoge

Page

Iv-88

IV-140

Iv-1h0

IV-143

IV-144

Iv_

b
u
o

Iv-1353

Evaluaticn and decisions regarcding Recreation
Residence Authorization renewals will be developed in
eccordance with the Recreation Resicdence Final Policy
(which is now [1990] being developed in the
Washington Office. Federal Rergister notice of the
policy is expected later this year).

Add under the previous paragraph:
"Recreaticn residences will not be zllowed to enlarge
in capacitv or land coverage."

Change S&G, Practice #7- Dispersed Recreation
Management - Summer:
"Closed to all motorized vehicles."

Change S&G, Practice #8- Dispersed Recreation
‘lanagement - Winter.
"Closed to 2ll motorized vehicles."

Add to the nmanagement area description: -
"The Nevada Wilderness Protection Act of 1989
designated the Mt. Rose Wilderness, a portion of
wnich lies in this management area."

In the Resource Management Emphasis, change:

of the mansgement area as part of the Mt. Rose
Wilderness."

Proposed Resolution of Issues and Concerns. Make the
foellowing change to #2:

"The future use cdeteraination for Round Hill Pines
résore/liad/begrd/sclieddled/fér/1990/ will be

scheduled telore the end of the plan cericd.”

Change SLG, Practice #3- Developzent and
Adainistration of Private Sector Recreation.
“PEraifs/vill/AUrNOr1zeé/¢onEinidd/ Fedredricn/ed
ERroMghi/I999///Thé/devw/persicis/i11/Be/siBiedr/ g
sddifisanicn/or/dlrigdtidg/seasres/tHAL/2dy /B¢
reqiired/ro/proftect/Iié/environdent/or/rad/cs3dfdra/ s
LHeA/urredL/FOrEsSL/SEry 1E6/$0116y/" REPLACE WITH:

Evaluation end decisions regardinz Recreaticn
Fesidence Authorizaction renewals will be cdevelecped in
accordance with the Recreat:ion Pesicence Final Policy
{wihich is now [1980] being developed in =ne
““asningtcn Office. Federzl Rezister rotice of the
celicr s expected later this vear),

Conducr/a/firdre/vse/dateralngeidd/[rLD]/F2r
Sridgs/iécrearidn/Recrearisni/Tréc/before/ e/ perilits
tersinare, in/2091/d4d/ fér/Ueser/Tihickes/Traci/terlors
rie/perairs/reraiddre/in/1922/" REPLACE WITH:

r



Appendix A

Page A-1

Appendix G
Page G-1

G-2

G-3

Evaluation and decisions regarding Recreation
Residence Authorization renewals will be developed in
accordance with the Recreation Residence Final Policy
(which is now [1990] being developed in the
Washington Office. Federal Register notice of the
policy is expected later this vear).

Make the following changes to the Planning Needs and
Research appendix:

(#10) "“Future Use Determinations for:

- Round Hill Pines Resort #/¢pnpléfe/By/1990.

7 /RecredLidn/ redidendds/ I/ tie/Echd/Lakes [ /EHd
Supdit/And/EderAlId/BAY/Areds///complere/By/1991/)

- Camp Chinokis."

tlake the following changes to the Recreation
Facilities appendix: -

Under Private Sector Resorts and Facilities ...
change the Management Area for Zephyr Cove and Round
Hill Pines from Gengd/PeaK TO Roundhill.

Under Swimming Beaches ... change the Management Area
for Nevada Beach from G2figd/PeaK TO Roundhill.

Under Interpretive Sites ... change the Management
Area for Logan Shoals from Ggpnga/PeaKk TO
Roundhill.

Under Recreation Facilities Supporting Dispersed
Recreation ... ADD Angora Lakes; Management Area:
Fallen Leaf; Type of Use: Parking; 1987 PAOT total:
“200, below Bayview Trailhead.
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DECISION MEMO

: for
FOREST PLAN AMENDMENT SET 2

El Dorado and Placer Counties, California
Wwashoe and Douglas Counties, Nevada
Carson City Rural Area, Nevada

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
USDA, Forest Service

PROPOSED ACTION:

It is my decision10 implement Forest Plan Amendment Set 2, which will refine the direction provided in specific
sections of the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest
Plan) pursuanttothe May 1990 Setilement Agreement berween the LTEMU, the California Department of Fish
and Gamz (DFG), and the California Depanment of Parks and Recreation (State Parks). This agreement was
the result of negotiations between the three agencies 10 resove the issues raised in the DFG appeal of the
LTBMU Forest Plan. :

After more than a year of negotiation, minor changes in the wording and direction in the Forest Plan were
identified that resolved the concerns identified in the DFG appeal. Such changes were documented and
agreed to by the Forest Service, DFG (appellant), and State Parks (intervenor) in the May 1990 Settlement
Agreement. This decision officially incorporates the terms of this Settiement Agreement inio @ formal amend-
ment of the LTBMU Forest Plan.

Some Standards and Guidelines required additional clarification t0 satisfy the panticipants in the negotiation.
Management direction is essentially unchanged. An agreement was also made that the Forest Service will
develop 2 Riparian Area Management Practice. Currently, management direction for riparian areas is dis-
persed throughout numerous practices in Chapter 4 of the Forest Plan. Until that practice is deve'oped,
existing Forest Plan direction will be supplemented by one additional interim Standard and Guideline penain-
ing to umber management within the stream zone.

public involvement, since the Plan was approved in December 1988, has focused primarily around contacts
with Forest Plan appellants, including the Calitornia Attorney General's office, the League 10 Save Lake Tahoe,
1he Wilderness Society, the Sierra Club, the High Sierra Motorcycle Club. California Association of Four Wheel
Drive Clubs, California O4-Road Vehicle Association, California Depanment o! Fish'and Game, Sierra Pacilic
Industries, and Bill Derrick. State Parks, as an intervenor in all of these appeals, has also been involved in
discussions.

REASONS FOR CATEGORICALLY EXCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION:

Environmental analysis was conducted for this proposed action. As a result of the analysis. 2 getermination
has been made thal the aciion is in a category of actions that are excluded from cocumentation in an
Environmental Assessment of an Environmen:al Impact Siatement. That calegory ol exclusion is ACministra-
live Actions, pursuant to FSH 1€09.15, Chapter 26.1D.

It was also determinec through the environmental analysis that there \were nNo exiraorcinzry Circumsiances
_ existing with this proposal thal might cause the action to have environmentally signiicant eitects.



FINDINGS REQUIRED BY OTHER LAWS AND POLICY:

Changes made in this Forest Plan Amendment provide clarification of existing Plan direction. The multiple use
goals, objectives, and priorities identified in the Forest Plan will not change. Forest Service policy, as stated
in 36 CFR 219.10(f) and FSM 1922.5, allows Forest Plan amendments 1o be adopted resulting from analysis
conducted during Plan implementation. Amendments are also permitted when the Forest Interdisciplinary
Team recommends changes resulting from monitoring and evaluating Forest Plan implementation, as per
FSM 1922.5, 36 CFR 219.12(k), and FSM 1822.7.

IMPLEMENTING DATE:

This decision will be implemented forty-five calendar days after the legal notice is first published in the Tahoe
Daily Tribune.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OR APPEAL OPPORTUNITY:

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to Forest Service regulations. To initiate an appeal, two copies
of your written Notice of Appeal must be filed with the Reviewing Officer, Regional Forester, USDA Forest
Service, 630 Sansome Street, San Francisco, California, 94111 on or before May 27, 1991, which is forty-five
days from the date this decision is first posted in the legal section of the Tahoe Daily Tribune (April 12, 1891).
It will also be published in the Tahoe World and the Tahoe Bonanza. As a minimum your notice of appeal
must: include your name, address, and telephone number; identify this decision being appealed (include the
title of this document, its date, and the name and title of the Forest Officer who signed it); specify that portion
of the decision that you object to and why you object; identify the specific change(s) in the decision that you
seek. Your appeal may be dismissed if the preceding information is not included in the Notice of Appeal.

CONTACT PEOPLE:

Lisa O'Daly or Joe Oden

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
870 Emerald Bay Road, Suite 1
South Lake Tahoe, California 96150
(916) 573-2600

— 7

7 , i S /
B s e [ s ”%/

/ Forest Supervisor cate

Approved by:




April 1991

Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
Forest Plan Amendment 2

The enclosed Forest Plan amendments reflect the results of the May 1990
Settlement Agreement between the USDA Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit (LTBMU), appellant the California Department of Fish and Came
(DFG), and intervenor the California Department of Parks and Recreation.

Lo 5

These amendments are changes to the LTBMU Land and Resource Management Plan.

/// indicates deleted texct, indicates new wording.
Chapcter I Add to the list of plans incorporated into the Forest
page 2 ‘Plan by reference: "Fishery Management Plan for

Lahontan Cutthroat Trout in California and Western
Nevada Waters" - 1986.

Practice 7 Change Practice 7, Dispersed Recreation Management -
Chapter IV Summer as follows:
page 22 “f) Identify potential summer and winter OHV

‘routes that can be developed consistent with
environmental and management guidelines, including
protection of water quality and critical fish and
wildlife habictat, with special emphasis placed on
minimizing conflicts between users and urban areas.

Practice 12 Change Practice 12, Nonstructural Wildlife Habirtac
Chapter IV Management, as follows:
page 26 ADD: "When timber management is selected to

modify foresc habitat, the location and extent of
openings and the poctential for type conversion,
reforescacion, and timber stand improvement will be
evaluated and selected as necessary Lo ensure chac
wildlife objectives are achieved.”

ADD the following after the seral stage description:
"Evaluate opportunities to manage and imorove
diversicy through timber management and wilcdlife
habitat improvement activities on a vatershed or
management area level, zs well as basinwice.

"In created noenings lareer than two acres. &4-5
of the freen scand, preferrably in cdispersed <lumo
will be retained for snag recruiiment, excepnt in
areas wnere it would conflict with obiectives Ior
tvoe conversion. In odenings smaller than f-o acres,
retention of ctrees for snag recruitmen: will be
considered in project olanninz.”

Amendment Set 2 - 1



Practice 1
Chapter IV

Practice 2
Chapter IV

5

page 27-28

2

page 30

Change the third Standard and Guideline (5&C) as
follows: '

"Provide and maintain at least three down logs per
acre in fipPgygd forested areas to meet the need
of dependent species such as shrews, chipmunks,
golden mantled ground squirrel, and raccoons. Z)¢
X2/ SRBUXR/ PR/ IR/ Y ALY ERE/EXAER R/ SE/SELAY //AE/XRARE
Y2/ iReRES/ IR/ dXARELEX /ARR/ 208/ EgeE/XSE/ These

should be hard logs if available and at least 12
inches in diameter and 20 feet long. Retain all

large or soft decomposing logs as comsistent with

other management objectives. In harvested areas.
recain at least two slash piles per acre for wildlife
cover and retain a minimum of 10% of the area in
untreated slash where consistent with fire protection
and recreation/visual qualitv objecctives."

Change Practice 15, Nomstructural Fish Habitat
Management, to add the following S&Gs:

"Where beaver populations are negatively impacting
the fishery resource, appropriate measures will be

taken in cooperation with the State to control the

localized population.

"Large woody debris will be left or repositioned
in stream channels unless channel stability needs
dictate otherwise."

Change Practice 22, Timber Management - General, to
add the following S&Gs:

"When timber management is selected to modifv
forest habitat, the location and extent of openings
and the potential for tvpe conversion, reforestzcion,
and timber stand improvement will be evaluated and
selected as necessarv to ensure that wildlife
objectives are achieved and to achieve optimum
benefits for visual quality, recreation, and
wvatershed protection.

"In created openings larger than two acres, 4-46%
of the green stand, preferrably in dispersed clumps,
will be recained Zor snag recruitment, excepdt in
areas where it would conilict with objectives f{or
tvype conversion. In openings smaller than two acres,
retencion of trees for snag recruitment will be
considered in proiect planning.”

Change S&GC =2 as follows:

"Planning for vhere, when and how timber will be
cut will be conducted on a watershed by watersned

Amendment Set 2 - 2



Practice 28
Chapter IV

page 32

Practice 53
Chapter IV

page 43-44

Pracctice 54
Chapter IV

page 44

Practice 58
Chapter IV

-

basis Ir/g¥eN/A/RARREL/AS/ LS/ IREAYE/SPELITHA
Biﬂﬁiiﬂ#/fﬁt/?ﬂgﬁﬁ#ti7¢/¢i##i#iﬁi//#il#Iiﬁﬁ/ﬁ#Bi##:/
JigAAY JANAYEEY 1 2 ESLRARIPT/ FPESY PARLE LR/ AVA
WALEYSHERS/PYREELLign. Introduction of forest

openings shall be based on an inventory of early
successional stage needs (see practice 13)."

Replace the first S&G under Practice 28,
Reforestation, as follows:

DELETE: "Refgrfsr/HAvyesres/spenings/eneess
LT e Y PR ATy S A LST /WA PR RR /S LEEHET RS/ APPEPFY 278
Y L il T _

ADD: "Created openings will not be reforesced
when tvpe conversion for vegetative diversity is

-determined appropriate in project level planning."”

Add the fdllbwing'sac to Practice 53, Fuel Treatment:

"Provide and maintain at least three down logs per
acre in forested areas to meet the need of depencent

species such as shrews, chipmunks, polden mantled
ground sguirrel, and raccoon. These snould be hard
logs if available and at least 12 inches in diamecer
and 20 feet long. Retain all large or soft _
decomposing logs as consistent with other management
obiectives. In harvested areas, retain at least two
slasn piles per acre for wildlife cover and retz:in a
minimum of 10% of the area in untreated slasn where
consistent with fire protection and recreation/visual
gualicty objectives.”

Add to the last S&C under Practice 54, Prescribed
Fire, as follows:

"Design prescribed fire activicties to avoid adverse
affects on soil and water resources and minimize
charring of downed woody paterial recained for
vildlife. Flame height will not exceed two feecr
vithin 50 feet of stream courses or on wetlands
unless higher intensities are required to achieve
specific objectives.”

Create Practice 58, Riparian and Stream Environren:
Zone (SZZ) Management. Pending completion of cre
final practice description and its associated S&GCs,
the folloving incerim S&G will be in elfecct:

n
04
4]

"Tirper harvest will not be permitced wicthin 100
of oerennial screams and 50 feetr from incermicizen
sctreams. Removal of hazard trees, for water cual
prozection, or for planned tvpe conversions will

CF fe=drr |rny
o

excepted."

