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California Department of California Highway Patrol
August 10, 2016

The comment states that in the California Highway Patrol (CHP) Truckee Area, recent growth,
planned growth, existing roadway infrastructure, and congestion provide challenges for
emergency response times for first responders in the area, including the CHP Truckee Area
personnel. The comment provides background information about the CHP, including number
and type of staff, CHP services in the area, number of visitors and special events, and winter
roadway conditions as context for CHP services in the Truckee/North Lake Tahoe region.
With respect to addressing challenges for emergency response times for first responders,
including the CHP Truckee Area personnel, please see Master Response 6, Emergency
Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Letter
2

Ascent Environmental

California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection (CAL FIRE)
August 8, 2016

2-1

The comment states that the project will not require a Timberland Conversion and Timber
Harvest Plan prior to development, based on the existing disturbed/urban condition of the
Tahoe City Lodge project site as described in Chapter 7, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft
EIR/EIS. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document.

2-2

The comment states that the project is within the North Tahoe Fire Protection District
(NTFPD) and must meet its fire protection requirements. The comment is acknowledged. The
Area Plan is described as being within the NTFPD service area on page 16-14 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. NTFPD regulations for development and standards for service within its service area
are described on pages 16-8 through 16-9 in the Draft EIR/EIS. Impact 16-7 identifies the
requirements for future development projects subsequent to the Area Plan to be served with
adequate water supply and access, maintain staffing ratios, standards, and provide funding
as well as the requirement for individual projects to be reviewed for fire safety standards by
the local fire agencies responsible for their protection (see Draft EIR/EIS pages 16-40
through 16-41).
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California Department of Parks and Recreation
August 9, 2016

3-1

The comment suggests corrections and edits to Part 1 and Part 2 of the Area Plan, and poses
a question regarding the black lines on Area Plan Figure 2-5. The black lines were included in
error and will be removed from Figure 2-5 in the final publication. Other suggested
corrections and edits have been addressed in the revised Area Plan released concurrently
with this Final EIR/EIS.

3-2

This comment recommends an additional vegetation policy and a modified fisheries and
aquatic resources policy related to the Area Plan, which have been addressed in the revised
Area Plan released concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS.

3-3

This comment addresses some suggested corrections and edits to the Area Plan, which have
been addressed in the revised Area Plan released concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS. The
comment further requests TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification map changes for
parcels owned by California State Parks that are located within the TRPA designated town
centers of Tahoe City and Kings Beach. The intent of the Area Plan is to implement the TRPA
Regional Plan Land Use Classification map, which designates parcels with the Tahoe City and
Kings Beach Tahoe Centers as Mixed-Use. Accordingly, the Area Plan is carrying forward a
Land Use map classification of Mixed-use for these sites, consistent with the Regional Plan.
However, the Area Plan further refines future uses for these sites through Mixed-use
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Recreation and Mixed-use Waterfront Recreation zoning districts which focus on recreation,
conservation and supportive uses.
3-4

The comment suggests corrections and edits to the Area Plan transportation chapter, which
have been addressed in the revised Area Plan released concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS.

3-5

This comment addresses suggested corrections and edits to the Area Plan Implementation
chapter, which are addressed in the revised Area Plan document released concurrently with
this Final EIR/EIS.
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4

Ascent Environmental

California Department of Transportation
August 15, 2016

4-1

This comment provides introductory information regarding protocols for completion of a
Traffic Management Plan and a Caltrans Encroachment Permit. The proposed Tahoe City
Lodge project would comply with all Caltrans planning and permitting requirements.

4-2

The comment suggests that the existing crosswalk should be relocated, and that there is a
potential for onsite parking near the entrance of the Tahoe City Lodge (lodge) to adversely
affect traffic on the state highway. This comment pertains to the design of the proposed
lodge project, rather than the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS, as the suggested crosswalk
modification is not needed to mitigate a significant impact. Notwithstanding, shifting the
crosswalk location may well be a net beneficial modification that should be considered as
part of the lodge final design. The existing lodge schematic site plan (see Section 2.1 of this
Final EIR/EIS) includes a bulb out on the north side of SR 28. Shifting the crosswalk could
result in additional parking spaces on the north side of SR 28 at the existing crosswalk
location (with modifications to the existing curb). Any median islands would need to be
seasonal (established by coning), to avoid conflicts with the winter traffic control program.
The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration
during project review.

