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2 Responses to Comments
This chapter contains comments received during the public review period for the Kings Beach State
Recreation Area Preliminary General Plan Revision and Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project
Draft EIR/EIS (Draft EIR/EIS), which concluded on June 29, 2018. Comments include comment letters,
reproduced in their entirety, and summary notes of comments received during the public hearings
before the TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC) on June 13, 2018 and before the TRPA
Governing Board on June 27, 2018. In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA
Guidelines, written responses were prepared addressing comments on environmental issues received
from reviewers of the Draft EIR/EIS.

2.1

List of Commenters on the Draft GP EIR/
Pier Draft EIR/EIS

Table 2-1 presents the list of commenters, including the numerical designation for each comment letter
received, the author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter.
Table 2-1

List of Commenters

Letter Number

Commenter

Date

1

North Tahoe Public Utility District
Tim Ferrel, P.E., Board President

June 20, 2018

2

County of Placer
Todd Leopold, Executive Officer

June 29, 2018

3

North Tahoe Business Association
Joy M. Doyle, Executive Director

June 26, 2018

4

Tahoe Area Sierra Club
Laurel Ames

June 25, 2018

5

Sean, Paula, Theodore, and Coraline Bossler

May 7, 2018

6

Scott Green

June 29, 2018

7

Katy and Tim Jordan

July 9, 2018

8

Tim LaFleur

May 2, 2018

9

Jim Sajdak

May 26, 2018

10

Melissa and Tony Spiker

May 17, 2018

11

Tahoe Local

May 7, 2018

12

Ellie Waller

June 13, 2018

13

Ellie Waller

June 13, 2018

14

Public hearing notes from the TRPA APC meeting

June 13, 2018

15

Public hearing notes from the TRPA Governing Board meeting

June 27, 2018
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2.2

Comments and Responses

CSP and TRPA received comments during the public review period for the Draft EIR/EIS that address a
range of topics. All comment letters and a summary of oral comments made at the two public hearings
are reproduced in their entirety, followed by written responses. Where a commenter has provided
multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a bracket and an identifying number in the margin of
the comment letter.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15088(a) states, “The lead agency shall evaluate comments on environmental
issues received from persons who reviewed the Draft EIR and shall prepare a written response.”
Hence, this chapter includes responses to substantive comments and significant environmental issues
raised in written and oral comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.
Many of the comments received did not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS. Some of these comments pertain to the
specific design of upland features, management, and/or operations at KBSRA. Comments relating to
management and operations at KBSRA are summarized. In many instances, goals and guidelines in the
proposed General Plan revision address topics raised in these comments. The goals and guidelines are
intended to allow for flexibility and adaptive management in operation of the park. As stated on page
ES-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS:
The Introduction, Existing Conditions, Issues and Analyses, and Plan chapters of this document
constitute the General Plan revision. These components include the proposed park
development and operations, and designate appropriate land uses and resource management.
They include a project location map, site map, statement of plan and pier rebuild objectives, and
a description of the plan’s technical and environmental characteristics. The features of the
General Plan would be constructed in phases within a 20-year planning period based on funding
availability. Because a general plan is likely to be in effect for so long, it must be flexible enough
to accommodate expected future changes, while clearly guiding decision-making consistent with
the adopted park vision. Thus, the general plan provides broad guidelines for future operation
of the park, but does not prescribe specific operational strategies that may need to be adjusted
over time.
Applicable goals and guidelines are summarized and referenced, where appropriate, in the responses to
comments relating to the management and operations at KBSRA.
The General Plan revision includes conceptual plans for future development of and improvements to all
of the property managed at KBSRA, including upland areas. This plan includes a greater level of site
planning detail than is typical for a CSP General Plan. The greater level of detail allowed the Draft
EIR/EIS to be prepared at a project level of detail for CEQA purposes for all of the proposed
improvements at KBSRA. The upland features proposed as part of the General Plan revision are
conceptual at this time, and are not currently at a level of design that identifies the specific types of
features. The final design details for specific projects would be determined following project approval
and at the time that funding for specific projects is available. More detailed designed would also be
necessary to secure permits (including those listed on page 1-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS) required to
implement projects within the plan. CSP will consider comments related to upland features as
individual projects move forward for implementation. These comments are also noted for
consideration by the approval agencies during project review.

2-2

Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS

Responses to Comments

Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS

2-3

Responses to Comments

2-4

Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS

Responses to Comments

Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS

2-5

Responses to Comments

2-6

Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS

Responses to Comments

Responses North Tahoe Public Utility District
to Letter Tim Ferrel, P.E., Board President
June 20, 2018
1

1-1

The comment summarizes previously submitted comments regarding North Tahoe
Public Utility District (NTPUD) facilities that traverse the California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy) plaza parcels and KBSRA. The comment states that adequate vehicle
access to the sewer main needs to be retained during post-project conditions, including:


access to the manhole in the plaza area via a 10-foot wide, hardscaped route capable
of H-20 loading, as currently exists off Coon Street; and



access the manholes on the beach via a 10-foot wide ramped beach access accessible
by a H-20 loading vehicle.

The comment notes that based on the site plan (Exhibit 4.5-1), the proposed 10-footwide beach access ramps could meet NTPUD’s need for access. The comment requests
confirmation that the proposed ramps would be available for use by NTPUD and
requests an additional ramp adjacent to or in proximity to the proposed pedestrian
access point near the center of the project site (Feature12 in Exhibit 4.5-1).
CSP would coordinate with NTPUD to maintain access to its wastewater facilities
within KBSRA. Clarifying text related to NTPUD access within KBSRA is included in
Chapter 3, Revisions to the GP Draft EIR/Pier Draft EIR/EIS, of this Final EIR/EIS. These
updates do not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any
environmental impact.
In response to this comment, the first paragraph on page 5.3.10-10 in Section 5.3.10,
Public Services and Utilities, of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised as follows:
NTPUD has expressed concern about maintaining adequate physical and legal
access to the sewer main that generally follows the old Brockway Vista Road
right-of-way and runs through the event center plaza and beach areas at KBSRA
(Stelter, pers. comm., 2017a). With implementation of the General Plan revision
and construction of new facilities, CSP would coordinate with NTPUD to
maintain access to the sewer main for NTPUD and to avoid conflicts with the
NTPUD sewer main during construction. Access to NTPUD facilities, including
those on the beach, would also be maintained after construction with access
provided by the proposed paved beach access points.
Additionally, the fourth paragraph on page 5.3.10-10 in Section 5.3.10, Public Services
and Utilities, of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised as follows:
NTPUD would have adequate wastewater conveyance capacity to serve
improvements proposed by the General Plan revision for Alternative 2.
Additionally, Alternative 2 would reduce not increase current its wastewater flows
through facility design and implementation of water conservation measures that
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would meet 2016 Title 24 requirements. Potential conflicts with the NTPUD
sewer main through KBSRA would be minimized through coordination with
NTPUD and avoidance during and after construction. This impact would be less
than significant.
1-2

The comment requests changes to Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 2, Existing Conditions;
Chapter 3, Issues and Analysis; and Chapter 4, The Plan, regarding NTPUD’s use of the
parking lot at KBSRA, including for government meetings and a long-term parking
agreement between NTPUD and CSP. The Draft EIR/EIS accurately reflects the current
written agreement between NTPUD and CSP that allocates two administrative parking
spaces for NTPUD in the parking lot in exchange for NTPUD plowing the KBSRA
parking lot in winter. A long-term agreement with NTPUD related to parking is an
operational topic and is part of an existing agreement between NTPUD and CSP, which
may vary over the course of the 20-year period of the General Plan and would not be
appropriate to include in the General Plan itself. See the introductory text under
Section 2.2, Comments and Responses, above, that addresses comments that are not
related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The comment also notes that the proposed entry plaza near the event center would be
located in a designated fire access lane and expresses concern that permanent or semipermanent improvements in the fire access lane would decrease emergency response
accessibility to the beach and event center during an emergency. No permanent or
semi-permanent structures are proposed at the entry plaza. Access would be
maintained through the proposed entry plaza at all times for emergency response
purposes.
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Responses County of Placer
to Letter Todd Leopold, Executive Officer
June 29, 2018
2

2-1

The comment includes introductory remarks regarding the importance of KBSRA as a
vital component of the Kings Beach Town Center and the broader community. The
comment also notes that redevelopment of Town Centers, as described in the Regional
Plan and Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (Area Plan), is an important part of
improving environmental thresholds, enhancing recreation opportunities, and developing
visitor servicing infrastructure. The comment is noted for consideration during project
development review.

2-2

The comment refers to Guideline RES 11.4, notes that the types of signs proposed at
the project site are as yet unknown, and requests that CSP partner with Placer County
to coordinate type, location, and size of the signage. The comment also requests that
CSP consider signage specifications adopted in the Area Plan (adopted by Placer County
and TRPA to address land use planning in the Placer County portion of the Tahoe Basin)
when drafting a sign program.
CSP has an adopted signage handbook that the signage plan for KBSRA must comply
with. In developing the signage plan for KBSRA, CSP will consider the design standards
included in the Implementing Regulations of the Area Plan and accommodate them to
the best of their ability while remaining consistent with CSP adopted standards. CSP will
also coordinate with Placer County and other stakeholders in developing the signage
plan.

2-3

The comment requests that additional parking, noise, and neighboring property impact
analyses be conducted for special events if they would occur beyond what currently
occurs at the site. The number of events could increase with the proposed event lawn
and stage areas. However, the types of events that could occur after project
implementation would be similar in nature and magnitude (i.e., size and the type of
noise-generating activities that could occur) as existing events at the site. Additional
events at the site would not result in greater impacts (i.e., parking, noise, or neighbor
impacts) than events such as Ta-Hoe Nalu Paddle Festival and the July 3rd Fireworks
and Beach Party that currently occur at KBSRA. Additionally, CSP has an internal event
permit process that includes completion of a Project Evaluation Form (PEF) that
assesses and considers potential impacts of special events under CEQA. TRPA also
permits temporary events. For these reasons, additional analyses of special events is not
warranted.