Amendment Set 2 - 3
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_ 4=mdlnited States Forest Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit
T{ . ?partment of Service 870 Emerald Bay Road, Suite 1
\\h_#ﬁgriculture South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

(916) 573-2600 IDD 541-4036

Reply to: 1950

Date: April 13, 1992

I am pleased to announce that the Chief of the Forest Service has added Grass
Lake Moss Bog to our national Research Natural Area (RNA) system. The Lake
Tahoe Basin Management Unit“s Forest Plan (1988), which you received either in
full or in summary, recommended the area for designation. Establishment of the
RNA preserves Grass Lake”s 360 acres as representative of the sphagnum bog-type
ecosystem in the northerm Sierra Nevada.

The RNA system provides a national network of undisturbed ecological areas
preserved in perpetuity for research and education, and to maintain biolcgical
diversity. RNA“s provide unique opportunities for nonmanipulative research,
observation, and study, also serving as baselines for measuring long-term
ecological changes.

Designation of Grass Lake RNA fills an important gap in the Forest Service”s
California RNA system as the largest and best example of a sphagnum bog. Bogs
and peatlands are very rare natural communities in California. Over 270
species of vascular plants are known in the RNA vicinity, which provides
excellent opportunities for studying montane bog and meadow ecology and
vegetation succession. Further, Grass Lake RNA represents the only remaining
undisturbed site for the study of pollens and spores in the Sierra Nevada. The
pollen record at Grass Lake contains information on climatic and vegetation
changes over the last 10,000 to 15,000 years.

The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, in conjunction with the Pacific Southwest
Forest and Range Experiment Statiom, will prepare a plan for the management of
chis RNA. If you have an interest in the preparation and contents of this
plan, please contact my Planning Department at the above address.

The Chief”s decision is appealable to the Secretary of Agriculture. A Notice
of Appeal prepared pursuant to 36 CFR 217.9(b) must be filed by June 1,1992,
and sent as described in the attached Decision Notice/Designation Order.

/ LT ]
_?7-; b g .,,(¢tr-p

ROBERT E. HARRIS
Forest Supervisor

~

enclosure

@ Caring for the Land and Serving People
EC £90n %@ /T 8N



DECISION NOTICE/DESIGNATION ORDER

Declslon Notice
Finding of No Significant Impact
Designation Order

By virtue of the authority vested in me by the Secretary of Agriculture under regulations 7 CFR 2.42, 36
CFR 251.23, and 36 CFR Part 219, | hereby establish the Grass Lake Research Natural Area. it shall be
comprised of lands described in the section of the Establishment Record entitled *Location.*

' The Regional Forester has recommended the establishment of this Research Natural Area in the Record
of Decision for the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan. That
recommendation was the resuft of an analysis of the factors listed in 36 CFR 219.25 and Forest Service
Manual 4063.41. Results of the Regional Forester's Analysis are documented in the Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement which

are available to the pubilic.

The Grass Lake Research Natural Area will be managed in compliance with all relevant laws, regulations,
and Forest Service Manual direction regarding Research Natural Areas. It will be administered in accordance
with the management direction/prescription identified in the Establishment Record.

| have reviewed the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP)
direction for this RNA and find that the management direction cited in the previous paragraph is consistent
with the LRMP and that a Plan amendment is not required.

The Forest Supervisor of the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit shall notify the public of this decision
and will mail a copy of the Decision Notice/Designation Order and amended direction to all persons on
the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Land and Resource Management Plan mailing list.

Based upon the Environmental Analysis, | find that designation of the Grass Lake Research Natural Area
is not a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality of the human environment (40 CFR 1508.27).

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR Part 217. A Notice of Appeal must be in writing
and submitted to:

The Secretary of Agriculture
14th & Independence Ave., S.W.
Washington, D.C. 20250

and simultaneously to the Deciding Officer:

Chief (1570)
USCA, Fcrest Service
P.O. Box 96090
Washington, D.C. 20090-6090

The Notice of Appeal prepared pursuant to 36 CFR 217.9(b) must be submitted within 45 days from the
date of legal notice of this decision. Review by the Secretary is wholly discretionary. If the Secretary has
not decided within 15 days of receiving the Notice of Appeal to review the Chief’s decision, appellants
will be notified that the Chief's decision is the final administrative decision of the U.S. Department of

Agricufture (36 CFR 217.17(d)).




Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

United States Forest
_ Department of Service 870 Emerald Bay Road, Suite 1
Agriculture South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
: (916) 573-2600; TTY 541-4036

Reply to: 1950

Date: January'22, 1993

Dear Friends:

On January 13, 1593, Regional Forester Ron Stewart amended the Lake Tahoe Basin
Management Unit (LTBMU) Land and Resource Management Plan (Forest Plan). At
the same time, nine other Forest Plans, and the Pacific Southwest Region‘s
_Regional Guide, were also amended. As a holder of a copy of the LTBMU Forest
Plan, please keep this amendment with the others you have received over the
past four years of Forest Plan implementation.

The Regional Forester’s amendment provides interim guidelines, anticipated to
be in place for two years, for management of California spotted owl habitat on
National Forests in the Sierran province. The interim guidelines address
timber, fuels and owl management Standards and Guidelines, and reflect the
findings of the State of California/Forest Service technical team that
investigated the biological aspects of the owl. This team determined that the
strategy previously in place would not protect the viability of the spotted
owl; consequently, these interim guidelines provide a short term strategy for
protection and management of spotted owl habitat until a longer term strategy

is developed.

The LTBMU will be analyzing options for this longer term strategy. The results

of this analysis may or may not result in an amendment to the LTBMU Forest
Plan. If you would like to be involved in the environmental analysis for this

project, please write to Robert McDowell, Planning Staff Officer, at the
letterhead address and you will be placed on a mailing list specifically for

this planning effort.

I appreciate your continued interest in the LTBMU.

rd

Sincerely,

ROBERT E. HARRIS
Forest Supervisor

Enclosure

Caring for the Land and Serving People
S FS-6200-28b(4/88)
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" " UNITED STATES FOREST PACIFIC REGIONAL OFFICE

DEPARTMENT OF SERVICE  SOUTHWEST 630 SANSOME STREET
AGRICULTURE REGION SAN FRANCISCO, CA 93111

REPLY TO: 2670

DATE: JAN13 1993

Dear Interested Public:

Enclosed you will find a copy of the Decision Notice which documents my decision for the California Sportted
Owl Interim Guidelines Environmental Assessment. The environmental assessment analyzed alternative
management strategies for the Sierran population of the Califonia spotted owl and disclosed the potential

environmental effects of their implementation.

The Decision Notice amends the Regional Guide and ten Forest Plans which include: Eidorado, inyo, Lassen,
Modoec, Plumas, Sequo;a. Sierra, Stanislaus, and Tahoe National Forests, as well as the Lake Tahoe Basin

Management Unit.

The Forest Service needed to do this assessment because of our responsibility to manage habitat for the owl
on National Forests in accordance with the requirements of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and
its implementing regulations. The regulations (36 CFR 219.19) require that wildlife habitat be managad to maintain
viable populations of existing native and desired non-native venebrate species well-distributed throughout the

area.

The Interim Guidelines are intended to be a short-term strategy which will be in place for appraximately two
years or until a longer-term strategy to maintain viability of the owl is adopted.

The Environmental Assessment is available for review at Forest Service Regional Offices nationwide, Forest
Service National Headquarters in Washington D.C., and all California National Forest and Management Unit
Supervisor's Offices.

It you have any questions about this assessment, please contact Chris Jauhola, Fisheries and Wildde Management
Statt Director at (415) 705-2884. Thank you for your continued interest in National Forest Management

RONALD E. STEWART
Regional Forester

Enclosures

-.




DECISION NOTICE
and
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
for
CALIFORNIA SPOTTED OWL SIERRAN PROVINCE
INTERIM GUIDELINES '

PacHic Southwest Region
USDA-Forest Service
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DECISION NOTICE
and
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
for L=
CALIFORNIA SPOTTED OWL SIERRAN PROVINCE
INTERIM GUIDELINES

Pacific Southwest Region
USDA-Forest Service

l. Introduction

An environmental assessment (EA) has been prepared to describe alternative management strategies for the Sierran
population of the Calfornia spotted owl (owl) and disclose the potential environmental effects of their implementation.
The assessment area encompassed the tollowing National Forests: Eldorado, Inyo, Lassen, Modoc, Plumas, Sequoia,
Sierra, Stanislaus and the Tahoe, as well as the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit. The California Spotted Owl
Interim Guidelines EA is available for review at the Pacific Southwest Regional Office, at all of the Forest Supervisor's
Offices within the Region and in the washington Office.

Il. Proposed Action

The proposed action is to amend the Regional Guide and ten Forest Plans to provide for management of the owl for
an interim period. The interim amended Standards and Guidelines will be in effect until a longer-term strategy 1o
maintain viability of the owl is analyzed and adopted. Specffically, this longer-term strategy will consider recommenda-
tions of the Policy Implementation and Planning Team (refer to Section Ill, Coordination with the State of Califormia).
The Interim Guidelines are intended to bridge the time gap between the current obsolete strategy and the longer-term
strategy. It is expected that the process to develop the longer-term sirategy will take approximately two years.

Iil. Purpose and Need for Action and Project Objectives

The Forest Service has a need to manage habitat for the owl on National Forests in accordance with the requirements
of the National Forest Management Act (NFMA) and its implementing regulations. The regulations (36 CFR 219.19)
require that wildife habnat be managed 1o maintain viable populations of exisung natve and desired non-native
verebrate species well-distnbuted throughout the planning area.

Recent studies have demonstrated that current direction, i.e. maimenance of a Sported Owl Habnat Area (SOHA)
network, does not assure that viability of the owl will be maimtained. Both the Conservation Strategy for the Northern
Spotted Owl (May 1990) (commonly known as the ISC Report) and the Caldomia Sponed Owl Repont (July 1992)
(CASPO Report). prepared by the Caltomia Sponed Owi Techrical Assessment Team (T echnical Team), concluded
that the SOHA strategy for managing sponed owls would likety lead to extunction of the species.

The CASPO Report made two addtional observations: (1) timber harvest practices have led to a senous dechne in
the number of large, old trees which are preferred by the owl. and (2) the threat of stand-destroying fires must be
considered in any strategy. The purpose of the proposed action is 10 respond to these studies In developing a
management strategy for the owl that will maintain population viability.

In order to be effectve, any shor-term strategy must provide for maintenance of management options for the owl
Therefore, t mustinclude the essential elements for maintenance of viabilty, as identtied in tne CASPO Repon. While

DN -2



owl viability is the primary objective, the' CASPO Repon states a desired opiecﬁve is 10 rpaintain spotted owls
throughout Sierran conifer forests ia a manner compatible with some level of timber production.

The specific project objectives were:

Protect known owl nest stands (or main roost stands if nest stands are not known) from any significant
modification.

Protect very large, old trees in those Sierran timber strata which provide suitable owl habitat
Reduce the threat of stand-destroying fires.

The CASPO Report directed its recommendations toward timber management activities on public lands because they
can have the most extensive effects on owl habitat. Therefore, this proposed action only addresses timber, tuels and
owl management Standards and Guidelines. There are currently adequate procedures to analyze, miigate and
address effects of non-timber projects on the owl.

Coordination with the State of California

In 1991, the State of California and the Forest Service formed two investigatory, advisory teams. The first team formed
was the Technical Team. ts charter was to produce a report on the California spotted owl (the CASPO Report) which
would: analyze and interpret relevant information on owl biology; characterize habnat attributes; evaluate current land
management practices; evaluate a range of options to achieve an amount and configuration of suitable habitat 1o
provide for the long-term maintenance of the owl throughout its range; and identity research, inventory and monitorng
needs.

The second investigatory, advisory team formed was the Policy Implementation Planning (PIP) Team. Concurrently
with this analysis, the PIP Team has been examining and evaluating ahernative institutional approaches for implemen-
tation of the recommendations of the Technical Team. The charter for their analysis is to minimize economic,
environmemtal and social costs. The Forest Service analysis of the longer-term strategy will use recommendations
of the PIP Team. Issuance of these recommendations is currently scheduled for spring, 1993. Refer to Section X -
Related Future Actions. :

IV. Decision and Rationale for Selection

i is my decision o select Atemnative 2 (CASPO recommendations) for implementation of the internm guideliﬁes for
management of the Sierran province of the California spotied owl. This Decision Notice amends the Regional Guide
and the ten affected Forest Plans, documents my selection of this ahematve and discloses the reasons for my
decision.

Both Aternatives 2 and 3 respond to the purpose and need for action 10 maimain species viabilty, while Ahemative
1 (No Action) does not provide reasonable assurance that viabilty of the owl will be maintained. Ahernatrves 2 and
3 respond 1o the project objectives of protecting known owl nest stands and very large, oid trees, while Alternative
1 does not protect these stand elements nearty as well.

Anernative 1 continues the cemury-long trend of replacement of the onginal forest of large, widely-spaced trees with
a young, dense even-aged forest. In addition, historical fire exclusion and selecive harvest of lire-tolerant species
have increased the percentage of fire-intolerant species in mixed conifer stands. The physical charactenstics of whie
fir, in particular low crowns and high crown density, make stands containing whre fir more suscepuble to torching
or crowning. -

The confer species found in the mid-elevations of the Sierra Nevada decrease in fire tolerance as they decrease in
size, and smaller trees are usually younger trees. Therefore, the continued reduction In average stand age, which
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is a typical result of Aternative 1, and the relatively high existing percentage of fir, will reduce the overall tolerance
of the forest to fire and will make the overall forest highly susceptible to crewn fire) The continuation of this trend
through the direction from current Forest Plans will almost centainty lead 10 more and more large, stand-destroying
fires. Large, high intensity fires render habitat unsuitable for owls for periods of up to a century.

Atermnative 2 recommends practices which will increase the average age of forest stands and will also increase the
overall tolerance of the stands to fire. it recommends silvicuftural guidelines which will reduce fuel ladders on treated
acres. Stands treated under these guidelines will be more tolerant of surface fire intensities and will have fewer of the
physical characteristics that promote the propagation of torching and crown fires. The recommendations tor wide-
spread underburning address the problem of reducing surtace fire intensity.