4-3

The comment suggests providing park-and-ride lots as an element of the transit expansion.
Intercept park-and-ride lots have long been discussed for the Tahoe Basin but have not yet
been determined feasible. The geography of the access points to the north shore of the
Tahoe Basin include a constrained canyon (SR 89) and a mountain summit (SR 267), both of
which represent challenging terrain for construction of lots at entry points to the Tahoe
Basin. A feasible system would likely involve use of existing available parking lots (such as
the parking lots at Truckee schools or Northstar) during the peak season rather than
construction of new lots because of limited availability of adequate parcels and TRPA
coverage regulations. A feasible system would also likely require two bus routes with four
buses per route operating over a 16-hour day to serve the lots. Based on the TART Systems
Plan Update, the cost to operate a bus is about $110 per hour, so the daily cost for bus
service would be an estimated $14,080 per day (4 buses/route x 2 routes x 16 hours/day =
128 hours/day; 128 hours at $110/hour = $14,080) and nearly $1.3 million per season
($14,080 x 90 day = $1,267,200). Such a program would be out of accord with the severity
of the impact. In addition, an experimental program was attempted in the winter of 2013
using available parking lots in Truckee and free skier shuttle buses, with poor results (only a
few passengers drove to the advertised park-and-ride lots). A park-and-ride program would
therefore only be effective as part of a comprehensive regional effort to expand transit
service and provide automobile disincentives. It is not feasible for implementation as part of
the Area Plan alone. The comment is noted for consideration in future planning for expansion
of regional transit services.

4-4

The comment requests justification for the pass-by percentages used in the Draft EIR/EIS.
The pass-by percentage of 34 percent is identified in the most recent Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Handbook (August 2014). The figures used in
the Draft EIR/EIS are the average pass-by rate for the “Shopping Center” land use during the
weekday PM peak period. “Shopping Center” was chosen given the mix of land uses on the
site. As the majority of the individual existing trip generation is due to restaurant uses, and as
the average pass-by percent for restaurant uses ranges from 43 to 49 percent, the use of the
lower Shopping Center pass-by rate tends to result in a conservatively high estimate of net
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traffic volumes resulting from the site development. As this source is the most recent
available published data, there is no need to revise the analysis.
4-5

The comment is concerned with potential impacts to Caltrans drainage facilities resulting
from increased impervious surfaces due to the development of the Tahoe City Lodge project
and requests that the proposed runoff pattern and outfall be provided. As discussed in
Impact 15-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Tahoe City Lodge Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 would reduce the
total volume of stormwater runoff generated by the project site. Under current conditions,
there is no detention or treatment of stormwater runoff on the lodge site prior to discharge to
the Caltrans SR 28 right-of-way. The lodge project (Alternative 1) proposes to reduce the
amount of land coverage on the project site by 10,080 square feet, resulting in a
corresponding decrease in the volume of stormwater runoff generated. In addition, several
low impact development (LID) features to infiltrate stormwater as close to the source as
possible are proposed to accommodate the volume of storm water runoff generated by the
site during a 20-year, 1-hour storm event. Additionally, Mitigation Measure 15-3 requires the
preparation of a final drainage report to meet Placer County Stormwater Management
Manual requirements for the design of the on-site storm drainage system, including the
requirement that post-construction 100-year storm event peak flows shall not exceed preproject 100-year storm event peak flow conditions. The drainage pattern of the site would
still flow towards the Tahoe City treatment wetlands via the existing Tahoe City Urban
Improvement Project (TCUIP) storm drain system. There would not be an adverse hydrologic
or hydraulic impact within the State’s right of way or to Caltrans drainage facilities. Backup
calculations supporting this conclusion would be provided as part of the Caltrans
Encroachment Permit application process.
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5
5-1