2-4

The comment requests that the Lakeside Redevelopment project at 8200 North Lake
Boulevard and the Kings Beach Center project located at 8675 North Lake Boulevard
be included in the cumulative impacts project list in Table 5.1-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The
Kings Beach Center project is included in Table 5.1-4 as the Kings Beach Center Design
Concept. It is assumed that the proposed Kings Beach Center project would be
consistent with the land uses and maximum development potential considered as part of
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the Kings Beach Center Design Concept already considered in the cumulative impact
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS.
The Lakeside Redevelopment project is a mixed-use commercial project on 1.8 acres of
lakefront land located within Kings Beach (Placer County 2018). The project would
include a lakefront amenity building, street front retail, and 10 residential units. Because
the Lakeside Redevelopment project would redevelop areas that currently contain
urban uses, this project would not substantially contribute to a cumulative impact in
combination with the General Plan revision and pier rebuild project. Nonetheless,
consideration of the Lakeside Redevelopment project as part of the cumulative analysis
is included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the GP Draft EIR/Pier Draft EIR/EIS, of this Final
EIR/EIS. These updates do not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of
any environmental impact.
In response to this comment, portions of Table 5.1-4 beginning on 5-32 and Exhibit 5.115 on page 5-36 of the Draft EIR/EIS are revised as follows:
Table 5.1-4

Cumulative Projects List

Map
Number Project Name

Location

Description

Residential Units
and/or NonResidential Area

Project Status

Projects in Kings Beach
8

Lakeside
8200 North
Redevelopme Lake
nt Project
Boulevard,
Kings Beach,
CA

Redevelopment of 1.8
10 second home
acres of lakefront land. The residential units
project would include a
lakefront amenity building
(Participant Sports Facility),
street front retail, and 10
second home residential
units.

Application received
by Placer County.
Preparation of the
Initial Study has begun.

Year-round waterborne
transit between north and
south shores of Lake
Tahoe.

-—

Notice of Preparation
(NOP)/Notice of
Intent (NOI) released
in November 2013;
Draft EIS/EIR/EIS in
preparation, but on
hold.

The project would replace
with existing Coast Guard
pier with a longer pier in
order to provide

-—

Undergoing
environmental review.

Projects on Lake Tahoe
89

Lake Tahoe Cross-lake
Passenger
ferry service
Ferry Project with a South
Shore Ferry
Terminal at Ski
Run Marina in
South Lake
Tahoe and a
North Shore
Ferry Terminal
at either the
Tahoe City
Marina or the
Lighthouse
Mall Pier.

910 Coast Guard 2500 Lake
Pier
Forest Road,
Expansion
Tahoe City,
CA
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Table 5.1-4

Cumulative Projects List

Map
Number Project Name

Location

Description

1011 North Tahoe 7360 North
Marina
Lake
Expansion
Boulevard,
Tahoe Vista,
CA

Residential Units
and/or NonResidential Area

Project Status

-—

In early planning
stages.

-—

In early stages of
planning led by Placer
County. Construction
anticipated for 2019
and 2020.

-—

Construction
anticipated for
completion soon.

Caltrans Highway Improvement Projects (not mapped)
1112 Kings Beach SR 28 and SR
Western
267, Kings
Approach
Beach, CA

The project would convert
the intersection to a
roundabout considered to
be an improvement in
mobility, safety and
efficiency, and LOS.
Includes restoration of
impervious surfaces,
sidewalks and bike trail
(Class I) connection.

Specific Water Quality Improvement Projects
1213 Griff Creek
Water
Quality
Improvement
Project

Dolly Varden
Street at Griff
Creek, Kings
Beach, CA

This project includes
revegetation, water
conveyance, and stream
improvements.

Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2017
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2-5

The comment describes that Alternatives 2 and 4 would result in a reduction in parking
capacity at KBSRA and requests that parking impacts related to these alternatives be
mitigated. The comment states that existing parking in the vicinity cannot be impacted
by new project-generating uses.
While the Draft EIR/EIS acknowledges that the proposed project would result in the loss of
20 parking spaces and that parking can be a challenge during peak summer days, mitigation
measures are required when an impact is found to be significant and adverse. Impact 5.3.135 in the Draft EIR/EIS (beginning on page 5.3.13-5) evaluates parking impacts and concludes
that during peak periods on summer weekends there is sufficient parking available in the
Kings Beach Town Center (including public parking at KBSRA and elsewhere) to
accommodate demand from KBSRA, consistent with existing conditions. For these reasons,
the impact on parking for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 was determined to be less than significant.
The significance determination in Impact 5.3.13-5 was based on whether an alternative
would (page 5.3.13-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS):


result in inadequate parking conditions. Typical parking planning guidelines
call for a maximum observed utilization of 85 to 95 percent of all spaces (to
avoid excessive driving around for the few spaces available). In light of the
limited periods of peak parking demand in the Kings Beach Town Center, as
well as the need to minimize impervious paved surfaces in the Tahoe Region,
the factor of 100 percent is applied to determine parking impacts, according
to the North Tahoe Parking Study;

The parking evaluation for each alternative forecasted that a maximum of 85 percent of
the parking spaces in the Kings Beach Town Center would be occupied under existing
plus project conditions, which is below the 100 percent occupancy threshold and leaves
more than 249 spaces unoccupied (page 5.3.13-19 of the Draft EIR/EIS).
As further discussed in response to comment 2-6, there are numerous projects in the
early planning stages that would create a more pedestrian-oriented environment in
Kings Beach. For example, the Placer County Kings Beach Mobility Improvements
include plans for a shared-use path or boardwalk along the lake side of SR 28, between
Secline Beach to the west and Chipmunk Street to the east. The proposed project also
includes features that promote alternative modes of transportation, enhanced access,
and reduced parking demand in the Kings Beach Town Center, including:

2-16



Promenade. The beach promenade would create an east-west bicycle and pedestrian
connection along KBSRA, which could later connect area beaches and adjacent
residential areas and provide additional non-motorized access to KBSRA. The
promenade and other sidewalks and/or designated routes through KBSRA would
provide connections for recreational walkers and bicyclists to move through KBSRA
and connect to nearby destinations. The promenade, sidewalks, and ramps connecting
parking areas and walkways would be constructed to be compliant with the Americans
with Disabilities Act (ADA) to provide access for persons with mobility challenges.



Multi-modal access features. CSP would provide visitors with multi-modal
transportation options by increasing pedestrian and bicycle connectivity with
surrounding areas, including providing pedestrian paths connecting KBSRA to adjacent
Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS

Responses to Comments

transit shelters located along SR 28 and the commercial core of Kings Beach. CSP
would also encourage small water shuttle services to provide access to KBSRA.


Bicycle racks. CSP would provide an adequate number of bicycle racks distributed
throughout KBSRA. CSP would also monitor the use of bicycle racks and if demand
exceeds bicycle parking capacity during peak periods, assess the need and feasibility
to install additional bicycle racks.



Event Center Plaza. CSP would redevelop the plaza and the pedestrian entrance on
the western side of KBSRA where visitors can travel between KBSRA, the North
Tahoe Event Center, and nearby commercial areas. This access point between SR 28
and the plaza would also retain emergency access through this area.



Drop-off areas in on-site parking lots. New passenger loading and unloading
locations would be provided in the main parking lot and near the proposed pier.



Shared-use parking strategies. CSP would coordinate with Placer County to evaluate
shared-parking opportunities and develop an incentive program to reduce parking
demand, which would preserve parking capacity for KBSRA visitors and making use
of excess parking capacity during off-peak periods.



Variable-priced parking. CSP would institute variable-priced parking to make efficient
use of parking capacity, generate revenue, and incentivize non-automobile modes of
transportation.



Automated payment systems. CSP would explore the use of automated, mobilephone-based, and other alternative payment and enforcement systems.



North Tahoe Event Center. CSP would collaborate with NTPUD to efficiently
coordinate visitor use and parking at KBSRA and the North Tahoe Event Center.



Partnerships. CSP would partner with other agencies (e.g., Placer County and
NTPUD) and organizations (North Tahoe Business Association) to support park
operations, including for shared parking and other needs, and to provide for the
operation of KBSRA as an integral part of the surrounding community.



Alternative energy vehicle infrastructure. CSP would provide infrastructure for
alternative energy vehicles that have reduced or no greenhouse gas emissions (e.g.,
charging stations).



Beach access ramps. Beach access from the promenade would be provided by stairs
and new 10-foot wide ramps throughout the site. The ramps would be ADA
compliant and would provide beach access for persons with mobility challenges and
opportunities for launching non-motorized watercraft.



Lake access point. CSP would manage the area near the on-site Coon Street parking
lot as a hub for non-motorized lake access, including removing the motorized boat
ramp, and providing seasonal non-motorized boat storage and connecting paths to
provide easy access for non-motorized watercraft users to the lake.
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Seasonal non-motorized boat storage. The seasonal non-motorized boat storage
would encourage more patrons to walk, bicycle, or take transit to and from KBSRA.



Enhanced wayfinding. CSP would install and maintain a wayfinding signage network,
including an orientation node, that provides effective orientation and wayfinding to
all visitors regardless of where they access the park. Signage would help guide
visitors to pedestrian and bicycle facilities, routes through KBSRA, and to points of
interest near KBSRA.



Transit and parking information at on-site kiosks. Visitor services kiosks would provide
information about transit routes and alternative parking locations near KBSRA.