However, the requirements for Aternative 2and 3 tor log and snag retention make large scale underburning programs
difficutt, expensive and impractical. In addition, these requirements will increase the difficulty and cost of fire suppres-
sion. The conflict between the intent of the recommendation to reduce the incidence of tires which render owl habitat
unsuitable and the requirements for retention of logs and snags will have to be resolved in the development of a
longer-term strategy for the owl. Resolution of this conflict is beyond the SCope of this analysis because data to
suppon an aftemnate strategy is not available. Implementation of Arernative 2 will require monitoring and additional
studies which identity the rangeé of logs and snags which a self-sustaining owl population requires. Further quantifica-
tion of the actual risk 10 owl habitat trom stand-destroying fire is also needed as pan of a longer-term proposal.

Both Atematives 2 and 3 tend to retain more large trees and increase the average age of stands by removing small
wrees. These alternatives increase the tolerance of stands 10 surface fire and remove many trees that could carry fire
from the ground into larger trees. Due to more acres projected for treatment in Alernatve 2. this atternative nas this
beneficial effect to a greater degree. However, none of the three alematives, due 1o the relatively small acreages
projected for treatment, would significantly aner the fire regime in the shon term.

In conclusion, Atemative 2 best meets the combination of project objectives. While both Alternatives 2 and 3 meet
the objectives of maintaining imponam elements of owl habnat, Ahernative 2 better meets the objective of reducing

the threat of stand-destroying fires than Altemative 3.

V. Brief Description of the Selected Alernative

This aftemnative proposes implememation of the recommendations of the Technical Team. The primary features of
Alemative 2 are: :

For the Eldorado, Lassen, Plumas, Sequoia. Sierra, Stanislaus and Tahoe National Forests:

Maintain the base habttat contained within the SOHAS in accordance with Forest Land Management Plans. It
a SOHA, or portion thereol, is rendered unsuftable by a catastophic ever such as awildfire, remaining sunable
owl habitat within the SOHA shall be mainained. However. inere IS no requirement that these SOHAs enher
be replaced or that additional habntat be added 10 the SOHAs.

Establish a 300-acre Protected Activity Center (PAC) around all currently known spofted owl stes in the ow
range. Within these PACs. no stand ahenng activities will generally be allowed 10 occur except for some hgr
fuels management activties. The CASPO Repon stated that sponed owls are still widely and fairty event
distributed throughout conder forests of the westem Sierra Nevada Theretore, establishmem of PACs ©
known owl sites is sufficiert to mainain options for a jonger-term straegy.

Within strata preferentially selected for nesting by owls (Selected strata) which are outside of PACs, or
commercial entry is allowed dunng the intenm penod. nO removal of live trees 30 inches in diameter Drez
height (dbh) or larger is allowed and retention of 40 percent of the pasal area and canopy closure 1S maintain:

in the largest trees available. .

—— e
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Within strata utilized, but not preferred for nesting by owls (Other strata), one commercial entry is allowed
during the interim period, nogyemoval of live trees 30 inches dbh or larger is allowed, and retention of 30 percent
of the basal area (at least 50 square feet of basal area per acre) is retained in the largest trees available.

in both Selected and Other strata, the largest 4-8 snags (dead and/or trees expected to die within six months)
per acre are maintained (may be averaged over the harvest unit). The number of snags to be left is dependent
on the diameter of snags available for retention. In addition, fuel treatments to remove surface and ladder fuels
and protect owl habitat are encouraged and an average of at least 10-15 dry tons per acre of large dead and
down matenal is retained. '

Adaptive management is allowed in two situations: (1) When a project-specific biological evaluation demon-
strates that the objectives of the CASPO recommendations may be better achieved through an alternate
prescription, and (2) when projects are designed as administrative studies and coordinated with the Pacific
Southwest Forest and Range Experiment Station (PSW), or with an oversight team established for this purpose.
On each National Forest, administrative studies are limited to no more than two percent of the lands identified
as *suitable for imber production® in the Forest Land Management Plans.

On lands where these requirements are implemented, project-driven owl surveys will not be required.

For the Inyo and Modoc National Forests and for the Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU):
The Modoc and Inyo National Forests, and the LTBMU contribute less than one percent of the known owl sites
on National Forest land in the Sierran province. Owls surveys are required only within suitable owl habitat. If
owls are detected, their habitat will be managed in accordance with the Modified Cumulative Effects Analysis
(CEA) process described in Anemalive 3.

For the Lassen, Plumas, Tahoe, Inyo and Modoc National Forests and for the LTBMU:
Pure eastside pine habitat is not considered 1o be suftable and is not analyzed in detail in the EA. However,
there is a small subset of suitable habitat within the eastside pine type (primarity fairly well-stocked pine stands
with a white fir understory). When a project is proposed within this sunable area. the area will be surveyed for
owls. Where owls are detected, the area will be managed using the Moditied CEA process.

The Technical Team has concurred with habitat management on the Modoc, Inyo and LTEMU, and with eastside pine

management

Vl. Alternatives and Scope of the Analysis

The ahematives were developed by the Interdisciplinary (ID) Team using the process directed by the Natonal
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). This process provided a range of choices for managing resources within the project
area. There were three altematves considered in detail for this analysis. They are: Arernatve 1-No Action (retain
current Regional Guide and Forest Plan direction); Alemnate 2.CASPO Repon recommenadauons; and Anernative
3-Modified CEA process. '

Ahernative 1 would have continued management of the owl in accordance wrth current Forest Plan Standards and
Guidelines. As is discussed in the foliowing secuon (Altematrves Not Considered in Detail), the CEA process currently
in use was designed to enable the Forest Service 0 preserve management options {or the owi until the Technical
Team completed nis analysis and the appropriate legal procedures could be followed for implementation of a new
strategy. Utilization of the CEA process did not change Regional Guide or Forest Plan Standards and Guidelines for
the owl. The No Action Alternative would continue implementauon of the SOHA network system and the Forest Plans.
The Modoc and Inyo National Forests. and the LTBMU do not have SOHAs because these Forests have Imie owl
habnat. They have been managing the owl! through protection of idenufied owl sites.
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Ahternative 3. proposed continuation of the CEA process currently in use. but with modifications from the CASPO .
Repont to respond better to the project objectives. The Modified CEA process is driven by identitication of owl use
areas, which is based on presence of suitable habitat and location of owls. T the available habitat is less than the
acreage thought to be necessary for owl use, no harvest of green timber is generally allowed within this habitat.

Modifications to the CEA process include the creation of PACs, with the same management guidelines as Alernative
2. Within Selected and Other strata, the same management guidelines are provided as for Other strata in Alternative
2. Management guidelines for snag and dead and down retention are also the same as Alternative 2. Management
of the SOHAs will also be the same as for Alternative 2. Atternative 3, in essence, identifies owl use areas and generally
allows no green timber harvest in suitable habitat within these areas. except where available habitat exceeds owl
needs. Outside of the protected suitable habitat, CASPO guidelines are applied. Project-driven owl surveys are also
not required for Alternative 3.

VIl. Alternatives Not Considered In Detall

There were many alternatives considered which were not developed in detail. Two alternatives suggested by the
public were also evaluated by the Technical Team which developed the CASPO Report. They are: (1) Habnat
Conservation Areas and (2) establishment of 4,500 acre protected activity centers around owl locations. These
strategies were dismissed trom detailed consideration because they would not adequately provide for protection from
stand-destroying fires, which was an objective of the analysis.

Continuation of the current CEA process (without modification) was considered. If the CEA process were continued,
Fiscal Year 1993 volumes are projected to be about 25 percent higher than the Modified CEA Alternative, Nowever,
the land base for this alternative is limited, and it is expected these volumes would drop off in Fiscal Year 1994 and
approach Ahernative 3 volumes. This alternative was dismissed trom detailed consideration because it did not assure
protection of known owl nest stands or the retention of the very large, old trees. Changes made to the fully developed
Modified CEA Alternative (Aremnative 3) are discussed in Appendix B.

Several variations of the CASPO recommendations, primarily zoning and/or moratorium of imber harvest within parts
or all of the owl habitat, were considered. All the atematves which would have excluded timber harvest on a
substantial portion of the owl range were eliminated due 1o these atternatives’ inability to reguce the risk of stand-
destroying fires. The variations which suggested applying CASPO in some areas and Forest Plan recommendations
in others would not adequately protect known owl nest stands or retain very large, old trees.

One of the more frequently suggested variations were several types of old-growth preservationln’paﬂan network/
CASPO aftematves. These types of anematves may be appropnate for consideration in the development of a
longer-term management strategy for the owi and other mature-forest dependent wildife species. However, these

ahermnatives were dismissed from detailed analysis for these Intenm Guidelines because they did not address the
objective of reducing the threat of stand-destroying fires.

Adjustment of the diameter limit or basal area recommendations of CASPO 10 allow harvest of some larger rees and
more flexibility in silvicultural treatmemnts was considered. This atematrve was dismissed from detailed consideration
because there was no current research which would suppon these aherauons. Arernatve 2 provides for silvicultural
fiexibilty in the Adaptve Management guidelines.

Alematives were considered which eliminated clearcutung, of utilized uneven-aged management and group selec-
tion exclusively. These anematives did not ensure protection of known owl nest stands, very large, oldirees or reduce
the threat of stand-destroying fires. However, the afternatives considered in detail do markedly reduce acres O
clearcutting in much ot the aftected National Forests, and will result in some uneven-aged and group seleclor
conditions. In particular, the group selection alternative may pe modified 10 respond bener 10 the project objectives
and may be considered in detail m the longer-term strategy analysis.
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Several variations of adaptive management were considered, including mimicking natural fire patterns, experimenta-
tion with group selection, allowange of harvest within SOHAs and a proposal by the California Forestry Association
‘to manage habitat by watersheds to mimic habitat that owls were using. These alternatives appeared to have merit,
but there was not enough information currently available to ensure that they would meet the purpose and need for
action. The adaptive management portion of the selected alternative does allow experimentation and it may be used
1o test these and other management practices.

The CASPO Alternative approach to management of Selected strata (proposed in CASPO Repon-Chapter 13) was
" considered. This attemative was dismissed from further consideration because it was more complex to administer
“ than the CASPO Ahernative, and the effects of this proposal relative to owl viability were essentially the same. Thus,
this atternative did not contribute to the range of aiternatives presented. '

Several salvage options were aiso considered. Due to the continuing effects of the drought it was thought that snag
recruitment (i.e. natural tree mortality during the next few years) could *count* for some of the snag requirements In
the CASPO and Modified CEA Alternatives. This concept may have merit, but it cannot be analyzed at the Regional
level. Forests may be able to develop site-specific longer-term tree mortality predictions for some situations.

The option of establishing snag retention levels based upon current fire danger was considered. There is a strong
" public perception that high levels of snag retention contribute to current danger of wildfire and that snag retention
should be limited on that basis. In fact, standing snags are more of a concem for long-term fire danger. The number
of snags required under Aternative 2 will, in some areas, result in fuel loadings which exceed the 10-15 tons per acre
guideline. In addition, it is unlikely that these fuel and snag levels were maintained at these levels in a natural forest
with a frequent fire regime. However, there is no data to link lower fuel levels with survival of self-sustaining owl! levels.
Until such studies can be conducted, it is uncertain whether this option could meet owl viability concemns. Monrtoring
requirements incorporated into Atemative 2 will help provide needed data.

The option of establishing guidelines for salvage associated with large, severe wildfires in addition 10 guidelines for
smaller wildfires and insect mortality was also considered. The specific option considered was to buffer suttable
remaining owl habitat in severe wildfire areas with CASPO recommended snag levels and to retain Forest Plan-
directed levels of snags in the interior of the wildfire area. This option was dismissed from detailed consideration
because it did not supply adequate large dead and down matenial for future owl habrtat, however, some elements
of this option were included in Aemative 2

Viil. Issues and Their Resolution

The following major issues were identified:
1. To what extent will management options for the Callfornia spotted owl be maintained In the short term?

The amount of owl habitat which would be made unsuntable through timber harvest vanes by alternative. Based upon
harvest calculations, there would be no reduction in the amount of Selected strata for Aternatves 2 and 3. There
would be a reduction of approximately 4,800 acres of Selected strata for Anremative 1.

Ahermnative 1 will maintain adequate habntat for nest stands tor 260 known owl pairs wihin the SOHA network.
Approximately three-fourths of the known owl nest or roost stands are outside of SOHAs and imber harvest may
eliminate habitat within these nest stands. Altematves 2 and 3 maintain adequate habnat for nest stands for all of
the 1,028 owl sites identified in the CASPO Report. Ahematives 2 and 3 both provide a high likelihood of maintaining
the cumrent known distribution of owlis. Atternative 1 does not.

The afternatives vary in their effects upon the quality of owl habitat, particularty the retention of large, old trees and
associated snags and down logs. These elements have been identified as panicularly important to the ecological
function of the stand as owl habitat. Atternative 4 will not retain these imponant habrat elements within the majority
of acres harvested, as even-aged regeneration prescriptions are primarily used. Even where some trees are retained,
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they are generally retained in insufficient numbers to ensure the continued existence and replacement of large trees.
Aternatives 2 and 3 will retain large trees, large snags and logs. Outside of 300-acte PACs however, Afternative 2
allows for a reduction in canopy cover within Selected strata, potentially reducing the suitability of this habitat for
nesting and roosting purposes but maintaining its suitability for foraging. In Other strata, Alternative 2 allows for a
reduction in canopy cover, potentially reducing the suitability of this habitat so that it is no longer suitable as toraging
habitat. Ahernative 3 maintains the canopy cover and suitability of most of the owl habitat currently in use.

Ahernative 1 will continue to tragment existing ow! habitat through clearcut harvest methods, increasing the risk
associated with juvenile dispersal and mate-finding and decreasing the quality of remaining patches of habitat.
Afternatives 2 and 3, because they retain at least 50 square feet of basal area in the largest trees on all harvested
acres, will reduce fragmentation effects by reducing the contrast between older forest patches and the surrounding
landscape.

Ahternatives 2 and 3 use harvest guidelines that will reduce the length of time required for owl habitat to redevelop.
These ahernatives focus on retaining the habitat elements that take the longest to replace: large, decadent trees,
snags and downed logs. Habitat harvested under Ahternative 1 will take much longer to redevelop these important
habitat attributes. In the case of even-aged prescriptions it may be in excess of 150 years. For this reason, Afternatives
2 and 3 are much more likely to retain future management options than is Aernative 1.