Ascent Environmental

California Tahoe Conservancy
August 15, 2016

The comment addresses zoning changes related to California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy) owned property and conservation easements. The comment poses a question
related to Mixed-use Waterfront Recreation zoning proposed within Kings Beach and how this
zoning fits within the TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification within the Kings Beach Town
Center. The TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification Map designates the Kings Beach Town
Center as Mixed-use. The Area Plan carries forward this land use classification, but zones
certain recreational areas as Mixed-use Waterfront Recreation zoning district. The comment
further enquires as to why the Conservancy’s Steamer’s Beach and Public Access Beachfront
Conservation Easement is not zoned Mixed-use Waterfront Recreation. The Tahoe Basin Area
Plan largely carried forward the existing Kings Beach Community Plan Special Area #3
boundary for the King Beach State Recreation Area parcels, designating them as Mixed-use
Waterfront Recreation. In response to this comment the Mixed-use Waterfront Recreation zone
district has been extended to include the Conservancy’s public beach areas and this is
reflected in the revised Area Plan released concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS.
In addition, the comment suggests clarification regarding all other proposed zoning changes
related to properties acquired for restoration, conservation, or recreation purposes.
Chapter 3, page 3-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS outlines the recreation and conservation lands that
are being rezoned to either conservation or recreation districts. They include PAS 174 (64
Acre Tract) from, which would change from Residential to Recreation, and PAS 024B (Snow
Creek), which would change from Residential to Conservation.

5-2

The comment notes that the Area Plan mischaracterizes the TRPA recreation capacity system
(i.e., Persons at One Time [PAOTs]) and does not recognize recreation as a threshold with
PAOTs representing a target for recreation threshold attainment. The comment inquires as to
whether or not the reference to vacant residential parcels on page 80 of the Area Plan
includes Conservancy urban lots. The vacant residential parcels referred to in the Area Plan
do not include publicly-owned residential parcels.
The comment states that the recreation tables in the Draft EIR/EIS and Area Plan contain
inaccuracies related to sites, land ownership, and land management, and that they are
missing information. The comment suggests that the Recreation Plan in the Area Plan
mention the Public Trust and the value of undeveloped county right-of-way/easements for
lake access. This discussion has been added to the revised Area Plan circulated concurrent
with this Final EIR/EIS. The intent of Table 17-2 and Table 6.4-A (see pages 17-7 through 179 in the Draft EIR/EIS and pages 130 through 132 in the Area Plan) is to provide background
information that characterizes the types of recreation resources found in the Plan area.
The comment requests clarification in the Area Plan as to whether or not the Kings Beach
State Recreation Area (KBSRA) retains the Kings Beach Community Plan status as a TRPAdesignated special area. The Kings Beach Community Plan identified KBSRA as located
within Special Area #3. As identified on page 11 of the Area Plan Implementing Regulations,
Special Area #3 becomes part of the Mixed-Use Waterfront Recreation (MU-WREC) zoning
district. In the Kings Beach Community Plan, Urban Design and Development Policy 1c
describes the permissible uses as oriented toward outdoor recreation activities and limited
commercial activity is permitted (Placer County and TRPA 1996:11-3). On page 134 of the
Area Plan Implementing Regulations, the planning statement for the area designated as MUWREC states, “[t]his subdistrict is intended to provide areas for passive and commercial
recreation uses and related services to improve public access and enjoyment of the Lake
Tahoe waterfront. Recreational and a mix of supportive retail and service uses are allowed
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along with environmental enhancement improvements.” While KBSRA is no longer identified
as Special Area #3, the permissible uses identified for this area in the Kings Beach
Community Plan are carried forward in the Area Plan.
The comment notes that the Draft EIR/EIS does not mention the Conservancy’s role in
developing significant, “direct” (non-grant) projects. The comment is correct and additional
information about this role of the Conservancy has been included. This change is presented
in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.” The correction does not alter
the conclusions with respect to the significance of any impact.
Paragraph 2 on page 17-5 is revised to read as follows:
The California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) was created in 1984 to restore and
sustain a balance between the natural and human environments for public and
private uses at Lake Tahoe. The Conservancy uses a dual approach to achieve its
mission. First, the Conservancy acquires land and implements natural resource and
public access and recreation projects directly on Conservancy-owned lands. Second,
Tthe Conservancy provides grants to local governments and non-profit organizations
for erosion control, public recreation and access, land acquisition, and other projects,
and. It implements a mandate that, among other things, seeks to increase public
access to the region’s natural recreational opportunities. In the past 20 years, the
Conservancy has acquired and developed many lake access parcels, including highly
visible park developments in Kings Beach and Carnelian Bay. Acquisitions in Tahoe
Vista resulted in removal of dilapidated structures and site restoration for more
passive lake access.
The comment notes that the Draft EIR/EIS comingles backcountry trails and linear public
facilities, which are permitted under different rules and use categories. Table 17-3 on page 1711 provides an overview of the types of trails found in the Plan area and is not intended to
imply that all of these trails are subject to the same types of permits, rules, or use categories.
The comment states that, although no decisions have been made regarding the KBSRA
General Plan revision, it is likely that new structures would be proposed. The comment is
correct and additional information about the types of structures that could be constructed at
KBSRA has been revised in this Final EIR/EIS. This change is presented in Chapter 2,
“Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.” The correction does not alter the
conclusions with respect to the significance of any impact.
Paragraph 1 on page 17-18 is revised to read as follows:
Other than The KBSRA General Plan Update is currently contemplating new restroom
facilities, pier improvements or replacement, and transit shelters, these projects
would not include the addition of new buildings or structures a group picnic pavilion,
concession building, a natural play area, and a special event area. The types of
recreation-related facilities included in these projects supported by the Area Plan
(see Part 8, “Implementation Plan”) would be generally consistent in scale with their
surroundings and would be located near existing urban areas or near existing
recreation resources.
5-3