The project site is also served by existing transit stops located adjacent to the site on SR 28.
In consideration of this comment and through coordination between CSP, TRPA, and
Placer County, two new guidelines have been added to the General Plan revision that
further demonstrate CSP’s commitment to advancing non-motorized transportation to
KBSRA and working with local partners. These guidelines are also included in Chapter 3,
Revisions to the GP Draft EIR/Pier Draft EIR/EIS, of this Final EIR/EIS. These updates do
not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.
The following revisions, including the addition of a new guideline, are made to the text
on page 4-26 of the Draft EIR/EIS:
Guideline OP 3.3: Institute variable-priced parking to make efficient use of
parking capacity, generate revenue, and incentivize non-automobile modes of
transportation. Parking fees should be highest when parking demand is greatest
and lower when parking demand decreases.
Guideline OP 3.4: Designate areas within KBSRA for passenger loading and
unloading.
Guideline OP 3.5: Incorporate parking equipment and strategies that allow
visitors to pay after they have parked their vehicle and avoid queuing onto SR 28
during periods of heavy visitor use.
Guideline OP 3.6: Incorporate technologies, available and appropriate at the time
to minimize equipment maintenance and provide improved service to visitors.
Guideline OP 3.7: Support Placer County and other local partners in seeking
funding for and expanding micro-transit programs in Kings Beach. Allow microtransit vehicles to access passenger drop-off areas at KBSRA.
The following revisions, including the addition of a new guideline, are made to the text
on page 4-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS:
Guideline SD5.2: Provide current wayfinding and transit information at kiosks,
in signage, and at entrancewelcome stations.
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Guideline SD5.3: Encourage small water shuttle services to provideproviding
access to KBSRA from other north shore communities.
Guideline SD5.4: Provide an adequate number of bicycle racks distributed
throughout KBSRA. Monitor the use of bicycle racks and if demand exceeds
bicycle parking capacity during peak periods, assess the need and feasibility to
install additional bicycle racks.
Guideline SD5.5: Support Placer County and other local partners in seeking
funding for and developing a bike share program in Kings Beach.
2-6

The comment describes that the Area Plan identifies transportation policies for
incentivizing alternative modes of transportation and identifies that, within the Kings
Beach Town Center, LOS F is the acceptable significance standard if a project is able to
implement policies and mitigation measures from the Area Plan that promote and
encourage alternative modes of transportation.
The proposed project would implement Area Plan policies, promote alternative modes of
transportation, and facilitate implementation of transportation and recreation improvement
projects identified in Section 8.2, Planned Environmental Improvement Projects, of the Area
Plan (Placer County 2017). The proposed project would either wholly or partially
implement the following relevant policies and planned improvement projects:


Policy IP-P-6. Develop a network of Class 1 Shared Use Paths to connect the
communities of Tahoe City, Homewood, Meeks Bay, Alpine Meadows, Squaw Valley,
Truckee, Northstar, Kings Beach, Incline Village, Tahoe Vista, and adjacent
recreation areas. (Placer County 2017:169)



Kings Beach Day Use Area Rehabilitation and Erosion Control Retrofitting. This effort
is part of the California State Park’s Kings Beach State Recreation Area general plan.
This project includes: the design and construction of BMPs; erosion controls, including
construction of a beach sand retaining wall; replacement of existing walkways to meet
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) standards; rehabilitation and replacement of
park facilities including picnic sites, kiosk, miscellaneous structures, and associated
parking and pier access. (Placer County 2017:191)



Kings Beach Lake Access. (Placer County 2017:191) This effort is part of the California
State Park’s Kings Beach State Recreation Area general plan. The California Tahoe
Conservancy, California State Parks, and the North Tahoe Public Utility District will
plan, design and conduct environmental review and permitting for Lake access
improvements between Coon Street and Griff Creek. This project will include
reconstruction and modification of the existing Kings Beach Pier, land acquisitions in
the Kings Beach area, and implementation of public access improvements.



Kings Beach Mobility Improvements. Options will be analyzed that enhance mobility
in Kings Beach, including trails, shared use paths, and parking and circulation
improvements. Focus will be on implementation of a shared use path or boardwalk
along the lake side between Secline Beach to the west and Chipmunk Street to the
east, better utilization and integration of the Kings Beach State Recreation Area
parking lot, improved circulation and pedestrian and bicycle safety around the
SR 28/SR 267 intersection, and improved trail connections within the Kings Beach
community. The improvements will supplement the sidewalks, trails and parking
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areas that have already been established and are being built as part of the Kings
Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project. (Placer County 2017:187)


Chipmunk to Secline Path. A shared use path is planned along the south (Lake) side
of SR 28 between Chipmunk Street and Secline Street, connecting bike lanes on the
discontinuous segments of Brockway Vista Road with a separated facility through the
State Beach area. (Placer County 2017:190)

The proposed project also includes features that promote alternative modes of
transportation, improved circulation, and that remove barriers to walking and bicycling
in the Kings Beach Town Center. As further described above in response to
comment 2-5, these features and strategies would include a promenade, multi-modal
access features, bicycle racks, enhanced event center plaza, drop-off areas in on-site
parking lots, shared-use parking strategies, variable-priced parking, automated payment
systems, partnerships, alternative energy vehicle infrastructure, beach access ramps, lake
access point, seasonal non-motorized boat storage, enhanced wayfinding, and transit and
parking information at on-site kiosks. The project site is also served by existing transit
stops located adjacent to the site on SR 28. For these reasons, use of the LOS F
threshold in the Draft EIR/EIS transportation impact analysis is appropriate.
2-7

The comment notes that Placer County’s plans for a boardwalk along the north shore
appear to be consistent with the promenade proposed as part of the action alternatives
considered Draft EIR/EIS. The County would like to partner with CSP in designing the
connection points to off-site portions of the promenade. CSP will coordinate the design
of connection points with Placer County and other stakeholders.

2-8

The comment questions the methodology used to estimate trip and parking generation
resulting from expansion of recreation capacity at KBSRA (i.e., increased amount of
programmed recreation use) and suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS analysis may not fully
account for project-related parking impacts. The comment expresses the belief that paid
parking could deter visitors from parking at KBSRA, causing visitors to seek free parking
elsewhere, which could result in additional burden on County roads and private parking
lots. The project is not making changes to the existing practice of requiring visitors to
pay for parking at KBSRA. Furthermore, while some visitors to KBSRA may be deterred
from parking at KBSRA because of the requirement to pay a fee, the parking lot still
reaches capacity on peak days.
The methodology used to estimate trip and parking generation is conservatively based
on attendance data from the second highest month of paid day use at KBSRA since
July 2001. The trip and parking generation estimates were then conservatively increased
by a factor of 10 percent (an estimate of the increase in recreation space; the proposed
project would result in an increase of about 9 percent of recreation space) to reduce
the potential for underestimating project trips during peak summer conditions
(page 5.3.13-3). For these reasons, the trip and parking generation methodology used to
assess parking impacts is considered reasonable. See also response to comment 2-5.

2-9

2-20

The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to provide comments on the
Draft EIR/EIS and provides contact information.
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Responses North Tahoe Business Association
to Letter Joy M. Doyle, Executive Director
June 26, 2018
3

3-1

The comment describes the North Tahoe Business Association (NTBA) mission and
recognizes KBSRA as a valuable community asset that influences economic vitality and
quality of life in Kings Beach. The comment also summarizes the results of a North Lake
Tahoe business community member survey conducted by NTBA that showed the
majority (over 50 percent) of the respondents favor the proposed project (Alternative 2
– Eastern Pier Alternative) over other alternatives considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. The
comment is noted for consideration by decision makers.

3-2

The comment states the NTBA Board of Directors and staff favor Alternative 2. The
comment also summarizes NTBA concerns regarding the proposed reduction in parking
and requests that CSP incorporate the following recommendations:


2-24

NTBA believes CSP has an obligation to participate in parking solutions consistent
with the 2015 North Lake Tahoe Parking Study and urges CSP to consider providing
free evening (7:00 p.m. to 2:00 a.m.) parking at KBSRA.
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NTBA encourages CSP to install bicycle racks at KBSRA to encourage nonmotorized transportation.



NTBA urges CSP to widen the proposed promenade from 12 feet to up to 20 feet.



NTBA requests that CSP incorporate a jog in the promenade that would allow the
North Tahoe Event Center deck to remain intact.

As described on page 4-37 of the Draft EIR/EIS, implementation of the proposed project
would decrease parking stalls by approximately 20 spaces, (12 percent) coupled with parking
management strategies and features that support multi-modal transportation, including
bicycle racks, onsite paddle craft storage, variable-price parking, and wayfinding signage.
NTBA’s recommendation to install bicycle racks is consistent with proposed General
Plan Guideline SD5.4 (page 4-32 of the Draft EIR/EIS), which calls for providing “an
adequate number of bicycle racks distributed throughout KBSRA. Monitor the use of
bicycle racks and if demand exceeds bicycle parking capacity during peak periods, assess
the need and feasibility to install additional bicycle racks.”
The 12-foot wide shared-use path/waterfront promenade is illustrated in the conceptual
site plan shown in Exhibit 5.1-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS. In developing the site plan, CSP
needed to balance new and/or expanded recreational opportunities with existing site
and regulatory constraints, such as encroachment on parking areas and beach sands, the
dual-purpose of the path to prevent beach sands from blowing into parking areas
through use of intervening retaining walls and vegetation, and TRPA land coverage
limitations. The proposed promenade would include several beach overlooks that would
expand the path width in these locations by an additional 12 feet (see the conceptual
illustration in Exhibit 5.1-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The proposed 12-foot width is
consistent with or exceeds the width of other paved shared-use paths that provide
access to or through popular recreation sites throughout the Tahoe Basin (i.e., the path
at Commons Beach, the path from Incline Village to San Harbor Lake Tahoe Nevada
State Park, the path that leads to and connects Nevada Beach to Round Hill Pines Beach,
and the paths at Lake View Commons and Camp Richardson).
CSP recognizes the importance of the deck at the North Tahoe Event Center. The
proposed promenade (as conceptually illustrated in Exhibits 5.1-1 and 5.1-2) would not
encroach on the existing deck. Instead, at this location, the proposed promenade would
veer away from the deck as suggested in this comment. The proposed intervening
landscape is intended to complement the deck.
As described on page 1-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS, because the general plan is likely to be in
effect for so long, it must be flexible enough to accommodate expected future changes
while clearly guiding decision-making consistent with the adopted park vision. Thus, the
general plan provides broad guidelines for future operation of the park, but does not
prescribe specific operational strategies (such as extended parking hours and parking fees)
that may need to be adjusted over time. The provision of free evening parking at KBSRA,
as suggested in this comment, is an operational issue and not related to the adequacy of
the environmental document. CSP will consider entering into a public-private
partnership to provide extended hours for parking as a parking plan for the site is
developed as part of ongoing park operations.
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The comment also asserts that the KBSRA paid parking lot influences visitors to seek
free parking elsewhere in Kings Beach. See response to comment 2-8 regarding paid
parking at KBSRA.
3-3

See response to comment 3-2.