Five percent of the forested areas in the Region bum in wildfires each decade. Most of these acres burn in large.
intense fires which resuft in mortality of a maijority of the overstory trees. These fires render owl habitat unsuitable ! »
at least 60 to 70 years. Because Alternatives 2 and 3 maintain the current distribution of owl sites, the loss of any
particular block of habitat from wildfire would present much less risk to population viability than would Aiternative 1.

None of the three alternatives will aftect this overall fire regime in the short term because the percent of the total area
affected by the afternatives is 100 small. The impacts, however, may be noticeable on individual fires. Ahlemative 1
may result in smaller fires where the number of snags is reduced on harvested acres. Suppression efficiency will be
reduced by both Alternative 2 and 3 where large numbers of snags are retained. On the other hand, areas harvested
under Alternative 2, andto a lesser extent, Atemnative 3, may bumn at a lower intensiy, thus retaining the large trees.
and redeveloping more quickly as owl habitat following wildfire. Because Atemative 2 allows harvest within much of
the sunable owl habitat, this habitat would be protected from wildfire loss to a greater extent than for Atternative 3.

2 What are the effects to timber supply and what are economic effects?

There are many uncertaimies inherent in volume projections, and these uncenainties are discussed in detail inthe
EA. Eftects to jobs, local income and county receipts vary with timber harvest volume. Projected commercial total
green and salvage volumes for the next two years are as follows: Ahemative 1-1,284.6 million board feet (MMEF):
Anemative 2-932 MMBF (73 percent of Atemative 1) and Ahematrve 3..778.2 MMBF (61 percent of Aemative 1). For
Ahematives 1 and 2, slightly more than half of the volume is projected for FY 93. For Ahemnative 3, about 60 percent
is projected for FY S3. However, these figures must be viewed in context As stated, Aematve 1 would not assure
maintenance of the current known distribution of owls, and would violate NFMA viabilty requirements.

These figures do not include biomass and non-commercial muiiproguct volumes which would also add to tota
volume generated. All figures, including biomass and muliproguct volumes, are oiscussed in detad in the EA.

The ahematives' effects on timber products are also analyzed. Under Aernatve 1, a full range of manutactured woo<
products would continue 1o be provided from the Sierran forests, in parucular the high-value moldings, veneer anc
select lumber. Timber harvest would be maintained across the full spectrum of diameters, continuing to provide large
dimension structural and heavy framing jumber. Prnice fluctuations would continue historic trends influenced O
economic cycles and new housing stans.

Under Alternative 2. log grade, Iog'vaiue and sawing efticiency would decline. Products would be manuiacture
primarity from & inch to 20 inch diameter logs, resuling in lower valued products such as utility and economy lumbe
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2 X 4 studs from firs and pallet material. A higher percentage of the logs would end up as chips or energy plant fuel
and the availability of high value prndugs such as veneer, molding, select, structural and heavy framing lumber which
is dependent upon larger diameter, high grade trees would be reduced. Afternative 3 would have simitar kinds of

effects as Alemnative 2, but to a greater magnitude.

Timber sale cost efficiency was also analyzed. The following cost factors vary proportionally to numbers of acres in
the sale or analysis area: marking and cruising and environmental analysis costs. It is more cost efficient to produce
a given amount of volume from a smaller number of acres, than from a greater number of acres. It costs more tor a
biologist, archaeologist, silviculturist of timber cruiser to examine, of for a forester to design, a timber sale which
involves more acres 10 achieve a given volume of timber. Road construction, reconstruction and logging costs are
greater when more acres must be accessed. :

The only important difference between alternatives that is not clearly accounted for by volume per acre differences
is the differences in owl and stand survey requirements. Alternatives 2 and 3 would greatly reduce the need to survey
for owls compared to Aftemative 1. This could reduce cOStS by six to eight dollars (based on COStS experienced over
the last two years) per thousand board feet (MBF). However, this dollar savings is not nearly as important as benefits
derived from reducing agency timing and scheduling problems and personnel staffing concerns associated with owl

surveys.

Ahternatives 2 and 3, however, will necessitate more intensive and expensive vegetative Surveys. Due to lack of
experience with CASPO implementation, it is difficult to provide data about cost increases. However, field tests on
two Forests have estimated that timber sale preparation (stand exam, data entry and processing, field reconnais-
sance and marking) costs could almost double.

Alternative 1 produces 4.4 MBF/acre, and both Aternatives 2 and 3 produce 2 7 MBF/acre. These values are low
because salvage volumes per acre are included. Green volumes per acre are as follows: Atternative 1 produces 15.0
MBF/acre, Alternative 2 produces 9.6 MBF/acre and Altemative 3 produces 9.1 MBF/acre.

To obtain the same volume, 60 percent more acres would need to be harvested and unit COStS would increase
accordingly for Ahernatives 2 and 3 when comparedto Aternative 1. In general Alternative 1, which allows a full range
of harvest prescriptions, is more efficient than Altematves 2 and 3 which pnmarily allows a form of thinning from below
that requires more acres 10 be entered for the same volume. Alternatives 2 and 3 would also have higher per acre
sale preparation COsts, however as stated, the reduced owl survey requirements would reduce these eftects.

Ahematives 2 and 3, which resuft in less volume harvested, will result in 10SS of some jobs and have associated
decreases in timber-generated income and receipts 10 coumnties. and may also result in social problems, particularty
within timber-dependent communities. Stress resulting from job losses can have negative consequences tfor the
individual and community. The shon time frame the intenm Guidelines should be in effect should serve 10 mnigate
some .°’ these eftects, but uncenrtainty about the longer-term strategy makes the degree of maigation also unknown.

There are also anticipated changes in impons. A reduction in timber harvests in the State reduces competition among
suppliers, rarses market prices, and leads 10 increased use of imporied products and may result in an increase in
the price of the typical new house.

3. How will the risk be reduced of fires which would make Calfornia spdned owl habitat unsuitable?

Over the last century, the fire regime in Siefran forests has changed from a frequent. low intensny surtace fire to
infrequent, high intensity fire. The present fire regime affects forested areas at a rate ot approximately 5 percent per
decade. These acres burn in high intensity lires which cause widespread overstory monaity and make owl habnat

unsuitable for at least 60 to 70 years.

None of the three ahernatives fully ‘succeeds-in reducing the risk of making Calornia spotied owl habrat unsunable
through wildfire. All three ahernatives establistt minimum levels of dead and down tuel loadings. None of the
ahernatives establish upper hmis to luel loadings which would reduce surtace tire intenstty, and hence the nsk 10
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California spotted owl habital. Ahernative 1 (No Action) establishes the lowest minimum levels of dead gnd down tuel
loading. It also establishes the lowest minimum number of snags per acre, which reduces the potential to add tuel
to long-term fuel loadings. However, these snag and dead and down levels shoul;l be considered in terms of projects.
Generally, there are few funds available to treat fuels outside of timber sale prc»_|ects. The levels of dead and down
fuels and snags in Forest plan Standards and Guidelines should be considered in terms of acres harvested. In other
words, the lower snag and dead and down levels are typically only attained on harvest acres, not throughout the

landscape.

In practice, fuel loadings after harvests can be much higher than the minimums because no standards or guidelines
have been established to keep tuels below some maximum jevel linked to wildfire risk or fire behavior. Alternatives
2 and 3 both establish a minimum dead and down tuel loading higher than Afternative 1, but concentrate the loading
in large logs. Altemative 2 encourages removal of smaller dead and down woody material. It is not clear at this time
if it will be practical or economical to remove the small material while retaining the large material. There is a large
potential for additional fuels to be added under both Ahernatives 2 and 3 as snags tall and are added to the fuel load.

Snags are the number two0 cause of fatalities and serious injury to firefighters in Region 5. Alternative 1 requires a
minimurm of 1.5 snags per acre. Firefighters can work in areas with this many snags if they exercise caution and avoid
risk areas around snags. Both Alternatives 2 and 3 recommend snag retention levels that may pose an unacceptable

risk to firefighters.

It is impossible to predict exactly how many snags will be actually retained due to differences in existing snag levels.
In fact, (Atematives 2 and 3) a range of 0-8 snags may be actually retained (zero snags may be retained it there are
none to begin with). Howevef, where there are high snag levels 1o stan with, where over three or four are retained
(depending on height of snags), there may be vinually no *safe* areas for firefighters. Wildfires will burm more acres
if there are high (greater than 3-4) levels of snags imposed over large areas because control lines will be moved to
safe areas. In addition, night time firefighting efforts will be curtailed for safety reasons. Large numbers of snags and
logs also reduce firefighting efficiency and hence., increase fire size. However, as stated, the relatively small acreages
affected dunng this interim period reduces these effects. This will be a greater consideration for the longer-term

strategy.
Other Issues
There were other issues identitied involving the wildite, vegetative, watershed, soils, fisheries, cuttural and recreation

resources. Refer to the EA for spectic issues, and their resolution.

VIil. Public Involvement

In earty June 1992, the Forest Service published a notice in the Federal Register solicting comments on the Intenm
Guidelines analysis. Also during this penod, a legal nouce was published in the Sacremento Bee. A press release
was also issued solictting public comments. My staff and | have met wan representatives from environmental groups.
the umber ndustry, other agencies, and elected officials to discuss the analysis lor this proposed acuon.

In the first week of June, the Regional office inftiated a mailing of information 10 over 300 attected/interested key
publics, including elected officials. The maied packels contained a cover letter explaining the bask premises of the
analysis (including a draft purpose and need statement. arah aternatrves, and identdied jnmial 1Issues), a copy of the
Federal Register Notice and a copy of Chapter 1 of the CASPO Report. individual National Forests contacted several
thousand of their local publics using \he same mailing packet, and/or addional information.

From the initial public contact, over 400 leners. torm letters and phone calls were receved. Comments were accepted
during the entire analysis period (June through December). The public comments were analyzed and to the extent
possible, issues, concerns, and oppornuniies were addressed inthe EA. Public comments were processed as follows:
Comments that raised 1ssues or suggested other anernatives were airectly analyzed as such. Retertotne Issues and
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Alemnatives sections of the EA and to the Altematives not Considered in Detail portion of this Notice. Public comment
that expressed opinions, generally ¥or* jobs or “for* owls could not be incorporated into the analysis because there
was no substantive information, however, these comments were noted. Also refer to the Public Involvement Appendix

in the EA for more information.

IX. Imglemen!aﬂon

The CASPO Report represents the best efforts of a highly qualified group of scientists to identify and address
concerns associated with the status of the Calitornia spotted owl. The CASPO Report received third-party peer review,
which exceeded standard procedures. Field, research and academic professionals also submitted significant techni-
cal questions regarding the biology and silvicutture contained in the CASPO Report. These questions were submited
to the Technical Team, which responded in detail. As a resuft of this process, some changes were made in the
recommendations, afthough the basic CASPO Report conclusions remained unchanged. The Forest Service will
continue to analyze new information as it becomes available.

Some publics wanted the CASPO recommendations implemented immediately for all projects not currently under
contract (and some wanted contracts modified). Others thought nothing should be changed until more scientific
research and review was completed. A basic conflict exists between the desire of some for continuing research on
the owl before any actions take place, and the desire of others to apply new standards to existing projects, even when
these projects are not likely to cause a trend toward federal listing or loss of viability.

There is a need to make an orderly transition from one management scheme to another 1o assure the most efficient
and appropriate use of government resources. It is not necessary 10 require that CASPO guidelines be applied 10
projects currently well along in the planning process, 10 projects with a signed decision or 1o projects under contract.
in devising its recommended interim strategy, the Technical Team assumed that all timber sales that were under
contract prior to issuance of its draft report were already harvested. Therefore, continuation of existing contracts will
still allow maintenance of owl management options and will not compromise the intent of the CASPO Report
recommendations.

The California spotted owl is not a federally-listed species and the CASPO Report could not conclude if the owl
population is in decline within the Sierran province. The Repor said the current CEA process would maintain options
for owl management in Many cases. The amount of lands analyzed and prepared for uimber sales under the CEA
process is insigngicant compared to the total amourt of land available for umber management. Completion of these
few projects will not foreclose future options for owl management. Therefore, it is not necessary to rework projects
which are cunpntly being planned, or are under comract

; )
it is my decision that the selected atemative will apply to any timber sale project decision made on or after March
1, 1993. Implementation of this decision between now and March 1 is optional. This date was selected as ft coincides
with the start of the owl survey season, and allows projects where analysis is substantalty completed to go forward.
To ensureé however, that Aternative’ 2 is implemerted in a imely manner, any umber sales wih decisions signed
before March 1, 1993, must be soid within calendar year 1993. This will resuft In a mix of etlects, parucularty in Fiscal
vear 1993.

X. Related Future Actions

There are two related future actions:
1. Amendment of the Regional Guide and ten Forest Plans for 2 longer period for management of the owl:

This analysis will commence afier my decision on this internm amendment and will use PIP Team recommenda-
tions as a basis for aternative generation. IL1s estimated that this analysis will be completed in about two years.
Public involvement in this ettort will stan with the issuance of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmen-
tal impact statement. The amendment for the longer term will use \nformation obtained trom the repon of the

o
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amendment will also consider monitoring

California Spotted Owl Policy Imglemema!ioh Planning Team. The
the CASPO guidelines, and additional guidance

results from timber sale and fuel treatment projects that use
from the California Spotted Owl Steering Committee. This longer-term amendment is expected to be in effect

until additional California spotted owl research results become available.

Amendment of ten Forest Plans 10 integrate new Standards and Guidelines for the owl with other provisions

of the Forest Plans:

These amendments are expected to re-allocate land to prescriptions and management areas, modify stand-
ards and guidelines for other affected resources, and establish new allowable timber sale quantities in at least
seven Forest Plans based on decisions made in action item 1. The Forest Plan amendment process will be

inttiated by affected Forests over the next two years.
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3 FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

| have determined that my-decision to select Atternative 2, analyzed in the California Spotted Owil-Sierran Province
Interim Guidelines Environmental Assessment, is not a major federal action which would significantly affect the quality
of the human environment either beneficially or adversely; therefore, an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is not
needed for this short-term analysis. This determination is based on the following factors:

" The Interim Guideline's effects are limited in time and scope.