The comment suggests an edit to the Area Plan document to update biological information to
include the Sierra Nevada Yellow-legged Frog as an endangered species. The revised Area
Plan released concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS reflects the requested edit. Because this
comment is not related to the Draft EIR/EIS, it does not raise any issue to the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS.
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6

Ascent Environmental

North Tahoe Fire Protection District
August 15, 2016

6-1

This comment provides introductory comments and expresses general support for the Area
Plan. The comment is noted for consideration during project review.

6-2

The comment suggests an edit to Part 7 of the Area Plan, which is reflected in the revised
Area Plan released concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS. The comment also highlights areas of
the District’s support for the Area Plan.

6-3

The comment expresses concern about the potential for a roundabout at the intersection of
SR 28 and SR 267 in Kings Beach and requests that the District be engaged in the planning
process for the Kings Beach West Entry Special Planning Area. The comment is noted for
consideration during project review.

6-4

The comment states that the Lake Tahoe Basin Multi-Jurisdictional Fuel Reduction and
Wildfire Prevention Strategy was updated and published in August 2014 and the Lake Tahoe
Basin Community Wildfire Protection Plan was updated and published in August 2015, and
notes that information in the chapter related to the District is accurate.

6-5

This comment expresses concern about three topics relative to cumulative impacts:
interference with an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan, population
growth and housing demand, and VMT. Specifically, the concern relates to impacts of out-ofbasin projects adjacent to the North Tahoe Fire Protection District, and responsibility for
mitigation of cumulative impacts. As described in Section 19.1 on page 19-1 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, Section 15130(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines requires discussion of cumulative
impacts of a project when its incremental effects are significant when viewed in connection
with the effects of past, current, or probable future projects. While it is acknowledged that
emergency evacuation, and the population growth and traffic generation that can affect it, is
an area of public and agency concern, the Draft EIR/EIS analysis has determined—based on
the evidence presented—that cumulative effects are not significant, and therefore that the
proposed Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge would not result in a cumulatively considerable
contribution to significant cumulative effects (see Draft EIR/EIS pages 19-7; 19-17–18; and
19-31–32).
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Regarding the general question of responsibility for mitigation of cumulative impacts, it is
often the case that no single agency is responsible for such mitigation. Depending upon the
particular impact, area of contribution (i.e., geographic context), and agency jurisdiction,
responsibility may lie with one or more agencies. Project-specific developments are
considered, and approvals issued, on a project-by-project basis, and mitigation measures are
crafted to address significant impacts of those projects. Although individual projects include
project-specific mitigation measures for significant impacts, the resolution of cumulative
impacts often requires a regional solution that goes beyond any single project (CEQA
Guidelines Section 15130(c)). The Placer County General Plan, proposed Placer County
Tahoe Basin Area Plan, TRPA Regional Plan and Regional Transportation Plan are the best
mechanisms by which cumulative transportation impacts in the Tahoe Region may be
addressed. These documents include land use and transportation strategies that reduce
traffic and VMT, and emphasize walkable communities and alternative transportation modes.
See also Master Response 6, Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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7

Ascent Environmental

Placer County Agriculture Department
August 10, 2016

7-1

The comment suggests adding a vegetation policy to Chapter 2 of the Area Plan, which is
reflected in policy VEG-P-4 of the revised Area Plan released concurrently with this Final
EIR/EIS.