3-4

The comment states that Section 2.4.1 presents average monthly visitor estimates from
2002-2016 and describes that because of the significant increase in visitors to KBSRA,
Kings Beach, and the Lake Tahoe Basin in recent years that indicating average visitor
estimates for this period is problematic. Table 2.4-1 on page 2-41 of the Draft EIR/EIS
presents peak month and annual low and high visitation numbers at KBSRA to indicate a
range of visitation levels, in addition to average monthly KBSRA visitor estimates. The
underlying attendance data used to prepare Table 2.4-1 (CSP 2017) confirms that
visitation at KBSRA has steadily increased in recent years. To recognize that the number
of visitors to KBSRA has increased in recent years changes have been made to the text
of the GP; these changes are included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the GP Draft EIR/Pier
Draft EIR/EIS. The changes do not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance
of any environmental impact. Accordingly, the third paragraph and Table 2.4-1 on
page 2-41 of the Draft EIR/EIS have been revised as follows:
Visitors to KBSRA tend to be a blend of local residents who use KBSRA as a
community park, and visitors from elsewhere in California, Nevada and beyond.
Observations by CSP staff and Kings Beach residents indicate a high level of use
throughout the summer months, with lower numbers in the winter, which is
supported by CSP monthly attendance reporting estimates for 2002 through
2016 (see Table 2.4-1). The underlying data used to prepare Table 2.4-1
demonstrates that visitation at KBSRA has increased in recent years.
Table 2.4-1

a

Estimated Peak and Annual Visitation at KBSRA from 2002 –
2016

Visitation

Low a

High b

Average

Peak Month (July)

15,008

137,786

32,192

Annual

30,986

278,639

85,194

Reflects data from 2002 and 2003, when visitation numbers were lower than they are today.

Reflects data from 2014, when visitation numbers were higher than any other year on record. The
second highest month of visitation occurred in July 2015, where peak visitation was estimated at 60,670.
Annual visitation was at 177,598 in 2015. All other years during this period (including 2016) experienced
60,000 visitors fewer annually than these estimates.
b

Source: CSP 2017

The above information was provided to summarize visitation to KBSRA over time.
Importantly, the quantitative traffic analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS is conservatively based
on the highest month of paid day use over this period.
Further, as mentioned in the comment, other sources of visitor data are available
indicating that millions of visitors come to the Tahoe Basin and the numbers of visitors
continue to increase (TRPA 2018a:1-1; Tahoe Fund 2018; USFS 2015). This comment is
similar to comment 14-6. See response to comment 14-6.
2-26
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Responses Tahoe Area Sierra Club
to Letter Laurel Ames
June 25, 2018
4

4-1

The comment expresses support for the No Project Alternative, expresses an opinion
that the alternatives are too big for the size of KBSRA, and asserts that day users to
Tahoe are predicted to substantially increase. The comment erroneously refers to the
pier as a new “motorboating pier” and asserts that the proposed pier would reduce
space for recreationists, cause scenic impacts, and create safety conflicts between
motorized boaters and other recreationists. The comment also expresses the belief that
because the existing pier is out of the water more often as a result of low lake levels
that there is a desire among motorized boaters for a new pier.
The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the potential impact on views toward the lake in
Impact 5.3.12-1 (beginning on page 5.3.12-4) and from the lake in Impact 5.3.12-2
(beginning on page 5.3.12-19). Although the proposed rebuilt pier would be longer than
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the existing pier, it would be positioned at the eastern edge of the beach rather than the
center and as a result, the new pier would appear to extend the same distance on the
horizon and would visually block a similar amount of lake surface as the existing pier (see
Exhibit 5.3.12-5 on page 5.3.12-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Therefore, the rebuilt pier would
have a less-than-significant impact on views toward the lake (page 5.3.12-8 of the Draft
EIR/EIS). Impact 5.3.12-2 concludes that the increase in visible mass associated with the
proposed pier would result in a significant impact on views from Lake Tahoe. However,
CSP would be required to implement Mitigation Measure 5.3.12-2a, which would require
no net increase in visible mass, consistent with applicable TRPA requirements developed
to achieve and maintain scenic threshold standards (see page 5.3.12-33 of the Draft
EIR/EIS). To achieve a no net increase in visible mass, CSP will install additional visual
screening to block views of human-made structures or remove existing structures that
are visible from Lake Tahoe. This impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level
with implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3.12-2a.
While the comment expresses concern related to motorized boating use, the comment
does not acknowledge the proposed removal of the existing motorized boat ramp (see
Exhibit 5.1-1 on page 5-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Impact 5.3.11-3 analyzes potential
recreation user conflicts, such as conflicts between motorized watercraft and swimmers.
With implementation of the proposed project and per Goal V4 and Guideline V4.1 of
the General Plan revision, a designated swim buoy area would provide a protected area
free of motorized and non-motorized watercraft. Although swimmers would be free to
swim elsewhere along the beach outside of the swim buoy area, the motorized boat
ramp would be removed, and motorized watercraft would be unable to access the pier
in nearshore locations, because the proposed pier design includes a barrier railing along
its fixed section and gangway that would extend about 273 feet into the lake (see
page 5.3.11-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS) that would preclude boat access at locations near
the shore. For these reasons, the analysis concludes that the impact on recreation user
conflicts would be less than significant.
Further, recreation user conflicts on Lake Tahoe, including at KBSRA, would be reduced
with implementation of the proposed Shoreline Plan. The Shoreline Plan proposes new
safety measures on the lake that include increased no-wake zones around the ends of
structures and around non-motorized watercraft and swimmers (TRPA 2018b:2-1
through 2-2). The proposed Shoreline Plan would also implement additional
enforcement in no-wake zones, in particular at state parks around the lake, and would
provide funding for additional boat enforcement crews. Agreements between TRPA and
existing law enforcement agencies are in progress. Thus, the concern regarding danger
for children near motorboats at the pier raised in this comment is addressed by plans
for a swimming only area at KBSRA and safety measures included in the Shoreline Plan
for no-wake zones.
As noted on pages ES-1 and 4-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed pier would be
functional for multi-use recreational benefits at a wide range of water levels, which is an
overall goal of the pier rebuild project. Also, as described on page 4-2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, several of the project objectives for the proposed pier are to enhance
recreation and access to the lake for visitors and non-motorized recreation users in
addition to motorized watercraft. For these reasons, the comment’s assumption that
the desire among motorized boaters for a new pier is the impetus for rebuilding the
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existing pier is incorrect. A longer, rebuilt pier would benefit a wide range of visitors
and recreationists.
Response to comment 4-3, below, further discusses capacity for KBSRA visitors, effects
of the proposed improvements on capacity, and the relationship between the proposed
project and CSP purpose and vision for KBSRA.
4-2

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS does not analyze cumulative effects from a
cross-lake ferry that would purportedly use the rebuilt Kings Beach Pier. The comment
also asserts that dredging for the ferry would be needed and, at this location, would
potentially affect fish habitat. The comment requests that the Draft EIR/EIS consider the
cumulative impacts of the Kings Beach portion of the cross-lake ferry project.
The cumulative projects list in Table 5.1-4 identifies the Lake Tahoe Passenger Ferry
Project as a project evaluated in the cumulative impact analysis (see page 5-34 of the
Draft EIR/EIS). The Lake Tahoe Passenger Ferry Project is the same as that described in
the Lake Tahoe: Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy, Horizon
Year 2017-2040 (2017 RTP) and listed as Environmental Improvement Program Project
03.01.02.0021. The 2017 RTP includes as part of its long-term transportation vision for
the region, a ferry that would have connections between Tahoe City and South Lake
Tahoe with ferry shuttles (i.e., water taxis) connecting to other areas of the lake, which
could include at the Kings Beach pier (TRPA 2017:1-8, 3-10). The Draft EIR/EIS is clear
in identifying the rebuilt Kings Beach pier as being able to accommodate a future water
taxi but not a ferry (see pages 5-16, A-5, A-11, and A-16 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The plans
for the Lake Tahoe Passenger Ferry do not identify the Kings Beach pier as a ferry
terminal and the General Plan revision does not identify any supporting goals or
guidelines or plans for upland facilities that could support a ferry. Thus, the Draft EIR/EIS
does not need to analyze the potential environmental effects associated with dredging to
support a ferry at the Kings Beach pier. Although the rebuilt pier could support a future
water taxi, there are no plans to establish a water taxi at the Kings Beach pier and it is
not part of the current proposal, which is why the Draft EIR/EIS does not include
analysis of a water taxi. Therefore, additional analysis in response to this comment is not
warranted.