® The Interim Guidelines will be in effect until the analysis for and adoption of a longer-term strategy is
completed. This process is estimated to take approximately two years. Refer to the discussion of Related
Future Actions. An EIS will be prepared to analyze the longer-term strategy.

° Atthough implementation of the Interim Guidelines would likely cause a short-term reduction in harvest levels
(reduction of an estimated twenty-seven percent from the No Action Alternative projected harvest levels) this
is not significant because of the short time period the Interim Guidelines would be in place, and because of
experienced normal fluctuations in timber outputs due to market influences.

® The Interim Guidelines affect only those acres proposed for vegetative management through timber sales
during the interim period. This consists of harvest on only about 10 percent of the capable, available and
suitable (CAS) land base on the affected National Forests. It only green timber harvest is considered, this
figure drops to a projected acreage of between 1 and 2 percent of the CAS lands.

® On the acres affected, effects are reduced on other resources (such as watershed, soils and visual quality)
or the short-term nature of the effects is within allowed fluctuations (reduction to timber supply) in the ten-year
planning cycle. Opportunities to achieve the timber outputs in later years are still maintained.

° Where these effects are reduced on other resources, and may be termed beneficial effects, these beneficial
eHlects are in themselves not significant due to the shon ume trame involved and because the degree of
benefits obtained are limited in the amount of acres affected and in intensmy of beneficial effects.

No known unusual circumstances exist:

L] Implementation of Atemnative 2 will not involve highly uncernain, unique or unknown environmental risks. A
sne-specific analysis will be conducted for all proposed umber management projects. Any proposed timber
management actvilies which could adversely affect the owl will require a determination of *not likely 10 resuft
in a trend toward federal listing® documented in a biological evaluation.

° No unique characteristics of the geographic area will be aftected by any of the actions allowed under
Afternative 2.

The Interim Guidelines will not produce any signdicant irretrievable, rreversible or cumulative effects:

e Funther site-specific analysis wrth appropriate NEPA documentation is required at the project level tor each
proposed action within owl habnat.

° The potential cumulative effects were evaluated in the Environmental Assessment and A was determined that
by limting the ume period of the Interim Guidelines’ implementation, cumulatve efiects would not be
significant. In adadnion, cumulative effects are aiso limted by the nature of the Guidelines themselves. As
analyzed in the EA, they reduce effects 1o resources such as watershed and visual quality.
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Selection of Attemative 2 will not set precedent for future actions with significant effects or represent 2
decision in principle about a future consideration. The actions allowed under Witernative 2 were designed 1o
be temporary. They will be implemented only until longer-term direction can be developed. Refer to the
discussion of Related Future Actions. An EIS will be prepared to analyze the longer-term strategy and any

potential significant effects.

Alternative 2 is not related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulatively significant impacts.
This determination is made both because the Interim Guidelines aré temporary, and because of the nature
of the action to allow a lower level of environmental effects than the existing Standards and Guidelines.

A Biological Evaluation (BE) has been written for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species potentially
affected by activities. The BE concluded that selection of Alternative 2 will have no effect on threatened or
endangered species and will not resutt in a trend toward tederal listing for sensitive species as long as sité
specific BEs are developed for all projects implemented under these guidelines that determine appropriate
project design standards or mitigating measures tor these species.

Biological diversity will not be significantly affected at either the stand, landscape or regional levels; the
character of the forest matrix will not be significantly aitered.

Public heatth and safety will not be significantly affected by any of the activities that could occur under
Aremnative 2.

No adverse effects are expected on prime farmlands, rangeland, forest land. flood plains, wetlands or
ecologically critical areas.

Selected actions do not threaten to violate federal, State, local law, or requirements imposed for the protection
of the environment.

No adverse effects to any historic places or loss of scientific, cuftural or historic resources will occur because ~
of implementation of Ahlernative 2.

The selected aternative will not significantly aftect consumers, civil rights, minorty groups or women.
Alhough consumers may be affected by an increase in umber product price caused by a change in average
harvested tree size and a reduction of harvest levels, these increases should be within normal market
fluctuations. Jobs and income losses will also affect minory groups and women, but not disproportionately
10 their panicipation in affected industries. Public comments recerved during this analysis supported this

conclusion.

The Intenm Guidelines are not likely to cause highly controversial effects:

The effects from the actions allowed under Ahemnative 2 are not likely 1o be highly controversial. Controversy
in this context refers to cases where a substantial dispute exas as 10 the suze. nature or eftect of the major
tederal action rather than to the existence of opposnion 10 a use. The scientific vahdiy of the CASPO Report
recommendaticns is discussed in the associated Decision Notce for the Intenm Guidelines and 1n the EA

Adoption of the Intenm Guidelines is a nonsigndicant amendment ot the Regional Guide and the ten attected Fores
Plans because:
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® The Interim Guidelines do notinvolve a demand for a new service or goods not discussed in or contemplated
by the Forest Plans. -

. Although the Interim Guidelifes will apply to future decisions in the planning area, they will only apply 10
decisions made within the next two years, and will notsubstanﬁaﬂyanerme'des:redhnmmdmnotme
land from that contemplated in the Regional Guide and Forest Plans. In fact, the Interim Guidalines work to

accomplish the desired future condition intended by the Regional Guide by protection of a species identified
as *Sensitive’ and as a *Management Indicator Species’ by this Region.

@ The Interim Guidelines do not change Forest Plan land allocations, prescriptions, or management areas.

® Because of their short duration, the Interim Guidelines will not significantly alter the long-tem relationships
between the levels of goods and services projected by Forest Plans.

® Although the changes in Standards and Guidelines directed by the Interim Guidelines are not rminor in type,
they are minor in effects. As stated, they will cause lessened effects to such resources as ow habiat, visual
quality, and watersheds. The effects on timber supply are short-iemm.

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW OPPORTUNITIES

This decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR 217. Any written notice of appeal of this decision must be fully
consistent with 36 CFR 217.9, *Content of a Notice of Appeal," including the reasons for appeal and must be filed with
the Reviewing Officer:  F. Dale Robertson, Chief, Forest Service - Appeals & the U.S. Depantment of Agriculture,
Auditor's Building, 201 14th Street, S.W. at Independence Avenue, Washington, DC 20250 within 45 days of the date
legal notice of this decision appeared in the Sacramento Bee. Appellants must submit two copies of a Notice of

Appeal.

For further information contact: Chris Jauhola, Pacific Southwest Region Fisheries and wildlife Management Staff
Director, USDA Forest Service, 630 Sansome Street, San Francisco, CA 94111.

SUL Bad s

ONALD E. STEWART DATE
Regional Forester :
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United States Forest Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

!c::\ Department of Service 870 Emerald Bay Road, Suite 1
w,' Agriculture South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
(S16) 573-2600; TDD (916) 541-4036

Reply to: 1900

Date: March 17, 1995

Dear Forest Planning Participant:

atc After over five years of implementation, an error was recently discovered in the
 Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit'’s (LTBMU's) Land and Resource Management Plan

(Forest Plan). 1In the Tahoe Valley Management area, the Sawmill Pond Junior
Fishing Reserve was not designated as a recreation area. Instead, the small
recreation site was mistakenly consclidated on the management area map into the
nearby wetlands. Consequently, the map (Forest Plan, nage IV-152) labels tha
site under the Wetlands Management Prescription (Rx 8), when it should properly
be segregated from the wetlands prescription and designated Intensive Dispersed
Recreation (Rx 5). The corrected map is enclosed. Please also correct section
four of page IV-157 by adding a category for Rx 5 and allocating it 20 acres,
while decreasing the acres under Rx 8 to 100.

Sawmill Pond was reshaped in 1985 as part of a unique watershed restoration
project. The pond was deepened and lined, and the vicinity was revegetated.
Walkways and a parking facility were created at that time. It quickly caught on
as popular fishing location, especially with local children. 1In 1989, the area
was officially designated by the California State Legislature for use solely as
a Junior Fishing Reserve. In 19590, the LTBMU unofficially joined with several
local organizations and agencies in a cooperative management arrangement of the
site. These ties were made official in 1992 with the execution of a memorandum
of understanding establishing an “"Adopt-a-Site" partnership between the LTBMU,
the South Lake Tahoe Optomist Club, the High Mountain Anglers, and the El Dorado
County Fish and Game Commission. oOver the years, the partners have contributed
greatly to the maintenance and management of the reserve.

The Forest Plan‘s mapping error came to light when a Forest Plan compliance
check was done for a proposal to replace the site’s existing port-a-potties with
a permanent restroom facility. As use at Sawmill Pond has increased, it has
become apparent that permanent restroom facilities are needed. The South Lake
Tahoe Optimists wouid like to construct such a facility.

Under the Wetlands prescription, such development is prohibited, as that
prescription prohibits the construction of any permanent facilities. However,
the Intensive Dispersed Recreation Prescription allows restroom construction
under Practice 2, Dispersed Recreation Facility Construction (Forest Plan page
IV-19). This prescription is described on page IV-47 and 48 of the Forest Plan,
and applies to areas similar to Sawmill Pond, such as the East Shore Beaches,
the undeveloped portion of the shoreline at Echo Lake, and much of the Lower
Truckee River.

g Caring for the Land and Serving People

Pnnted on Recycied Paper ”
FQAZNIAR 11207 L B

.



Forest Planning Participant Page 2

All current facilities at Sawmill Pond predate the Reglonal Forester's decision
on the LTBMU Forest Plan, attesting to the fact that the mislabeling wae truely
an error. In addition, the land where the site was developed has been heavily
disturbed from years of use as a gravel quarry and were never wetlands.

If you have any comments, concerns or interest in the details regarding the
installation of permanent facilities at this site please contact Gayle Ellis of
the LTBMU fisheries Department (916) 573-2600.

Sincerely,

ROBERT E. HARRIS
Fcrest Supervisor
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RECORD OF DECISION
FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

HEAVENLY SKI RESORT MASTER PLAN

USDA Forest Service
Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit

El Dorado County, Califormia
Douglas County, Nevada
and
City of South Lake Tahoe, Califormia

INTRODUCTION: In November 1989, Heavenly Ski Resort began the preparation of a
new Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan proposal, to replace its 1966 Master Plan.
A Master Plan Steering Committee, comprised of members of lead permitting
agencies (the USDAR Forest Service, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency [TRPA),
El Dorado and Douglas counties, and the City of South Lake Tahoe),-as well as a
Heavenly Ski Resort representative, was formed to guide the environmental
documentation preparation. Harland Bartholomew and Associates, Inc., an
environmental consulting firm, was retained to prepare the documentation needed
to address federal National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), state California
Environmental Quality Act, and regional TRPA reguirements. One document, the
Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan Environmental Impact Report/Statement
(EIR/EIS/EIS), was prepared to meet the reguirements of all the agencies.

This Record of Decision is prepared pursuant to NEPA and represents the Forest
Service’'s decision on the Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan and related
environmental documents.

THE DECISION: I have selected the Proposed Action alternative as the master
development program (Master Plan) for Heavenly Ski Resort for the next 20
vears. This programmatic decision provides the vision for future development
for the ski resort, within its existing boundary, which is operated largely cn
Kational Forest System lands under permit Zrom the rFcrest Service. Subseguent
environmental analysis is required for implementing various aspects oI the
Master Plan. It is expected that some projects will be categorically excluded
from documentation in an environmental assessment or impact statement, while
others will reguire such further analyvsis, depending on the specific
cevelopment proposal and its potential environmental eZiects. The
environmental documentation upon which this decision is based represents the
likely facilities and activities to implement the Master Plan and the
cumulative effects of the total development.

The lMaster Plan vision for the ski resor:t includes an increase in the resort's
capacity by 7,100 persons at one time and the developmen: of an additiocnal: 7
ski i1ifts, 126 acres of ski trails, 261 acres of snowmaking, 3,254 food servic
seats, ancé 1,500 shuttle bus passencer seats for winter use. Besides downhill
skiing, acdditicnal winter uses will include snowplay, sledéing, Nordic skiing,
and sleignh rides. Summer uses, such as sichtseeing, fishing, hay rices,
interpretive hikes, special events (such as concerts), ané horseback ricing,
are proposed to facilitate vear-round use of the National Forest. The
cornerstcne of the Master Plan is the installation of a2 high-capacity concdola,
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serving 3,000 people per hour, which would criginate from a new =
terminal near the California/Nevada stateline. It would transper:

visitors year-round to & new Gondola Top Station at Von Schmidts flat, a
approximately 9,000 feert in elevation. Restaurants, shops, and ski lilits would
be located at this new facility and skiers 'would be able to access either the
California or Nevada side of the resort from this point. A Gondola Mid
Station, which includes an offload/onload facility and restaurant, would
overlook Lake Tahoe from just behind the ridgeline.

By this decision, I will reguire the routine reassessment of the Master Plan at
least every five yvears to keep it updated. In addition, an annual report must
be submitted to me by Heavenly Ski Resort regarding the status of
implementation of the mitigation program. At increments of five years or less,
the Master Plan and its associated environmental documents will be reviewed in
light of the annual repcrts to assess the effectiveness of mitigation measures
and to determine whether environmental effects are as predicted in the,
environmental analysis. If measures are not effective in mitigating impacts,
they must be reapplied or new measures developed and applied. - . S

In addition, by this decision I will also amend the LTBMU Forest Plan (see
attachment). The Heavenly Valley Management Area of the Forest Plan, when it
was written and approved by the Regional Forester in 1988, placed much emphasis
on the need for development of a new master plan for the ski area. Since this
decision is the result of that direction, it is appropriate to modify and keep
current the management area planning direction by incorporating the information
from the new master plan.

This Forest Plan amendment also site-specifically modifies the visual quality
objective for the gondola corridor. The area through which the gondola will
ultimately be constructed is assigned a "maintenance” rrescription which has &
visual guality objective (VQ20) cf Retention. Gondola development would be
inconsistent with a VQO of Retention. Thus, through the gondola corridor
cnly, I am modifying the visual cuality objective to Partial Retention. to

facilitate its development.

Finally, the Forest Plan amenément corrects cne last inconsistency with the
Forest Plan. The boundary between the precription 9 (Maintenance) and the
prescription 2 (Downhill Skiing) will be modified to accommodate the planned
goncéola midstaticn development. The planned development would otherwise be in
conflict with the activities allowed in the Maintenance prescription.
Consecuently, this amendment adjusts the prescription boundary so that the
midstation will be in land aliocated to the Downhill Skiing prescription where
it is consistent to develcp such facilities.