7-2

The comment notes that the Draft EIR/EIS (Chapter 7, “Biological Resources,” Section 7.1)
finds that the development-related impact relative to invasive weeds “was determined to be
less than significant” which, the comment states, runs counter to the Placer County
Agriculture Department findings at multiple development sites within the Tahoe Basin and
Truckee area. The comment goes on to state that non-native invasive weeds are commonly
introduced during development, measures to prevent such occurrences should be a high
priority, and that post-development site surveys and, if necessary, control treatments should
be required. The comment also requests the addition of spotted knapweed (Centaurea
stoebe ssp. micranthos), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), and Russian knapweed
(Acroptilon repens) to Table 7-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. These species are State-listed noxious
weeds found in the Tahoe Basin that are currently being targeted for eradication by Lake
Tahoe Basin Weed Coordinating Group partners.
The Draft EIR/EIS does not conclude that development-related impacts of invasive plants
would be less than significant without implementation of appropriate regulations or
measures to prevent the introduction or spread of invasive species. Rather, Chapter 7,
“Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR/EIS incorporates the analysis of invasive species
presented in the Regional Plan Update EIS, which concluded that with implementation of
existing regulations to prevent the introduction or spread of invasive species, potential
effects of projects would be less than significant. Section 7.1 of the Draft EIR/EIS states:
“Impacts relative to invasive weeds and aquatic invasive species are thoroughly
addressed in the RPU EIS, Impact 3.10-5 (TRPA 2012: p. 3.10-55–3.10-60).
According to that analysis, construction from development and redevelopment
projects would involve temporary ground-disturbing activities in disturbed and native
vegetation types, which could in turn be colonized by non-native, invasive weed
species from outside the Tahoe region. In addition, watercraft use of Lake Tahoe
resulting from Area Plan developments or activities could facilitate the spread of
aquatic invasive species if boats are exposed to these species in other water bodies
and are not sufficiently cleaned and sanitized before entering Lake Tahoe. However,
any new development would be required to comply with Section 64.4, Revegetation
and Section 63.4, Aquatic Invasive Species of the TRPA Code of Ordinances; Goals
and Policies that prohibit release of non-native species; and other regulations.
Collectively, these regulations require project level planning and analysis to assess
the risk of invasive species introduction and spread; design modifications to reduce
risk (e.g., BMPs to minimize or avoid introduction of invasive species); and mitigation
for any potentially significant effects (e.g., implementing weed and aquatic invasive
species management practices during construction) to ensure compliance with the
Code. This impact was determined to be less than significant and is not discussed
further.”
Additionally, Subsection 7.4.1, “Methods and Assumptions,” of the Draft EIR/EIS explains the
approach to analyzing impacts and determining significance for the Area Plan as follows:
“This section analyzes the Area Plan alternatives and their potential effects on
biological resources at a policy level of detail. Individual projects implemented under
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the Area Plan (such as the Kings Beach Center design concept) would continue to be
subject to subsequent project-level environmental analyses in accordance with TRPA
policies, CEQA, and other laws and regulations to determine project-specific impacts
and required mitigation measures.
This plan-level impact analysis generally assumes that some of the vegetation
communities, wildlife habitats, aquatic resources, sensitive natural communities, and
special-status species known or with potential to occur in the Plan area could be
directly or indirectly affected by any Area Plan alternative, depending on the specific
location, type, and timing of the project activity. However, at this level of analysis,
most of these resources are discussed generally, recognizing that individual
development and redevelopment projects would be subject to project-level
environmental analyses as described above.
Importantly, the impact analysis for biological resources assumes that
implementation of Area Plan alternatives and future projects subject to the revised
policies would be planned, designed, and confirmed to comply, as required, with all
resource protection provisions of the TRPA Code, the Conservation Plan element of
the proposed Area Plan, and other applicable regulations and policies. Therefore, in
this analysis, while the TRPA Code and other applicable regulations are discussed
and used to frame key resource protection issues and potential impacts in some
cases, potential conflicts of specific projects under an Area Plan alternative with the
TRPA Code, or other regulations or policies, alone are not considered significant
impacts that would require mitigation at this policy level; compliance with the Code,
CEQA, and other regulations is a requirement. Therefore, mitigation measures are
provided for impacts determined to be significant after compliance with the TRPA
Code and other regulations, and implementation of the Conservation Plan element of
the Area Plan, are considered.”
For the proposed Tahoe City Lodge Project, the project site is urban and characterized
primarily by a paved parking lot, buildings and other developed facilities, and a small patch of
disturbed Jeffrey pine, located along SR 28 within the commercial core of Tahoe City. The
potential for construction effects related to invasive species on this site are not considered
substantial due to the existing highly-disturbed conditions there.
Regarding the commenter’s request to add three noxious weed species to Table 7-2, the
comment is correct and Table 7-2 has been revised in this final environmental document.
This change is presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.” The
correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any
environmental impact. Table 7-2 on pages 7-7 and 7-8 is revised to read as follows:
Table 7-2