4-3

The comment expresses concern related to the Draft Shoreline Plan and suggests that
the pier rebuild project and additional non-beach activities planned for the beach would
not meet the recreation needs of the anticipated future increase in visitors to the Tahoe
Basin. The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS does not address the potential
for the pier rebuild project and other activities to interfere with the local Tahoe
recreation goals of CSP.
CSP’s Declaration of Purpose and Vision Statement for KBSRA is focused on providing
access to the lake and recreational opportunities (see page 4-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS).
The statement notes that KBSRA is significant as the only Lake Tahoe public beach and
pier in the State Park System located in a town-center setting. Values important to
KBSRA include its natural resources and opportunities for boating, swimming, and beach
play, as well as providing access to the lake and recreation opportunities to the local
community and visitors. The vision for KBSRA includes enhanced recreation
opportunities, public gathering spaces, connections to the surrounding community, and
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access to the lake. The General Plan revision’s approach for balancing the purpose and
vision for KBSRA as a state park while also serving the surrounding community in
addition to visitors to the Tahoe Basin is demonstrated by the proposed upland features
described on pages 5-2 through 5-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS and by the conceptual layout of
those proposed features in Exhibit 5.1-1 on page 5-5. Additionally, it is the mission of
CSP “to provide for the health, inspiration and education of the people of California by
helping to preserve the state’s extraordinary biological diversity, protecting its most
valued natural and cultural resources, and creating opportunities for high-quality
outdoor recreation.” (CSP 2018) It is not the mission of CSP to manage state parks to
meet local recreation goals. For these reasons, the comment that the EIR/EIS document
ignores that the pier rebuild project and other activities would interfere with the local
Tahoe recreation goals of the State Parks is inaccurate.
As described throughout the document, the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS is based on the
objective to expand recreation space by 10 percent, thereby increasing visitation by up
to 10 percent over existing conditions (see page 5.4-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Additionally,
the Eastern Pier Alternative (Proposed Project) proposes to rebuild the pier near the
location of the existing motorized boat ramp, which is unusable as beach space during
high water conditions. The conceptual layout of the proposed General Plan revision
shows that, in general, the plans for KBSRA would reconfigure and reduce on-site
parking to accommodate the changes in the portion of the park upland from the beach
(see pages 5-2 through 5-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, including Exhibit 5.1-1). Proposed
upland features that would be implemented under the General Plan, such as a natural
play area, basketball court, and concessionaire building, would replace and upgrade
some of the existing facilities to better serve visitors and local residents that utilize
KBSRA. Additionally, the proposed promenade and sand wall are intended to achieve
operational improvements associated with sand management and provide opportunities
for off-site connections for alternative forms of transportation. These examples
demonstrate that the proposed General Plan revision and pier rebuild project would
provide a small increase in capacity for visitors as well as improve the park to achieve
the CSP purpose and vision for KBSRA. Although KBSRA is managed, to the extent
feasible, to be complementary and in accord with local plans, it is not a local park and, as
described above, is managed with the CSP mission and KBSRA Purpose and Vision in
mind. For the reasons described above, the General Plan revision and pier rebuild
project would not result in non-beach activities that diverge from the need to meet
demand for beach recreation activities as expressed by the comment.
4-4

The comment expresses support for the No Action Alternative and asserts that it
would serve the largest number of recreating beach users and would be the cleanest,
least expensive way to protect the beach at KBSRA for the public. The comment is
noted for consideration by decision makers during their review of the merits of the
alternatives.
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Responses Sean, Paula, Theodore, and Coraline Bossler
to Letter May 7, 2018
5

5-1

The comment expresses support for Alternative 2, which includes a pier at the end of
Coon Street on the east end of the beach and a dedicated concert venue and lawn. The
comment also requests that the natural play area include swings. The existing play
structure was donated by community members and does not include swings. See
response to comment 4-3 regarding the CSP mission for state parks. The comment is
noted for consideration by decision makers during their review of the merits of the
alternatives.

5-2

The comment asks about the proposed timeline for completion of General Plan revision
features, including the promenade, concert lawn, play area, and rebuilt pier. The
proposed pier rebuild project is a near-term project that, with approved funding, is
expected to be constructed within the next 3 to 5 years, following project approval and
permitting. The pier rebuild project has been designed to a greater level of detail than
other projects identified in the General Plan revision. The elements of the General Plan
revision would be constructed in phases within a 20-year planning period, based on
funding availability (see page ES-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS).
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Response Scott Green
to Letter June 29, 2018
6

6-1

The comment expresses support for retaining the half basketball court as part of the
General Plan revision, either at its current location or another location within KBSRA.
The proposed project (Alternative 2) would retain and relocate the half basketball court
to a more central location at KBSRA (see Exhibit 5.1-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS). See
response to comment 5-1 regarding the facilities located at KBSRA. The comment is
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noted for consideration by decision makers during their review of the merits of the
alternatives.

Response Katy and Tim Jordan
to Letter July 9, 2018
7

7-1

The comment provides background information about the commenter’s family history in
Kings Beach and suggests that there is a limit to the amount of people that public areas
can support and expresses opposition to the pier rebuild alternatives. The comment is
noted for consideration by decision makers during their review of the merits of the
alternatives.
See also the response to comments 4-1 and 4-3.
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Response Tim LaFleur
to Letter May 2, 2018
8

8-1

The comment recommends a dedicated park access lane and retention of the motorized
boat launch, and expresses a preference for the western pier alternative. The comment
is noted for consideration by decision makers during their review of the merits of the
alternatives.
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Response Jim Sajdak
to Letter May 26, 2018
9

9-1

The comment requests that the planning efforts for KBSRA promote non-motorized
recreation activities instead of extending the pier and expresses concern about the
impacts of motorized watercraft. The comment provides background information about
small boat sailing and requests that CSP and the Conservancy allow paid small boat
storage on a section of the beach at KBSRA.
Due to the small size of the beach at KBSRA and the existing use of the beach for
sunbathing, picnicking, swimming, and play, providing storage for non-motorized sailboats
on the beach would not be feasible. Additionally, providing storage for additional
watercraft on the beach would raise TRPA scenic and coverage issues. It is possible that
very small sail craft (under 12 feet long) could be stored in the seasonal non-motorized
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watercraft storage structure. See response to comment 4-1 regarding the project’s
potential to increase motorized boating. Impact 5.3.1-2 analyzes the potential for the
proposed project to increase operational air pollutant emissions. Because the project
would not include overnight mooring or additional motorized boat access points, it would
not substantially increase watercraft activity and related emissions (see pages 5.3.1-6 through
5.3.1-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS).

Response Melissa and Tony Spiker
to Letter May 17, 2018
10

10-1

The comment expresses concern about the proposed reduction in the number of
parking spaces at KBSRA. See responses to comments 2-5 and 2-8 for a discussion of
parking impacts associated with the proposed project.
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Response Tahoe Local
to Letter May 7, 2018
11

11-1

2-38

The comment requests that the music venue provide a 50-amp service to provide
adequate power for sound engineers. The upland features proposed as part of the
General Plan revision are not currently at a level of design that identifies the electrical
infrastructure for the features that would be included in the stage/event area.
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Responses Ellie Waller
to Letter June 13, 2018
12

12-1

The comment states that the comments in the letter address both the KBSRA GP Draft
EIR/Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIR/EIS and the Shoreline Plan Draft EIS prepared by
TRPA. The comment requests that both documents include a beach capacity study and
include its findings in the analysis of relevant resources. The Shoreline Plan is addressed
as a cumulative project in this document and the cumulative effects of the proposed
project and cumulative projects are addressed in each resource section in the Draft
EIR/EIS. As discussed in Section 4.6, Visitor Capacity and Adaptive Management, in
Chapter 4, The Plan, the availability of beach space is the primary factor that limits
visitor capacity at the park. Under current conditions, park facilities are typically at
capacity during both weekdays and weekends in the summer. While the proposed
project would expand recreation space by about 10 percent (e.g., promenade, rebuilt
pier, event area), none of the changes would affect the availability of beach area. Because
the beach areas are operating at capacity under current conditions and because no
changes are proposed to the availability of beach areas, a beach capacity study would
not meaningfully inform the analysis. See also response to comment 4-3.

12-2

The comment requests that the analysis include the potential effects of a proposed ferry
terminal at KBSRA. The Lake Tahoe Passenger Ferry Project is listed as a cumulative
project in Table 5.1-4 on page 5-34 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The potential cumulative effects
of this project are discussed in each relevant resource section. The proposed project
could accommodate a water taxi, but would not be able to accommodate a ferry. See
also response to comment 2-4.

12-3

The comment requests that the cumulative impact analysis consider nearby projects as
well as Kings Beach specific projects to accurately and adequately assess environmental
impacts. Table 5.1-4 and Exhibit 5.1-15 in the Draft EIR/EIS identify projects within Kings
Beach and those most likely to contribute to cumulative impacts. Redevelopment of the
Crown Motel (i.e., the Lakeside Redevelopment Project) is addressed in response to
comment 2-4.

12-4

This comment appears to suggest that traffic modeling was completed in 2010 and does
not consider the Kings Beach roundabouts. The traffic modeling is based on 2015 traffic
count data. See “Analysis Methodology” beginning on page 5.3.13-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The intersection level of service analysis in Impact 5.3.13-1 includes the Bear Street and
Coon Street roundabouts (see Table 5.3.13-4 on page 5.1.13-10).