RATIONALE FOR DECISION: 1In making my decision to select the Master Plan as the
project to be implemented, I consicered the following environmental documents:
the Heavenly Ski Pesor:t Master Pian EZIR/ZIS/EIS, pudblic ccmment and responses
to the public commen:z, andé appendices; anc the LTBMU Forest Plan and assoc:ated
NZIPA documents. The Heavenly Ski Resor:t Master Plan ZIS nas, to mYy
satisfaction, explored a reasonable rance of alternatives and cisclosed cirect,
inédirect, and cumulative environmental effects. The Master Plan alternative )
implements the Fores:t Plan and best meers the overall project purpose and need

wrile correcting existing environmental problems. It provides the best Dalance
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The Master Plan will effectively meet the social, economic, recreat:ion, and
environmental protection cbjectives of the proposed project as delined in the
environmental impact statement. These objectives include:
- Improvement of the multi-seasonal, visitor/skier experience utilizing
technological advances now widely employed by the ski industry:
- Integration of the operation of Heavenly Ski Resort into the land use
and economic goals of the South Lake Tahoe community;
- Implementation of the recognized development needs of Heavenly as
determined by local planning documents anc decisions; and
Improvement and enhancement of environmental conditions and correction of
problems created by past ski resort developments.

The Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan includes facilities to accommodate a
portion of the additional persons at one time capacity identified as available
in the TRPA Regional Plan and Forest Plan. 1In addition, the expansion of
summer recreational opportunities at Heavenly will help achieve the objective
of integrating ski resort operations into the land use and economic goals of
South Lake Tahoe, which includes the TRPA goal of greater year-round use of
existing recreational facilities.

Implementing mitigation measures described in the Mitigation and Monitoring
Plan will reduce impacts associated with the existing conditions as rellected
in the No Action/No Project Alternative. Existing conditions such as
accelerated soil erosion, noncompliance with surface water guality standards,
exceedance of noise thresholds, and degradation of scenic quality will be
mitigated to varying levels in conjunction with new development proposed -in the- -
Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan. :

The Master Plan alternative includes the construction of a new gondola, which
will create a new base area for the resor:t on private land at the Scuth Lake
Tahoe Commercial Core area. 3y incorporating the Gondola, the Heavenly Ski
Resort Master Plan improves the multi-seasonal, visitor/skier experience using
tecnnological advances now widely employed by the ski industry. The commercizl
core area includes a dense concentration of tourist accommodation units (about
7,000 beds) within walking distance of the gondcla. The new condola will
therefore reduce the depencdency on the automobile to access the resort. In
addition, the gondola is a kev component to implementing an expanded transit
procram in the South Tahoe area. Increases in vernicle trips and air emissions
that will occur as part -of the proposed Master Plan development will be ofZset

througn the creation of the new gondola.

rfter constructicn of the gondola, the existing Tram at the CaliZcrnia bass

area will be removed and replaced with a new detachable cuad chair. The
zimeZrame for the removal will be determined through the TRPA permitiing
process for the Gondola. In addéition, the Top ¢f the Tram building will be
reconficureé with the removal of :he Tram terminus and stairway leading to the

existing restaurant. The remodeled restaurant will only operate éuring winter
skiing hours. These changes will mitigate a portion of the scenic and visual
resource impacts associated with "the Face® at the California base area, wnich
contributes to the degradazion of scenic cuality in Lake Tahoe’'s south snhore.
The ccndola will create a new visual impact, but recguired design and



construction methods keep it visually subeorcdinate to the characteristic
landscape.

L
The Master Plan includes a watershed restoration program, the Cumulative
Watershed Effects Soil Erosion Reduction Program (CWE Soil Erosion Reduction
Program), for all 10 of the subwatersheds within the Heavenly Ski Resort
boundary. Master Plan implementation will require the implementation of
erosion control programs established by the CWE Soil Erosion Reduction Program.
The restoration program will be implemented over a seven Yéar period beginning
in the summer of 1997. The restoration program will reduce soil erosion and
associated water quality problems of past disturbances (ski runs and roads) by
increasing ground cover, improving water infiltration and conductance, and
stabilizing creeks. The goal of the restoration program is to avoid adverse
cumulative watershed effects which may occur as disturbance within a
subwatershed approaches a cautionary point or recommended threshold of concern
(TOC). Many of the Heavenly subwatersheds are currently over their recommended
TOC due to past disturbances. The beneficial results of the CWE Soil Erosion
Reduction Program implementation include improving existing watershed
conditions and erhancing surface water quality in both the Lake Tahoe region

and the Carson Valley. -

The Master Plan proposes relocation of the California upper maintenance
facility out of a stream environment zone (SEZ) to land better suited for such
a development. The Master Plan allows for restoration of this SEZ and others
throushout ‘the mountain. In addition, the restoration of 5.2 acres of offsite
SEZ will occur.

Snowmzking noise generated at the California, Boulder, and étsgeébach base
areas currently exceeds regional ncise standards. Under this decision to adep:
the Master Elan, Heavenly will be reguired to implement mitigation measures
that will reduce noise levels towards the levels required by the environmental
thresholds over the next ten years. ‘

I consider the selected alternative the environmentally preferable
alternative. Implementation oI the Master Plan accomplishes the project's
ourpose and need, combining a mix of new development with mitigation programs
designed to reduce existing environmental degracdation. It achieves the
oroject’s purpose, including improvement of the multi-seasonal visitor/skiexr
experience, while emphasizing environmental protection and watershed recovery.
It enhances visual gquality over the long-term, and increases the cpportunities
or interpretive programs for the existing heritage resources on the sit
lzhough the No Action/No Project Alternative is environmentally superior In
a2t it avoids new development that can impact the environmen:, it does not
ovide an implementation schedule for cifsetting existing envircnmental
sacts or fully achieve the project’s objectives.

APPLICABLE LAWS, REGULATIONS, AND POLICY, AND FINDINGS REQUIRED BY THESE LAWS:
The National Forest Managemen: Act reguires that all proposed activities on the
Natiénal Forest be consisten:t with that-area‘'s Land and Resource Management
Plan (Forest Plan). Implementation of the Master Plan, programaztically,
nsisten:t with the Fores:t Plan. The "LTEMU" section cf Chapter 3 of the
S cztails the project’'s consistency. In summary, the Master ?lan is
consistent with the multiple-use goals establisned for the area, when

consifering mitigation measures proviced for environmental impacts. The LT3MU
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Feorest rlan's managemen:t cdirecticn for the Heavenly Valley Management Area
allows consideration of expand:inc skiing capac:ity at Heavenly by an

$,400 new skiers at one time (SAOT) on the California side and by 3,600 new
SAOT on the Nevada side (outside of the Lake Tahoe Basin). Master Plan
implementation will ultimately increase the capacity of the ski resort by 7,100
persons at one time. Implemen:tation of the project will not cause the
envircnmental threshold carrying capacities to be exceeded, as described in
TRPA's Article V(g) findings (dated June 26, 1996). The Forest Plan directs

that the Forest Service shall support attainment of the thresholds.

STiriates

The Heavenly Management Area section of the Forest Plan, in its management-area
specific standards and guidelines, allows consideration of an "aerial tramway
or other conveyance" from the casino core to Heavenly. The Master Plan
analysis has determined the Von Schmidt's flats area to be the optimal point
for termination of the gondola. While programmatic consideration of the
gondola is directed by the Forest Plan, actual construction would not be
consistent without a Forest Plan amendment. The gondola corridor passes
through an area designated Prescription § -- Maintenance. This management
prescription currently has a visual guality objective of Retention. Such a
corridor is not consistent with a Retenticon objective. Consequently, this
decision amends the Forest Plan by creating a corridcr for the gondola through
the Prescription 9 area with a modified visual quality objective of Partial
Retention. Only the minimum amount of land necessary to construct and maintai:
the facility will be designated in the corridor. ‘

In addition, this Forest Plan amendment adjusts the boundary of the management
prescriptions near the gondola midstation. Land allocated to prescription 9,
Maintenance, will be reduced by fifty acres. (See revised Management Area

map.) This acreage will be added to the Downhill Skiing prescription,
Prescription 2, to facilitate gondola midstation development. Such development
is consistent with allowed activities in Prescription 2, whereas it would be
inconsistent with allowed activities in Prescription 9. In order to preserve
the scenic backdrop, I co not propose to change the management prescription
between the ridgeline aznd South Lake Tahoe.

The Master Plan is consistent with the Fores: Plan Downhill Skiing practice
standards and cuidlines. These standards and cuidelines require an approved
Master Plan in order to allow expansion of the ski resort. The Master Plan
ZIR/ZIS/ZIS demonstrates that the expansion is consistent with the availability
of accommodations and infrastructure to support visitors when they are oIf the
ski area (Section 4.17 - Public Services ané Uctilities). The Master Plan
expansion does not allow the enlargement cof any parking facilities. In fact,
zhe Master Plan reguires the removal of existing off-site parking at the
Califormia base area. This cff-site parking will be removec and not usecd at
the time the gondola begins cperation, as per the Master Plan revisions adcpred
by the TRPA on June 26, 1996. Finally, the Master Plan is ccnsistent with the
coals and policies of the TRPA Regional Flan as documented in their Govern:ing
2pard staff repor:t (dated June 26, 1996) and all other standards and guidelines

cf this forest plan as documented in Chapter 3 of the EIR/EIS/EIS.

Required biological cocumentation was completed which f£cllows the standards
established in the Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2672.42 and complies with the
legal requirements set forth under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.
The purpose of the biological documentation was to review the fincings ol



biclogical field studies conducted for threatened, endangered, and sensit:ive
plant and an:imal species that could occupy the habitat fcunc within and
surrounding the Heavenly Shki Resort and to evaluate the potential biological
effects of implementing the proposed Master Plan. This document included a
determination that Master Plan implementaticn will not affect threatened or
endangered species. While implementing the Master Plan will reduce the amount
of potentially suitable habitat for several sensitive species through the
creation of additional ski lift and run disturbance within the existing ski
resort boundary, the Forest Wildlife Biologist concluded that the project would
not lead to a trend towards Federal listing for any sencitive species.

The project is in compliance with section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act (16 U.S.C. Section 470f) and implementing regulations, 36 CFR
800, which regquire consideration of heritage resource values priocr to any
Federal undertaking. The LTBMU has consulted with the lievada State Historic
Preservation Officer on the potential effects to heritage resources eligible to
the National Register. 1In addition, the Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California
was consulted regarding other cultural values.

The Master Plan complys with all of the water quality plans applicable to the
Ski Resort including the Bistate "208 Plan" and 1935 Water Quality Contrel Plan
for the Lahontan Region (Basin Plan). Compliance with these plins provides
mitigation for soil and water guality impacts. The Master Plan includes the
implementation of a comprehensive soil erosion restoration program developed to
correct existing soil disturbances and to protect hvdrology and water guality.
The Heavenly Ski Area Monitoring Program provides for the monitering of water
quality and preparation of annual reports to document compliance.

ISSUES: The issues raised by the Forest Service, other agencies, and the
public, which determined the scope of the znalysis were consolidatec for
analvsis and discussion. The significant issues £ell into eight main ar-eas:

Water Qualitv ancé Seils

Issuve: The existing ski area development at Heavenly has resulted in
distursances to Lake Tahoe anc Carson River crainzges. Tnese disturbances have
occurred from past const-uction of ski lifts, ski —uns, roads, snowmaking
pipelines and cther suppcrt facilities, and nave affectesd sensitive lzands,
scream envi-onment zones, and wetlands. Accéitional impervious coverage ancé
subsezuent sedimentation within subwatersheds may adversely affect water
cuality, ceneficial uses, fish habitat, and soil productivity throughout the

watershed.

a

Resolutzion: Implementation of the CWE Soil Erssicn Pecduction Program &t
Zsavenly will reduce soil erosica Irom the suowatersneds within the Heavenly
special use permit area to at or below the TOCT's. This recduction will
ne threat of an adverse cumulative watershed effects Irom occurr:
eniy. Use of the identilied develcpment meznods for all Zuture D

Y ojec
1 ensure that new projacts will not result in the kinds of distuciances
c

LU0 I o

10
2

s n
ccurred in the past and that water cuality standards will nct De

¢. 2n agreeman:t entitlec Heavenly Ski ~read Monitoring Program between

v anc¢ the Forest Service is already in place to perfcrm vear-rouné water
cualizy and watershed monitoring. Annual meritcring repor:ts will De prepared
bv the Feorest Service pursuant to this agreemant. pMocifications to the CHWE

-



sulted in the fracmen:zation of some of the habitat areas. Ski
tions include the introduczion cf people, machinery and noise in:to
T areas, potentially affecting the habitat’'s ability to sustain
civersity. Further operation and expansion of the ski resort may adversely
affect the existing population levels and activity of species at the ski
resort. (Also refer to Noise issue.)

Resolution: The Master Plan includes mitigation programs for the protection or
enhancement of many species or their suitable habitats. In addition, the
Master Plan requires the continued documentation of all threatened, endangered,
and sensitive species encountered during annual surveys for California spotted
owl, forest carnivores and other site specific biological resources. Finally,
measures are included in the Master Plan which call for modification of summer
time resort operations and recreational uses in order to protect, and allow the
improvement of, sensitive habitat areas. Forest Service bioclogists will review
annual reports prepared to document the results of surveys for CA spotted owl
and American marten. These surveys are a reguirement of the mitigation and
monitoring program included in the Master Plan.
Visual Resources .
Issue: Heavenly Ski Resort facilities, constructed during the past forty
years, have resulted in the creation of forest clearings, denuded soils, and
other man-made "scars" on the landscape. Following the construction of many of
these facilities, the TRPA and Forest Service created visual quality thresholds
and visual guality objectives for the Lake Tahoe Basin. Several of the TRPA
visual quality ratings for viewpoints within the South Lake Tahoe area are in
non-attainment because of past disturbances, including several Heavenly ski
runs commonly referred to as "the Face." Further expansion of the ski resort
may adversely affect the existing visual quality ratings and the ability to
mitigate past disturbances.