Name and Status of Several Invasive Plant Species Known to Occur in the
Plan Area
Common Name and

LTBWCG1

CDFA2

Cal-IPC3

LTBMU4

Group 1

B

Moderate

Medium

-

-

High

Low

Spotted knapweed, Centaurea stoebe ssp.
micranthos

Group 2

A

High

Medium

Canada thistle, Cirsium arvense

Group 1

B

Moderate

Medium

Bull thistle, Cirsium vulgare

Group 2

-

Moderate

High

Scientific Name

Russian knapweed, Acroptilon repens
Cheatgrass, Bromus tectorum
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Table 7-2

Name and Status of Several Invasive Plant Species Known to Occur in the
Plan Area

Poison hemlock, Conium maculatum

-

-

Moderate

Medium

Scotch broom, Cytisus scoparius

Group 2

C

High

Medium

Klamath weed, Hypericum perforatum

Group 1

C

Moderate

Medium

-

B

Moderate

Medium

Broadleaved pepperweed, Lepidium latifolium

Group 2

B

High

Medium

Oxeye daisy, Leucanthemum vulgare

Group 2

-

Moderate

Medium

Dalmatian toadflax, Linaria dalmatica ssp. dalmatica

Group 2

A

Moderate

High

Butter and eggs, Linaria vulgaris

Group 2

-

Moderate

Medium

-

C

High

N/A

Group 1

A

High

High

Russian thistle, Salsola tragus

-

C

Limited

-

Woolly mullein, Verbascum thapsus

-

-

Limited

-

Dyer’s woad, Isatis tinctoria

Eurasian water milfoil, Myriophyllum spicatum
Scotch thistle* Onopordum acanthium ssp.
acnathium

1

Lake Tahoe Basin Weed Coordinating Group (LTBWCG) prioritizes invasive weeds of concern by management group. Group 1: watch
for, report, and eradicate immediately. Group 2: manage infestations with the goal of eradication.

2

The California Department of Food and Agriculture’s (CDFA) noxious weed list (http://www.cdfa.ca.gov/phpps/ipc/) List A:
eradication or containment is required at the state or county level; List B: eradication or containment is at the discretion of the
County Agricultural Commissioner; List C: eradication or containment only when found in a nursery or at the discretion of the County
Agricultural Commissioner.

3

California Invasive Plant Council (Cal-IPC) (http://www.cal-ipc.org/ip/inventory/weedlist.php) High: these species have severe
ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and vegetation structure; Moderate: these species have
substantial and apparent, but generally not severe, ecological impacts on physical processes, plant and animal communities, and
vegetation structure; Limited: these species are invasive but their ecological impacts are minor on a statewide level.

4

The Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit (LTBMU) High: species that have a large ecological impact and/or invasive potential and
are easily controlled; Medium: species that have a medium ecological impact and/or invasive potential and medium ability to be
controlled; Low: species that have a low ecological impact and/or invasive potential and are not easily controlled; species with an
N/A were not evaluated.

5 The

Tahoe National Forest (TNF). Yes: Report, map, treat, & actively control; No—Do not report, map or treat, but prevent spread.

* Identification of this species needs to be verified before any treatment. Plants were immature during field surveys and, therefore, a
positive identification could not be made.
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8
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Tahoe City Public Utility District
August 15, 2016

8-1

This comment states that prior to the development of the Tahoe City Lodge, the applicant will
be required to obtain commercial water and sewer service permits, complete a development
agreement with the Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD), and pay all necessary fees and
costs. Additionally, prior to the issuance of any permits for the Tahoe City Lodge Project, the
county should ensure that the TCPUD and the developer have completed a shared-use
parking agreement consistent with the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS. The County will include
evidence of the shared-use parking agreement between the developer and TCPUD as a
condition of approval prior to any permits as part of the project review process. The Tahoe
City Lodge Project will comply with all required permits and agreements.