12-5

The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS must address potential impacts from
earthquakes, tsunamis, and seiches. These issues are addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS;
because the proposed project would have no impact related to these issues, they are
briefly discussed and dismissed from further analysis. As discussed on page 5.3.4-1 of the
Draft EIR/EIS, the project site is not at risk from expansive soils, landslides, mud slides,
or avalanche; it does not cross a known earthquake fault, and the project would not
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increase the exposure of people or structures to other geologic hazards such as
seismically-induced ground failure, tsunami, or seiche.
12-6

This comment excerpts language from the Notice of Preparation prepared for the
project and references previous comments made at the April 30, 2015 Conservancy
Board meeting where the Conservancy authorized funding to conduct planning and
environmental review for the pier rebuild project. The webpage link provided is to the
staff recommendation prepared for the Conservancy Board meeting, but does not
provide the previously made comments. It is unclear what this comment is attempting to
convey or ask. This appears to be an informational comment.

12-7

The comment asserts that the increased size of the proposed pier relative to the
existing pier would increase visitation and require additional Persons at One Time
(PAOTs) from TRPA. As discussed in Section 5.3.11, Recreation, in the Draft EIR/EIS,
implementation of the project alternatives would increase visitation at KBSRA by up to
10 percent, or approximately 440 visitors on a peak day. Because 730 unused PAOT
allocations have been assigned to the Kings Beach Town Center, there would be
sufficient PAOTs to accommodate the estimated increase in visitors at KBSRA.

12-8

This comment requests that the project consider a waterborne transit alternative and
additional parking needs, but correctly points out that waterborne transit is not part of
the proposed project. See response to comment 4-2.

12-9

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS disclose the cost of mitigation measures
and project-related fees. This information is beyond the scope of the environmental
review and is not required by CEQA or TRPA regulations. The comment also requests
information about project phasing and analysis of a solution for the capture of blowing
sand. As discussed in Section 5.1.2, General Plan Revision and Pier Rebuild Project
Alternatives of the Draft EIR/EIS, the features of the General Plan would be constructed
in phases as funding becomes available. The timing of construction of specific features
will depend on available funds and the needs of the park. The project includes a sand
wall on the landward side of the waterfront promenade and a vegetated dune landscape
to assists with sand management. The potential environmental effects of the
construction of these features are evaluated in the appropriate resource sections in the
Draft EIR/EIS.

12-10

This comment raises a variety of policy questions related to uses of the North Tahoe
Event Center, availability of public restrooms, funding for Americans with Disabilities
Act (ADA) improvements, and the long-term ownership of the park. These issues are
beyond the scope of the environmental analysis and will be considered as part of park
operations. As described on page ES-3 and elsewhere in the EIR/EIS, it is anticipated that
the Conservancy may transfer all or some of its parcels located within KBSRA to CSP.
CSP has no intention of selling state park land. This comment is noted for consideration
by decision makers during project review.
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Responses Ellie Waller
to Letter June 13, 2018
13

13-1

This comment requests general background information related to funding. Such
information is beyond the scope of the environmental analysis.

13-2

The comment asks whether two alternatives are sufficient for CEQA purposes. The
Draft EIR/EIS evaluated four alternatives, described on pages 5-2 through 5-23.

13-3

The comment correctly states that the analysis should evaluate direct, indirect, and
cumulative effects. In accordance with CEQA and TRPA environmental review
requirements, Sections 5.3.1 through 5.3.13 of the Draft EIR/EIS include analyses of
direct effects (such as construction impacts), indirect effects (such as the effect of
project components on traffic patterns), and the cumulative effects of the proposed
project and other projects in the region.

13-4

The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS must include TRPA certified land capability
and coverage maps. Verification of land capability at a site is typically completed through
the TRPA project permitting process (as described in TRPA project application
checklists). A TRPA land capability verification was completed for the parcels included in
the proposed pier rebuild project area on March 3, 2003 (see TRPA File Record
20030218STD). The final design process for the pier rebuild project would include a
detailed, parcel specific accounting of TRPA-regulated land coverage based on verified
land coverage at the site.

13-5

This comment provides copies of agency letters related to the 1980 General
Development Plan for KBSRA and points out that coordination with the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board
(Lahontan RWQCB) will be required for work below the high-water elevation of Lake
Tahoe. As discussed in Impact 5.3.2.3 beginning on page 5.3.2-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
Lake Tahoe is subject to jurisdiction by USACE and Lahontan RWQCB under Section
404 of the federal Clean Water Act and the state’s Porter-Cologne Act, and
coordination would take place through the permitting process. The comment also
requests coordination with Caltrans. Any required coordination with Caltrans during
project implementation would be conducted. Caltrans did not comment on the Draft
EIR/EIS, but did comment on the conceptual alternatives for the General Plan revision
and pier rebuild project. Caltrans’ correspondence is included in the Kings Beach State
Recreation Area General Plan Revision and EIR, EIR/EIS for the Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project
Public Scoping Summary. This document is available on the KBSRA webpage
(www.parks.ca.gov/PlanKBSRA) and at CSP and TRPA offices during normal business
hours through consideration of project approval.

13-6

The comment requests the inclusion of maps from prior KBSRA planning efforts dating
back to the 1980 General Development Plan that show existing facilities, land
ownership, and the general development plan. Existing facilities and land ownership are
shown on Exhibits 3-1 and 3-3 of the Resources Inventory and Existing Conditions
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Report prepared for the project. This document is available on the KBSRA webpage
(www.parks.ca.gov/PlanKBSRA) and at CSP and TRPA offices during normal business
hours through consideration of project approval. The proposed improvements at
KBSRA associated with the current planning effort are shown on Exhibit 4.5-1 in
Section 4, The Plan, of the Draft EIR/EIS.
13-7

The comment states that the environmental document must include analysis of effects
to the nearshore environment that would be caused by the rebuilt pier. Beginning on
page 5.3.7-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Impact 5.3.7-1 discusses the potential for lakebed
disturbance resulting from the removal and placement of pier pilings, and water quality
impacts resulting from the operation of the proposed pier. Additionally, Impact 5.3.7-2,
beginning on page 5.3.7-7 discusses the potential changes to nearshore lake currents and
sediment transport resulting from rebuilding the pier.

13-8

This comment excerpts various portions of the TRPA Code related to TRPA’s regulation
of shoreline structures, protection of prime fish habitat, watercraft inspections,
construction standards, and more. The relevant TRPA Code requirements are discussed
in the appropriate resource sections in the Draft EIR/EIS. The project does not propose
changes to the TRPA Code and all projects implemented under the General Plan would
be required to comply with TRPA Code. Chapters 80–86 of the TRPA Code address uses
and development in the shorezone of Lake Tahoe, such as the pier rebuild project. The
shoreland ordinances included in Chapter 66 of the TRPA Code limit the visual magnitude
of upland development adjacent to the shorezone and visible from the lake, which could
apply to proposed upland features of the General Plan revision.

13-9

This comment addresses several issues:

13-10

2-66



The comment states that the environmental document must address all TRPA Code
provisions and policies. The regulatory setting included in the Resources Inventory
and Existing Conditions Report addresses TRPA Code requirements for each
resource. This report is available on the KBSRA webpage
(www.parks.ca.gov/PlanKBSRA) and at CSP and TRPA offices during normal business
hours through consideration of project approval.



The comment states that the environmental document must address adaptation to
climate change. Climate change is addressed in Section 5.3.5, Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Climate Change, of the Draft EIR/EIS.



The comment states that the environmental document must address natural hazards
such as earthquakes, tsunamis, and seiche. This comment is a duplicate of
comment 12-5. Please see the response to comment 12-5.

The comment asks what the 13.91-acre planning area encompasses and how changes from
the acreage covered by the 1980 general plan (6.82 acres) will be addressed. The
comment also asks how the Kings Beach Vision Plan aligns with the alternatives and
suggests that the pier be characterized as an expansion rather than a rebuild. Section 1.4,
Park History and Purpose Acquired, describes the history of land acquisition at the park
and land ownership of the 13.9 acres. The proposed project is consistent with the Kings
Beach Vision Plan in that it implements a portion of the promenade that would connect
recreation areas in Kings Beach and rebuild the pier on the eastern side of KBSRA. The
Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS
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size differences between the existing pier and the pier rebuild alternatives are described in
Section 5.1.2, General Plan Revision and Pier Rebuild Project Alternatives. Regardless of
terminology, the impacts of the proposed pier are thoroughly evaluated in the Draft
EIR/EIS, and it would be required to comply with all TRPA regulations regarding the
construction, modification, or expansion of structures in the shorezone.
13-11

This comment addresses several separate issues.
The comment requests that the North Tahoe Event Center be included as a cumulative
project. As described in Section 5.1.4, Cumulative Impacts, beginning on page 5-30 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, cumulative projects include probable future projects in the vicinity
that have the possibility of interacting with the proposed project to generate a
cumulative impact (based on proximity and construction schedule) and either:


are partially occupied or under construction,



have received final discretionary approvals,



have applications accepted as complete by local agencies and are currently
undergoing environmental review, or



are proposed projects that have been discussed publicly by an applicant or that
otherwise become known to a local agency and have provided enough information
about the project to allow at least a general analysis of environmental impacts.

At this time, there are no known plans for changes to the North Tahoe Event Center.
The comment asks that the environmental document include the results of the 2015
Kings Beach Pier Feasibility Study public workshops. As described in Section 1.3 (see
page 1-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS), both the 2001 and 2015 pier feasibility studies were
considered and incorporated into the General Plan revision alternatives.
The comment requests that the environmental document include analysis of PAOTs.
This comment is addressed in the response to comment 12-7.
Finally, the comment requests that the environmental document provide design
simulations showing incorporation of ADA requirements. The simulations and
preliminary design of General Plan elements incorporate ADA requirements. These
components will be finalized during permitting of each element. In compliance with
California State Parks Policy DOM 2608.1, all projects that result in physical changes to
public or employee use areas will be reviewed for ADA compliance.
13-12

This comment is a duplicate of comment 12-8. Please see the response to comments
4-2 and 12-8, above.