Pesolution: The Master Plan includes several rrcjects which will include the
removal of existing ski resort facilities. The constructicn of the gondola

i1l result in the removal of the exis:ting Tram from the California base. The
am and Top cf the Tram terminus are coniributors to the existing visuzl
guality impacts associated with "the Face." In addition, the Master Plan‘s CWE
Scil EZrosion Reduction Program emphasizes the continved revegetation of ski
run and road segments within the ski rescr:. The restoration plan includes the
use oI woody rlants and shrudbs which will improve ground cover and, thereiore,
improve scenic cuality ratings. Fiznally, to reduce new impacts from
construction, the condola has ceen designed with manv self-mitigating features,
nclucding the color of the cabins and towers, the heigh:t of the zowers, the use
¢Z nen-reflective glass ané the propcosed ccastruction technigues within zhe

alignment.

Cul:tural and Eistorical Resources

Issue: The master plan proposes severzl new shi T
s.tes are located immecdiately within or adjacen:z to pro
areas, sites could be adversely affected due :o increased actziviiv in ths
vincinity from proposecd increased summer activities. Increased visibiliczy cf
the sites may impact theair cata potentiazl, physical integrity, and eligibilicty
to the National Register of Histeoric Places. '

s ané ski runs. While no
roposed constructicn



Scil Ercsicn Restoration
azicn dees no:

the restor

Transportation and Air Qualitv

Issue: The Keavenly Ski Resort lies adjacent to the heavily ccngestec urban
environment of South Lake Tahoe, Califormia and Stateline, Nevada. Existing
traffic congestion along U.S. Highway 50 and other local roadways create
lengthy delays and subsequent degradation of air quality. Further traific
generation may adversely affect the levels of service at existing roadways and
intersections, resulting in concomitant decreases in air guality.

Resclution: A transit-oriented approach has been selected for mitigating
traffic related impacts of the ski resort expansion. Known as CTS, the South
Shore Coordinated Transportation System will provide improved public transit
within the south shore of Lake Tahoe. This approach is considered to be more
environmentally superior than the traditional roadway and intersection
improvements which are generally used to reduce traffic congestion. 1In
addition, the development of the gondola will bring ski resort access directly
to the South Lake Tahoe Commercial Core area, rather than making visitors to
this area drive to the resort. Implementation of the CTS will monitored by the
TRPA who is a signatory to the agreement. If the CTS is not successful,
provisions of the agreement will be enacted which require amendments to the
document to be drafted and approved.

Neoise :
Issue: The Heavenly Ski Resort operates snowmaking equipment, snow removal
ecuipment and snow grooming equipment during the winter ski season. The use of
this equipment contributes to the non-attainment of TRPA noise standards within
the vicinity of the Heavenly base areas. On the upper mountain, noise from
snowmaking and snow grooming may adversely affect wildlife. 1In summer,
concerts are currently held near the Top of the Tram restaurant. The noise
from these concerts may affect wildlife during summer mating cr fledgling
periods. The implementation of the Master Plan provides an opportunity :to
reduce existing noise impacts at the base areas with the use of new technclogy
nc to stucdy the effects cf noise on wildlife near the upper mountain

3

th D

acilities.

resolution: A ncise mitigation program, which includes target attainmsnt goals
over the next ten years at the existinc base areas, is included in the Master
Flan. The mitigation measures for snowmaking activities include the use of new
fan gun technology, buffers and setbacks, snowmaking operation controls, and
research into cuieter nozzle technologies. The goal is to meet the ncise
tnresholds within a ten-vear period at all of the base zreas. In additic:
renly will not hold summer ccncerts until after the Iirst ol August.
zriction allows most local residen:t birds to complete Iledgling, which
minimizes the potential for nest failure. However, if Heavenly chooses, they
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may conduct a more fozused study to determine whether concert-related noises
esult in nest failure of local resicdant nesting dbirds. TRPA will me r
Feavenly curing projec:t permitting to ensure that appropriate ncise red

methods are put into place at the dDase areas.
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2iolocical Pesources
sue: Heavenly Ski Resort facilities are located within habitat for numerous

nt, wildlife ang avian species. The construc:tion of existing ski runs anc



Heavenly Ski Rescr:z shall coniract f{cor formal evaluat:icn cf Ih

Reseolut:ion: a
isnown citzes for the Natichal Register of Historic Places =
resources list by a gualified professional as either conzribuzors o the
proposed discontiguous Comstock logging Historic District, ©or cn thelr own
merits as historic properties. Eligible sites shall be monitored to determine
current condition and to allow for the documentation of future effects from ski
resort operations. Evaluation and monitoring shall be conductec according to
the reguirements of a Programmatic Agreement (PA) which must be prepared for
the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) prior to Master Plan

implementation.
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Land Use
Issue: Heavenly Ski Resort is located within the planning jurisdictions of

three counties, the City of South Lake Tahoe, the TRPAR, and the LTBMU.
Implementation of the Master Plan would result in conflicts with several of the
planning documents from these jurisdictions. At the California base, the
proposed ski facilities conflict with city zoning. Installaticn of the new
gondola corrider would not meet the visual guality objective assigned to that
area by the Forest Plan. At the gondola mid-station, proposed developments
conflict with the Forest Plan prescription for the area. Within the TRPA Plan
Area for the Nevada portion of the ski area, skiing facilities are proposed
which are not allowed due to a prohibition on additional land disturbance and
vegetarion removal within the Edgewood drainage. These policies were adopted
in order to protect adjacent land uses or sensitive species.

Resolution: The City of South Lake Tahoe will consider amendments to its
General Plan to allow for skiing facilities on the lands identified in the
Master Plan adjacent to the California Base area, as the proposed skiing
facilities are consistent with the adjacent properties and land uses in this
location. This decision includes a Forest Plan amendment to accomodate the
visual guality changes that will ocur within the gondola ceorrider. In
acddition, the Forest Plan is amended by this decision to allow for placement of
the gcndola ané mid station restaurant, loading and off loading termingi, and
access roadway within an area where such uses would have previously been Iound
inconsistent with the forest Plan. Finally, the proposed skiing facilities
within the Nevada portion of the iLake Tahoe Zasin have besesn removed Ircm the
Master Plan in order to be consistent with TRPA policies. However, several
facilities locazed in Nevada, but which drain intec Califcrnia watershecds, will
remain in the Master Plan, as their construction will not affect the Ecgewocd

crainage.

Socioeconomics anc Deman _

Issue: Heavenlv Ski Resort currently serves approximately 14,000 skiers at one
time curing peak periods. The proposec Master Plan woulé allow Zor the

-

e
expansicn of the ski resort to serve approximately 22,000 skiers at one Time
cdurinc peak periods. There are concerns that the propesel expansich of the sii
resort is not suppor:ied because of a lack ¢ proven demand, IRat unnecessary
intense competition will occur between resorts within the Lake Tahoe regic:n,

nd tha:t the environmental risks associatec with expansion 6o not warrant
additional development in the Lake Tahoe 3asin.

Pesolution: The Master Plan has been prepzred as a tool to guice the upgrace
and exzansion of the Heavenly Shi Resort over tThe next Iweltly vears. The
Master Plan has been analyzed :n a DrogrammaiiC manner cumulatively assess

(dl
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the environmental impacts associated with its component projecis. AsS a
programmatic document, the Master Plan cnly approves the projects for £
environmental analysis and permit:ing by the Forest Service and other
agencies. Each implementing projec:t must be submitted to the Forest Service
for review and additional environmental analysis. This future project review
will allow for the consideration of current market conditions and participation
rates at the time of permitting. In addition, the future implementation of
Master Plan elements will be propcsed after considering changing market
conditions, allowing for flexibility in the proposed development schedule.

uture

OTHER ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED: The following is a summary of the alternatives
considered in detail in the EIS, but not selected as the project to be
implemented. A complete description of these alternatives and a listing of
their mitigation measures, management reguirements, and monitoring requirements
is found in Chapters 2 and 4 of the Draft EIS and Appendix 8.G of the Final

EIS.

No Action/No Proiject Alternative <

This alternative would maintain the existing conditions at the ski area’ except
for the replacement of existing lifts and facilities without adding additional
skier capacity. The existing capacity of 9,080 persons at cone time (as
described in Appendix F), would be maintained through the existing network of
25 lifes, 627 acres of ski runs, 238 acres of snowmaking, 1,880 food service
seats, 2,570 on-site parking spaces, and 2,300 ski area shuttle bus seats.

I did not select this alternative because it does not achieve the project’s
curpose and need. This altermative neither provides for improving the skier
experience at Heavenly. This alternative would require the Forest Service to
pursue remecdial correction of past problems throuch some other avenue than a
Master Plan upcate. Instead of the Master Plan's acelerated program o
implementation and scheduling to remecdiate existing water guality problems,
correction of existing problems would be addressed through an annual operating
plan.

RPeduced Proiect Alternative

This alternative would allow Keavenly to construct many cf projects included in
“hase I of the existing 1966 Heavenly Ski Area Master ?lan following specifi
plan cr project approvals from regulatory acencies. The 1966 Phase I Master
Plan includes some, but not all, cf the facilities that are proposed in the
1223 Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan. Skier capacity woulc increase to 14,600
ople at one time. This eguates to an increase of 5.320 cver the existing

I ¢id not select this alternative because, while it provides for some
iizional resor: expansion, it does not include the goncdola. As previously

o
stated, the gondola would allow Heavenly to access visitors from the South Lake
=

ahoe Commercial Core area, recucing tha number of venicles on the local
roadways. 1In addition, the gondola would allow for the removal ol the Tram at

the ZTalifornia Base.

Ma:imum Develooment Rlternative
The Mazimum Development alternative would be oriented Iowards enhancing the
cverall qualitv of the ski experience at Feavenly by cifering a greater aumbe
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of lifts and runs, :ncreased snowmaking coverage, and increased skier SURDoTE
facilizies. This alternative includes all facilities in the Proposecd Ac:t:on
a2lternative plus the following: :three additicnal lifts in the East Peak Lake
area; a new lift in California overlooking the Lake Tahoe Airport; and
retention of the West Bowl lift at the California base area which would ke
removed under the Proposed Action. Skier capacity, as determined using the
TRPA PAOT formula (Appendix F of the EIR/EIS/EIS), would increase to 1B,800
PAOT. This equates to increases of 9,720 over the existing capacity, 4,200
over the Reduced Project capacity, and 2,620 over the Proposed Action capacity.

I did not select this alternative because it allows expansion to a level beyond
what is consistent with the LTBMU Forest Plan.

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION: The Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan Steering Committee
has been meeting regularly since January 19%0. All meetings were open to the
public and publicly noticed at Heavenly, the TRPA, and south shore post
cffices. Forest Service representation changed over the years, beginning with
Jon Hoefer, then Robert McDowell, and finally Virgil Anderson.

In January of 1990 and March of 1992, a Notice of Preparation/Notice of Intent
(NOP/NOI) of an Environmental Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement was
distributed to public agencies and interested individuals in the community for
thirty days. The NEPA Notice of Intent was published in the Federal Register
on December 29, 1989. The purpose of the notice was to formally anncunce the
Preparation of a master plan and to solicit public input on the potential
environmental consequences of the Heavenly Ski Resort Master Plan Update.
During the NOP/NOI circulation period in both 1990 and 1992, scoping meetings
were held to solicit input from the general public and local, state, and
feceral agencies regarding the probable environmental effects of the Heavenly
Ski Resort Master Plan. Scoping meetings were held on January 18, 19920, and
March 4, 1982. The 1992 scoping meeting was held to ensure that the public was
civen a chance to comment on all Master Plan components as updated following
the sale of Heavenly to Kamori Kanko Company, Ltd. of Japan. Appendix D of the
ZIR/EIS/EIS includes the minutes of the scoping meetings and a list of
aTttendees.

The Master Plan Steering Committee announced the availability of the Draf:
ZIR/EIS/EIS through a well-publicized mecia effeort which began a planned 60-day
public comment period on April &, 19%55. The Nozice of Availability of the NEPA
cocument was published in the Federal Register cn April 14, 1995. The public
comment period was extended an additional 30 cavs, as noticed in the May 26,
1955 Federal Register, and closed cn July 5, 1995. Kowever, comments received
alter this cate were also considered in zhe preparaticn ciZ the Final
EIR/ZIS/EIS.

Two nuncdred and fifty copies of the Draf: EIR/EIS/ZIS were printed. Copies of
the Draft ZIR/ZIS/EIS were distributed to Federzl and State agencies, local
governments, elected officials, libraries, orcanizations and some concerned
citizens. It was provided to othars upon reguest, for a printing fee, unti
nearly all copies had been distributed. Copies of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS were
2lso available at nine libraries and five covernment cfiices for pubdlic
Viewing. A separate summarv document was mailed, without charge, to interested
persons and distributed at public worksneps and presentations



The Draft EIS received 42 comment letters during the 90-dayv public comment
per:iod. Of the 42 comment leczters, 29 included substiantive comments. The
other 13 letters either reguested copies of the draft documents or made no
comment. The Final EIS, distributed on April 19, 1296, responded not only to
the 42 letters, but also to comments made at TRPA Advisory Planning Commission
and Governing Board hearings, and a City of South Lake Tahce Planning
Commission meeting. Refer to Table B8.2-1 of the Final EIS for a complete
listing of comments received on the EIS. The Notice of Availability of the
final document was ncticed in the Federal Register on May 13, 1996. This final
document incorporated all of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS documents and added an
Appendix incorporating changes to those documents, as well as the response to
comments. Consequently, the reader must reference the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS along
with the final documents to have a complete representation of the environmental
documentaticn upon which this decision was based.

On June 26, 1996, the TRPA's Governing Board certified the technical adequacy
of the Final EIS, pursuant to the TRPA's Rules of Procedure, and approved the
Master Plan. Public comments made to the steering committee after the final
EIR/EIS/EIS release were addressed and presented to the TRPA Governing Board.
Subsequently, any findings made by the board or any additional public comments
received at the hearings were considered in the formulation of this ROD.

IMPLEMENTATION DATE: This decision may be implemented beginning October 14,
1996. If administrative appeals are received on this decision, implementation

will be delayed pending the results of appeal resolution.

ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS: My decision is subject to appeal pursuant to 36 CFR
215. Appeals must be filed within 45 davs from the publication ¢f the legal
notice of this decision in the Tahoe Daily Tribune (legal notice will be
published August 23, 19296; appeal pariod ends October 7, 159€). Notices o2
appeal must meet the specific content reguirements of 36 CFR 215.14. <Your
notice of appeal shculd: state under which regulation vour app=al is being
filed, include your name, address, and telephone numbex, identify this decision
being appealed (include the title of this document, its date and the name ancd
title of the rorest Officer who signed i:); specify that portion of the
decision to which you object or identifyv the specific change(s) in the decision
that vou seek; state how the decisicn £fzils to consider comments greviously
proviced; and, if applicable, state how the decision violates law, regulation,

or policy. Appellants must mee:t the reguirements of 36 CFR 215.11.

CONTACT PERSON: Questions related to this decisicn may be adiressed to rober:s
70 Emerald Eay

e -

licDowell, Forest Planner, Lake Tanhoe Sasin Management Unit, B
Road, South Lake Tahoe, CA 9615C; or phone (9i6) 573-2623.

/ /m://ﬁ /// (/‘é

,_ ROBIRT T. HARRIS DATE: %b/?é

Forest Supervisor

Attachmenz: Revised Heavenly Manacement Area

12



VP N e ] RN PN NN e N N T AT

e, 73-."' -
= {—&;}'-ﬂt;

2

N F 2N\
0. WMATANRl R e '

. — e e ——_—
i A

! - —_— N
wd i
H
! ..
' = . N .
m— a

_'. a = - Lo ; ; ‘ ‘R1BER1-9 E_:-\ ‘— - R : A

R R Tt Tt PO S —— .- = e —
. s - =7 - [ A TTA WY TLSg .- . =y 0
- - tmr e
: |

! ! £ Marmgnanca
C

Tirmodr Stams Lia:nerance




(Amended, 1996)
Management Area Direction

HEAVENLY
9,868 Gross Acres 7,408 National Forest System Acres
TRPA Plan Areas: 082, 086, 087, 088, 5,288 In Basin
part of 080, and land outside basin. 2,120 Outside Basin

Unsuitable Timber Lands: All Acres

I. Description

The management area consists primarily of land which is under special use
permit to Heavenly Ski Area for construction, operation, and maintenance of a
ski resort. Topography is generally steep with most slopes in excess of 30%.
The entire area within the Lake Tahoe hydrographic boundary is considered high
hazard land. Although not included in the land capability rating system, the
area outside the basin boundary is of similar character. Except where ski runs
have been cleared, the area is forested. Subalpine forest conditions prevail
at the higher elevationms. ' P

Heavenly Ski Area began in 1955 in California at the edge of the City ©of South
Lake Tahoe. In 1965 the resort expanded to the Nevada side. The original
master plan for the ski area was dated 1966. There are currently (in 1996)
twenty-five lifts with the combined uphill designed capacity of 25,630
skiers/hour. As many as 14,000 people have been served by the resort on a peak
day. In 1996, a revised master plan was approved after over five vears of
development by the Heavenly Steering Committee, consisting of representatives
from the Forest Service - LT3MU, the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Heavenly
Ski Area, El Dorado County, the City of South Lake Tahoe, and Douglas County.
Implementation of that plan, at build ouc, would result in a total of
thirty-two lifts with an uphill capacity of 52,800 skiers/hour. 1In addition,
the 1996 master plan projects increased summertime activities within the resort
boundaries.

Although base facilities on both the'California and Nevada sides of the area
are on privately owned land, day lodges and food service facilities situated at
mid-level locations are located on national forest land, as is a storage and
maintenance shop for hill grooming and lift maintenance equipment. The ski
area is equipped with extensive snowmaking facilities on both the California

and Nevada sides.

II. Issu=s, Concerns and Ooportunities

In 19288, the following ICO‘'s ware caveloped for the Xeavenly Management hrea.

1. Ski trails are the most significant visual man-made alteration of the
naticnal forest landscape at Lake Tahoe. Modest atTtempts to scften tine
A

effects with feathered tree removal along the edges of cleared ski trails
nas not successfully recuced the visual impac:.
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2. Removal of boulders, tree stumps and cther obstacles, as well as shaping of
terrain on ski trails, has resulted in substantial soil disturbance,
leading to hich rates of soil erosion and nutrient Transpors o Lake
Tahoe. The decomposed granite soils are difficult to stabilize and
revegetate. Since about 1965, major efforts have been made to stabilize
eroding areas and establish protective cover of low vegetation at a cost
in excess of $3 million. Although many acres of disturbed area have been
stabilized, water quality standards have not been attained for much of the
area. Major failures of some erosion structures occurred during a severe
localized summer thunderstorm in 1983, requiring extensive repairs.

Recent ski run clearing technigues with over-the-snow logging and spot
blasting of rocks promises to be less disturbing to the landscape.

3. Optimum use of the area for skiing will continue to require modification of
lifts, additicnal lifts, snowmaking facilities, and trail modifications.
These improvements may occur without an increase in skiing capacity.

4. There is considerable copportunity to expand skiing capacity at Heavenly.
This has been estimated at 5,400 new skiers at one time (SAOT) on the
California side and 3,600 new SAOT on the Nevada side outside the basin.
Some of the expansion may be outside the boundary of this management area.
Expansion will be controversial because of the potential effects upon water
and air gquality. Furthermore, parking facilities will not be allowed to
expand in the basin. Access is therefore dependent upon alternative
transportation systems. Keavenly Valley began bus service in 1575 and as
of 1984 has 9 busses in operation.

5. Water rights allocation in the basin may limit the amount of water
available for irrigation and snowmaking.

6. Security of improvements, hazards from equipment, and sensitivity of
erosion control work has limited the extent of summer recreation use in the
area. There remain opportunities to expand summer recreation through the
construction of hiking trails, such as the Tahoe Pim Trai

In 1996, the following ICO was added to the list for the management area.

7. Through studies initiated as part of the master planning process, numerous
cultural and historical resources were identified, from pas:t logcing and
Washoe activities. These resources could be affected by area activities.

III. PResource ‘Management Empohasis

Alpine skiing will continue to be the emphasis throughout most of the
management area. The 1596 master plan directs the future development in the
area, in ccmpliance with other recional plans. The steep northwes:z facing
slopes of East Psak and the slopes into Cold Creek will be managed to protect
the watershed and to serve as a visual backérop.
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The desired future condition is a guality ski resort with ski runs and other
cisturbed areas stabilized to reduce the potential for soil erosion. Some
improvement in the visual quality of the area will be noticeable.
Implementation of the Construction Erosion Reduction Program (CERP), a program
of measures designed to mitigate impacts to water quality, will provide for
water quality improvements. '

IV. Management Area Prescription

Prescription Ecres

2 - Alpine Skiing 4,250

9 - Maintenance 2,761

10- Timber Maintenance 185

12- Urban Lots (not mapped) 212

V. Management Area Standards and Guidelines

Forestwide standards and guidelines apply. The following direction supplemants
them:

Practice Standard and Guideline
4- Downhill Skiing Implement the 1996 Heaveniy Ski A:é;_Master

Plan, including development of the gondola,
new ski lifts and runs, support facilities,
and mitigation measures, including ﬁhe CERP,
Encourage the implementation of components of
the 1996 Master Plan’s mitigation program not
entiraly under the jurisdiction of the USDA
Forest Service.

The 1996 Master Plan includes expansion of
the ski resort within and outside of the TRPA
basin. Maximum enlargement ci the ski area
will be an additional 5,400 Persons at One |
Time (PAOT, as defined by the TR?A Ski Rrea
Master Plan Guidelines, 19290) over the
existing level inside the basin and 3,600
PACT outside the basin. Existing (1%8%6) PROT
lzvels are §,731 within the basin ané 2,329
outside ol ¢

Routinely reassess and upcdate the 1596 Master
Flan at least every five vears, or as needed
to keep it current with any modifications O
the Forest Plan or TRPA Fegional Plan.

Upcate the Summer Operations and Zrosion
Con:crol Plan annually. Use this Plan &s a
cuide fcr, and tool o document, the
agministration of ercsion contreol projects,

IN=207



7- Dispersed Recreation
Management - Summer

8- Dispersed Recreation
Management -, Winter

9- Visual Quality

25- Water Use Management

3C- Water Quali:zy
Maintenance and
Improvement

.

sual rehabilitation, run improvements, and

[t

-

fr construction and reconsItruction.

—
-

Use the "Operation and Avalanche Plan," as
updated annually, as a guide for
administration of winter activities within
the ski area.

When constructed, the gondeola will be the
focus of summer recreational uses rather than
the tram. The tram will be removed and
replaced with a guad that will not be used 1in
the summer.

Maintain the OHV closure. Work with Heavenly
Ski Area to provide public access from the
ski area to general forest lands for
nonmotorized recreation activities.

Maintain the camping closure.

Maintain the public OHV closure. Access may
be required for Forest Service or ski area
administration.

New ski runs will be constructed without
denuding or removing groundcover, typically
using only temporary roads for construction.
Clearings should have varied edges, and
colors of facilities should blend with
natural surroundings.

Structures and improvements will be
attractive and harmoniocus with a rural
mountain ski development setting as viewed in
the foreground.

The visual cuality objective (VQO) for the
alignment of the gondola, as described in the
1996 Master Plan, is Partial Retention.

Wnile lands allocated to this prescriptien
are normally governed by a Retention VQO,
this cuicdeline makes a specific mocdification
to accommodate the gondola.

Obtain water rights, or purchase water,
sufficient to irrigate stabilization projects
and for snowmaking.

Continue to trea- sources of scll erosiom.

Emphasize use of native crought-tolerant

species in revegetation projec:ts.
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As described in the cumulative watershed
effects analysis, activities designed :o
enhance the quality of skiing will proceed in
concert with stabilization of disturbed

areas.
25 -Land and Resource Individually assess whether additional
Management Planning site-specific analyses are needed to comply

with the National Environmental Policy Act
prior to implementing project level actions
directed by the 1996 Master Plan.

An annual report on the status.of the
implementation of the mitigation program
should be submitted by Heavenly Ski Area to

- the Fcrest Service. At increments of five
vears or less, the 1596 Master Plan and its
associated environmental documents should be
reviewed to assess the effectiveness of
planned mitigations in light of Heavenly's
annual reports. If measures are not
effective in mitigating impacts, they must be
reapplied or new measures.must be aeveloped
and applied.

Proposed Resoclution of Issues and Concerns

These resolutions have been updated (in 1996) from the original responses in
che 1288 Forest Plan.

The: CERE, *ncluoed as part of the 1996 Master Plan, implements revegetation
for existing ski ails using both grasses and woody slants. This program
includes summertime irrication of the revegetated areas using the
snowmaking system, allowing for increased likelihood of successiul
revegetation ef‘or:s. Improved revegetation should benefit the visual
cuality of ski trails. 1In addition, the CERP reguires the obliteration of
any existing roads that are not essential to reso-t operations.

_t ya

Past run clearing activities included “summer grooming," a practice which
resulted in a smooth ground surfzce thazt coulcd be sikiied upon with only six
inches of snow. Thus, obstacles such as boulders ané stumgs were removed,
resulting in soil disturbance. With expanded snowmaking, new ccnstructicn
no longer requires summer grooming. Instead, most boulders, tree stumps
and trunks and existing gounccover can be retained since snowmaking allows
minimum snow depth to be controlled. Wwater bars will be installed on ski
suns to reduce the high rates of soil erosicn associated with long slope
lengths. In addition, the snowmaking system can be used for summertime
irrigation of the g"asses nd woocy shrubs used {or revegetation,
penefitting slope statbilization. Thus, the goals cf the CERP -- including
improved water guality -- can more reacily be achievec.
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511 nmew run or lif:z clearing will be performed using techn:gues that are
less land cisturb:ing than past pract:ices, ingluding over-snow or nNeliccoter
tree removal and spot blasting. Helicopters will be used to place towers
and use of existing and temporary roacs will pe maximized to minimize the

need for new road construction.

3. The 1996 Master Plan details the future operations of the mountain and
identifies where modifications will occur, as well as necessary
mitigations. Other facilities, such as day lodges, restaurants, restrooms,
maintenance facilities, etc., are described. It also provides for
increases in skiing capacity.

4. P new skiing capacity indicator, the TRPA PAOT, was created as part of the
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency‘s TRPA Ski Area Master Plan Guidelines
(1990). The Forest Service cooperated in the development of the
cuidelines. While the definition of "PAOT" has been modified, the number
of PAOTs allowed through the Heavenly master planning process is the same:
5,400 for the California side; 3,600 in Nevada.

As approved in the 1996 Master Plan, the gondola will extend to ouside the
boundary of the management area. The development of the 1556 master plan
and its associated environmental documents provided for public and
interagency participation, including public workshops, public hearings, and
numerous Heavenly steering committee meetings, which were open to the
public and noticed both in the newspaper and through post office postings.
The documents identify mitigatica for water quality (the CERP) and air
quality (the coordinated transit system, OT CTS) . The 1996 Master Plan
does not provide for new parking facilities. Additional access is
dependent on expanded bussing, walk-ins, the gondola, and the CTS. 1In the
1995-96 season, Heavenly provided 34 busses, operated by the local public
bus service, the South Tahoe Area Ground Express.

5. The 1996 Master Plan identifies adegquate supplies of water, with the needed
water rights, for build out of the master plan including its associated
irrication and snowmaking needs. California and Nevada will a2poropr:iate
water based upon requests from all interested parties. Ii water rignts arte
later found to be unavailable, water can be purchasec from local purvevers.

§. The 1996 Master Plan envisions an increase in summertime activities. It

provides for the cevelopment of both cultural and nature interpretive
centers, controlled hiking on the moun:zain, f£ishing at East Feak Lake,
horseback riding at East Peak Lake, and concerts at the Gondoia Top
Station, as well as mountain biking on existing roacs. The Tahoe Rim Trail
was constructed through the area in 1891 and will be maintainec.

In 1996, the following 1CO’s were added to the list Ior the FMA.

-

~J
T

re2s that may be eligible for inclusicn in the lational Register oI
szoric Places will be either protected, avoicsd. OT interpreted. 1In
soeration wizh the Washos Indian Tribe of Nevada znd the Forest Service,

LN

i
co
Zeavenly will provide an interpretive facilityv and interpretive
experiences.
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VII. Specific Monitorinc and Evaluation Recuirements

Py

Iimplement the monitoring requirements assigned to the Forest Service, as
described in the "Heavenly Ski Area Water Quality, Watershed Condition, and
Best Management Practices Monitoring Program," included as part of the 1996
Master Plan.
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