13-13

The comment asks that the environmental document describe how low water conditions
were identified. An error was found on page 2-34 of the Draft EIR/EIS where low water is
described both as water levels below the natural pre-dam level of Lake Tahoe at 6,223
feet and as water levels below the current rim of Lake Tahoe (6,227 feet). As correctly
described in Table 5.1-1, low water conditions are defined as water levels at or below the
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natural level of Lake Tahoe at 6,223 feet. This change is reflected in Chapter 3, Revisions
to the GP Draft EIR/Pier Draft EIR/EIS, of this Final EIR/EIS. These updates do not alter
the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.
In response to this comment, the fifth paragraph on page 2-34 of the Draft EIR/EIS is
revised as follows:
The boat launch area at the end of Coon Street includes the boat ramp for
launching motorized watercraft, restrooms, and parking for vehicles and trailers.
During periods of low water levels (i.e., lake levels below 6,2276,223 feet mean
sea level), the boat launch ramp is not accessible for public use; however,
commercial users can still access the ramp with specialized equipment.
The comment also states that the environmental document should analyze the existing pier
length and location in comparison to the proposed pier lengths and locations. As described
in Section 5, Environmental Analysis, the existing pier is included in Alternative 1, the No
Project Alternative, and is analyzed in each resource section of the Draft EIR/EIS.
13-14

This comment requests the inclusion of a financial obligation table disclosing mitigation
fees and costs. The comment also requests information on maintenance budgets and
project phasing. These comments are similar to comment 12-9. Please refer to the
response to comment 12-9, above. The comment further requests the inclusion of a
chronological table of approval meetings for the proposed pier to facilitate public
comment. Agency approval for any given project is dependent on the internal processes
of each approving agency. Section 1.7, Planning Process and Subsequent Planning and
Permitting, in the Draft EIR/EIS, lists agencies that would be expected to use the
environmental document in decision making and the approvals and permits that would
be required to implement projects under the General Plan revision.

13-15

This comment requests that the environmental document include a description of TRPA
and Placer County roles in the project approval process. The TRPA Regional Plan allows
TRPA to delegate some permit approvals to local jurisdictions through a Memorandum
of Understanding (MOU) process. All jurisdictions operating under a MOU must
continue to enforce all TRPA Codes and policies. TRPA’s MOU with Placer County was
signed in November of 2017 and allows Placer County to review and issue permits on
TRPA’s behalf for many projects. Projects in the shorezone of Lake Tahoe (such as the
proposed pier rebuild project) continue to be reviewed and approved by TRPA. The
comment also requests information regarding how the General Plan elements align with
the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan. As described in Impact 5.3.8-1 in Section
5.3.8, Land Use and Planning, of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed General Plan is
consistent with adopted land use plans and policies.

13-16

This comment requests that scenic simulations of the alternatives be provided and
identifies criteria for selecting viewpoints. The comment also suggests that the scenic
analysis should evaluate nighttime lighting if the pier and promenade include lighting.
Finally, the comment includes an excerpt from page 7 of the 1980 General Development
Plan pertaining to fencing.
Exhibits 5.3.12-1, 5.3.12-2, and 5.3.12-3 in Section 5.3.12, Scenic Resources, depict the
locations and directions of viewpoints for visual simulations of Alternatives 2, 3, and 4,
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respectively (page 5.3.12-2 and 5.3.12-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The viewpoints depict
reflect the views most likely to be degraded by changes in visual conditions under each
of the alternatives. Visual simulations from 10 viewpoints are included (see
Exhibits 5.3.12-4 through 5.3.12-15).
As described on page 5.3.12-22, the visual simulations of the proposed pier from Lake
Tahoe reflect a distance of approximately 0.25 mile from the high-water mark (see
Exhibits 5.3.12-11, 5.3.12-13, and 5.3-14). The 0.25-mile viewing distance was selected
because it is one of the two standard distances that TRPA uses to evaluate scenic
impacts on views from Lake Tahoe (see TRPA Code of Ordinances Section 66.3.2.A.3),
and the other standard distance (300 feet from shore) would not provide a view of the
entire pier. Renderings at a closer distance are also provided that show the pier under
each alternative in greater detail (see Exhibits 5.3.12-12 and 5.3.15).
Exhibits showing plan and profile views and other pier details requested in this comment
and that provide the basis for the visual simulations are included in Section 5.1.2,
General Plan Revision and Pier Rebuild Project Alternatives (see Exhibits 5.1-5 through
5.1-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS).
Finally, detailed exhibits and visual magnitude calculations for each alternative are included
in Appendix B, Visual Magnitude Drawings and Calculations, of the Draft EIR/EIS.
New sources of light and glare are discussed in Impact 5.3-12-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS. New
sources of outdoor lighting could include exterior lighting on restrooms, the
administrative building, the stage area, or other structures; and low-level pedestrian lights
along walkways. Outdoor lighting would be consistent with Guideline RES 11.2, which
states that outdoor lighting shall “maintain the operational efficiency of the site, avoid light
pollution, and provide security,” and comply with the requirements described on page
5.13.12-36 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Lighting must also be consistent with TRPA Code Section
36.8. The proposed promenade would include low foot lighting along the promenade as is
common with other portions of the Lakeview Trail. The proposed pier would include
navigational safety lights only (see page 5-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS), which would not create
a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect nighttime views in the area.
It is unclear what this comment is attempting to convey with respect to fencing.
13-17

This comment requests an analysis and solution for blowing sand, requests that the
environmental document address NTPUD concerns related to relocation of sewer lines,
and raises a questions about access to the parking area in the evening hours. The issue
of blowing sand is addressed in the response to comment 12-9 above. The proposed
project does not involve relocation of sewer lines as suggested in this comment.
Section 5.3.10, Public Services and Utilities, addresses NTPUD concerns regarding
access to sewer facilities in Impact 5.3.10-3 that begins on page 5.3.10-10 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. See also the responses to NTPUD’s comment letter (response to comments 11 and 1-2). Issues related to day-to-day park operations such as parking lot closure
times are beyond the scope of the environmental review; however, they are noted for
consideration by decision makers during project review.
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Responses Public Hearing at TRPA APC Meeting
to Letter June 13, 2018
14

14-1

The comment asks why mitigation for disturbance to prime fish habitat is proposed at a
ratio of 1.5:1 rather than 1:1 and whether habitat expansion may create an adverse
effect. The compensation-to-disturbance ratio of 1.5:1 for prime fish habitat is the
standard established in the Partial Shorezone Permitting Program authorized by the
TRPA Governing Board in Resolution 2011-09.

14-2

The comment asks whether efforts to identify locations for fish habitat mitigation have
been initiated. CSP has been in consultation with the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (CDFW), and opportunities to enhance substrate and implement restoration
exist. Based on this consultation, the intended mitigation approach is to extend existing
feed and cover habitat contiguous with the area of prime fish habitat that would be
affected. Specifically, when construction of the pier pilings is completed, feed and cover
substrates would be expanded around the pilings and elsewhere.

14-3

The comment asks where the nearest boat launch site is relative to the project, and
whether that site would be improved. The nearest boat launch site is at Tahoe Vista
Recreation Area (TVRA), which is approximately 1.3 miles west of the project site. No
changes are proposed to TVRA as part of the proposed project; however,
improvements have recently been completed at TVRA.

14-4

Because fishing from the proposed rebuilt pier would be allowed, the comment suggests
that the effects of pier-based fishing on fisheries resources should be considered in the
EIS. The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS underestimates effects of boat use
on fish habitat and recommends pre-project monitoring to evaluate use of habitat and
consider other locations of mitigation (e.g., areas away from heavy boat use).
The TRPA Shoreline Plan Draft EIS analyzes and discusses in detail effects of projected
increases in recreation activities, including boating and angling specifically, on fish
populations and habitat in the Lake Tahoe nearshore. The analysis and literature review
presented in Chapter 5, Fish and Aquatic Biological Resources, of the Shoreline Plan
Draft EIS applies to recreation-related effects on fisheries from the proposed KBSRA
General Plan revision and pier rebuild project. In summary, increased boating and
angling in the nearshore generally could disturb spawning and foraging activities of fish
species, particularly Lahontan Lake tui chub and native minnow species that spawn in
nearshore areas. However, based on habitat use and the life history characteristics of
fish species most likely to use the nearshore at KBSRA, the timing and levels of peak
boating and angling activity relative to fish foraging and spawning patterns (e.g., Lahontan
Lake tui chub generally forage and spawn at night and most recreation activities occur
during the daytime), restrictions on boat speeds within the no-wake zone, and other
factors, the project would not substantially affect any of Lake Tahoe’s fish populations.

14-5

2-72

The comment asks about reduction in parking and the effect on adjacent neighborhoods,
including water quality effects from increased parking in dirt areas. The Draft EIR/EIS
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considers all parking in the area, including off-site public parking. KBRSA is in a walkable
district with transit service to the site. Additionally, the General Plan includes measures
to encourage alternative modes of transportation, such as providing bicycle racks at
KBSRA and construction of the promenade that increases connectivity for pedestrians
and bicyclists between KBSRA and surrounding areas. As described in the response to
comments 2-5 and 2-8, the parking analysis determined that there is adequate parking in
Kings Beach (at KBSRA and in Kings Beach). It is unclear why the comment expresses
concern about people parking in dirt. It would be speculative to answer questions about
people parking in non-designated parking areas, including on dirt.
A second comment asks whether signage would be available outside of KBSRA
indicating whether parking is available. Existing wayfinding signage along SR 28 indicates
locations of existing off-site public parking. The proposed General Plan revision includes
enhanced wayfinding signage and, consistent with existing practices, signage indicating
when the KBSRA parking lot is full. At this time the General Plan does not incorporate
real-time parking updates; however, parking management is considered part of the dayto-day operations of the park and Guideline OP 3.6 describes that CSP would continue
to incorporate technologies that are appropriate and available to provide improved
service to visitors.
14-6

The comment suggests updating the description on page 4-20 in Chapter 4 of the Draft
EIR/EIS to reflect the number of annual visitors to the Basin; suggests that CSP provide
enforcement staff; expresses support for the promenade; recommends facilities for a
water taxi and bicycle borrowing program; and commends the efforts of the outreach
team to encourage public participation.
At the meeting, CSP staff responded that the intent in having staff administrative facilities
onsite would be to support more staff onsite.
To clarify the number of visitors to Lake Tahoe annually, changes have been made to
the text of the GP; these changes are included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the GP Draft
EIR/Pier Draft EIR/EIS. The changes do not alter the conclusions with respect to the
significance of any environmental impact. Accordingly, the third bullet on page 4-20 in
Chapter 4, The Plan, of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised as follows:


the lake is now highly valued as a major tourism destination, attracting
millions of hundreds of thousands of tourists annually (TRPA 2018a:1-1;
Tahoe Fund 2018; USFS 2015); and

The comment is also noted for consideration by decision makers during the review of
the merits of the project.
14-7

The comment asks about the location and maintenance of stormwater vaults at KBSRA.
Stormwater treatment infrastructure for the Placer County Kings Beach Watershed
Improvement Project is located in KBSRA, including a detention basin and four filtration
vaults, which discharge to Lake Tahoe. The elements of the General Plan revision would
not modify or restrict access to these features.

14-8

The comment asks about Placer County’s position on the reduction in parking. A
County representative responded that comments were being compiled and that the

Kings Beach SRA Preliminary General Plan Revision and Final EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Final EIR/EIS

2-73

Responses to Comments

County is always looking for opportunities to provide parking. Comments provided by
Placer County are included in Letter 2, above. See the response to comments 2-5 and
2-8 regarding parking concerns.
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to Letter June 27, 2018
15

15-1

The comment questions whether effects of shading on fish habitat from the proposed
floating pier requires mitigation as provided in the Draft EIR/EIS. CSP has consulted with
CDFW on the fisheries analysis and proposed mitigation. As described in the Draft
EIR/EIS, shading produced by the pier, particularly at low lake levels when the floating
pier would be closest to the lake bed, could reduce periphyton growth and result in
degradation of prime fish habitat through reduced productivity and forage. Although the
magnitude of this potential effect is not known, the analysis and mitigation approach
assume a conservative scenario to avoid understating potential impacts from the pier on
fish habitat.
The comment asks about the location of the western pier and central pier alternatives.
The central pier location is shown on Exhibit 5.1-9 on page 5-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The western pier location is shown on Exhibit 5.1-12 on page 5-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

15-2

The comment asks how the length of the pier was calculated. A response was provided
at the meeting stating that the gangway is included in the total pier length, but there is
some overlap of the gangway with the fixed and floating sections. The overall pier length
calculation for the proposed project is included in Table 5.1-1 on page 5-13 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. Details related to the size of the proposed eastern pier are reflected in plan and
profile views shown in Exhibits 5.1-5 through 5.1-8 on pages 5-9 through 5-12 of the
Draft EIR/EIS.

15-3

The comment expresses preference for a pier at the west end of the beach. The
comment requests that the area near the dog beach be restored to its natural condition,
the fish habitat be restored before construction, and pedestrian traffic in the park near
Brockway Vista Avenue be addressed.
With respect to request to restore the area near the dog beach, this is not an element
of the proposed project, but the comment is noted for consideration by decision
makers during project review.
The General Plan revision includes features to address pedestrian circulation throughout
the park, including paths that would connect the restroom, kayak storage building, and
drop-off area in the area referenced in the comment to the sidewalks on Coon Street
(see Exhibit 5.1-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Also, the proposed promenade and path
network throughout the park provides pedestrian connections within the park as well as
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to pedestrian facilities outside of KBSRA. The plan includes features that would enhance
pedestrian circulation as requested in the comment.
Effects from the proposed project related to disturbance and loss of prime fish habitat
are analyzed in Impact 5.3.2-1 on pages 5.3.2-4 through 5.3.2-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The
proposed project would be required to implement Mitigation Measure 5.3.2-1 that
requires the creation/restoration of 7,395 square feet of feed and cover habitat. Also
see responses to comments 14-1, 14-2, 14-4, and 15-1 for discussions of impacts to fish
and required mitigation. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3.2-1 would
compensate for the loss of prime fish habitat and is a condition of approval for a TRPA
permit. To clarify this and the timing for implementation, changes made to this
mitigation measure are included in Chapter 3, Revisions to the GP Draft EIR/Pier Draft
EIR/EIS, of this Final EIR/EIS. These updates do not alter the conclusions with respect to
the significance of any environmental impact.
In response to this comment, Mitigation Measure 5.3.2-1 on page 5.3.2-8 through 5.3.2-9
of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 5.3.2-1: Compensate for Loss of Prime Fish
Habitat
This mitigation measure would apply to the pier rebuild project under
Alternative 2.


If Alternative 2 is implemented, to compensate for the removal of up to
4,930 square feet of prime fish habitat (feed and cover) as a result of
constructing the eastern pier, 7,395 square feet of in-kind feed and cover
habitat shall be created or restored in the surrounding area through the
development and implementation of a Compensatory Fish Habitat
Replacement and Monitoring Plan. This amount of habitat creation or
restoration equates to a 1.5 to 1 compensation ratio. The created/restored
habitat would adjoin the existing feed and cover habitat at lake bottom
elevations similar to those of habitat removed or degraded by installation of
the eastern pier. The plan will be developed and implemented in
coordination with applicable regulatory agencies, including CDFW, Lahontan
RWQCB, USACE, USFWS, and TRPA. Additionally, the plan will be
coordinated and consistent with terms and conditions of other required
permits and approvals, such as the lease agreement with the California State
Lands Commission (CSLC) for construction and operation of the pier rebuild
project. Applicable permits expected for the project include a Clean Water
Act Section 404 permit from USACE, Clean Water Act Section 401 Water
Quality Certification from Lahontan RWQCB, and a Fish and Game Code
Section 1602 Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement from CDFW.
The Compensatory Fish Habitat Replacement and Monitoring Plan will
include design, implementation, and monitoring requirements for
creating/restoring 7,395 square feet of feed and cover habitat and achieving
no net loss of fish habitat function, and shall include:
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•

identification of a specific habitat creation/restoration site that adjoins the
existing feed and cover habitat in the area, and criteria for selecting the
site;

•

specifications for habitat substrate type and size-class distribution,
material sources, and construction/installation methods;

•

in-kind reference habitats for comparison with compensatory fish
habitat/substrate (using performance and success criteria) to document
success;

•

monitoring protocol, including schedule and reporting requirements;

•

ecological performance standards, based on the best available science and
including specifications for habitat substrate condition and fish use of the
created/restored area;

•

corrective measures if performance standards are not met;

•

responsible parties for monitoring and preparing reports; and

•

responsible parties for receiving and reviewing reports and for verifying
success or prescribing implementation or corrective actions.

The Compensatory Fish Habitat Replacement and Monitoring Plan must be
prepared and approved by TRPA prior to TRPA permit acknowledgement.
Implementation of mitigation to compensate for loss of prime fish habitat will
occur as an element of pier construction.
15-4

The comment expresses support for the proposed General Plan revision, including the
swim buoy area, and objects to a dog area. The goals and guidelines included in the
General Plan revision provide broad-level management and operational guidance specific
to KBSRA that are intended to allow for flexibility and adaptive management in
operation of the park, such as choices about retaining a dog area. See the introductory
text under Section 2.2, Comments and Responses, above, that addresses comments that
are not related to the adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS. The
comment is noted for consideration by decision makers during project review.

15-5

The comment remarks that KBSRA is an internationally important state beach to Lake
Tahoe and providing an opportunity for people to walk along the pier would be a great
asset and educational component of why Lake Tahoe is special and unique. Some of the
main themes of the Declaration of Purpose and Vision Statement for KBSRA are
reflected in this comment (see page 4-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Additionally, one of the
objectives of the pier rebuild project is to “provide opportunities for publicly accessible
recreational vistas, interpretation, and education” (see page 4-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS).
The General Plan revision includes goals and guidelines related to providing facilities and
experiences that reflect the significance of KBSRA, support access and connections
between the lake and upland areas, and enhance scenic views of the lake (Goal RES 10,
Goal FAC 2, Goal I&E 2, Goal I&E 3, and Goal SD 1 and associated guidelines in
Chapter 4, The Plan, in the Draft EIR/EIS). See the introductory text under Section 2.2,
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Comments and Responses, above, that addresses comments that are not related to the
adequacy of the environmental analysis of the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for
consideration by decision makers during project review.
15-6

2-78

The comment states that this area can be a pinch point for traffic congestion and
requests a discussion of pedestrian access and how it would affect congestion on the
highway. The proposed project does not affect pedestrian access along SR 28 and
existing crosswalks would be retained along SR 28 at Coon Street and Bear Street. The
project would enhance the western entry plaza to provide a more inviting pedestrian
access. The promenade would also provide pedestrian and bicycle connections to areas
outside of KBSRA. Impacts 5.3.13-1, 5.3.13-2, 5.3.13-7, and 5.3.13-8 in the Draft EIR/EIS
assess level-of-service impacts on local intersections and roadway segments.
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