8-2

The comment points out that the SEZ restoration access route shown as RA-1 on Exhibit 3-11
of the Draft EIR/EIS should be relocated to the area just north of the clubhouse. The exhibit
has been revised as shown in Section 2.1 of Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the
Draft EIR/EIS.”

8-3

This comment identifies several minor errors on Table 17-2 on page 17-7 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. This table has been revised as follows:
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Table 17-2

Parks and Recreation Facilities Inventory

Park or Recreation Facility Name

Acreage

Operator

Owner

64-Acre Tract

56.0

TCPUD

USFS

Bay Street East Beach

0.8

NA

PC

Carnelian West Beach

3.3

NTPUD

Conservancy

Commons Beach Park

7.2 6.9

TCPUD

PC

Coon Street Boat Launch

2.6

NTPUD

DPR

Elizabeth Williams Park

4.4 0.5

TCPUD

TCPUD

Day Use Beaches

Fawn Street-Marina Walkway

0.1

NA

PC

Griff Creek Recreation Area

0.8

NTPUD

PC

0.8 0.25

TCPUD

TCPUD PC

Kings Beach State Recreation Area

5.6

DPR

DPR

Lake Boulevard Beach

3.4

NA

PC

Lake Forest Beach Park

6.2 8.0

TCPUD

TCPUD/PC

Lake Forest II Beach

1.2

NA

PC

Lakeside Park

3.2

NA

PC

Moon Dunes Beach

4.4

NTPUD

PC/Conservancy

North Tahoe Beach

7.0

NTPUD

Conservancy

Patton Landing

2.6

Concessionaire

Conservancy

Sandy Beach

3.1

NTPUD

Conservancy

Secline Beach

3.8

NTPUD

Conservancy /NTPUD

Heritage Plaza Park

Skylandia Park and Beach

26.924

TCPUD

DPR

Speedboat (Buck’s) Beach

2.0

NTPUD

PC

Tahoe State Recreation Area – Star Harbor

6.8

DPR

DPR

Tahoe State Recreation Area – Outlet Parcel

6.50.5

TCPUD

DPR

6.3

NTPUD

NTPUD

2,000.0

DPR

DPR

45.7

TCPUD

TCPUD

Kilner Park

5.9 6.4

TCPUD

TCPUD

Marie Sluchak Community Park

3.0 1.0

TCPUD

TCPUD Tahoe Cedars
POA

North Tahoe Regional Park

124.5

NTPUD

NTPUD

Quail Creek Park

NA 112

TCPUD

TCPUD

Ward Creek Property

183.3

DPR

DPR

2.3

NTPUD

TTUSD

3.1 10.7

TCPUD

DPR

Rideout Community Center

10.7 11.48

TCPUD

TCPUD/TTUSD

Tahoe Lake School Fields

2.2

TCPUD

TCPUD/TTUSD

Tahoe Vista Recreation Area
Subtotal Day Use Beaches

165.0 153.15

Day Use Areas

Burton Creek State Park
Highlands Community Center/Day Use Area

Subtotal Day Use Areas

2,362.4 2472.9

Community Sports and Recreation

Kings Beach Neighborhood Park
Pomin Park

Subtotal Community Sports and Recreation
Placer County/TRPA
Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS

18.3 26.68

3.2-29

Comments and Responses

Ascent Environmental

Table 17-2

Parks and Recreation Facilities Inventory

Park or Recreation Facility Name

Acreage

Operator

Owner

Fairway Community Center

2.1

TCPUD

TCPUD

Tahoe City Community Center

1.8

TCPUD

TCPUD

35.8 46.5

TCPUD

PC TCPUD

NA

Private

Private

Community Centers

Subtotal Community Centers

3.9

Golf Courses

Tahoe City Golf Course
Old Brockway Golf Course
Subtotal Golf Courses

35.8 46.5

Campgrounds

Kaspian Campground and Picnic Area

34.0

Private

USFS

Tahoe State Recreation Area

16.3

DPR

DPR

William Kent Campground/Beach

24.7

Private

USFS

2.1 5.0
77.1 80.0

TCPUD

PC/TCPUD DFW

Dollar Property

969.1

Conservancy

Conservancy

Firestone Property

85.0

NTPUD

NTPUD

Parcels 3081 and 3082

5.3

DPR

DPR

Tahoe State Recreation Area

1.9

DPR

DPR

Lake Forest Campground
Subtotal Campgrounds
Undeveloped Parkland

Subtotal Undeveloped Parkland

1061.3

Note: North Tahoe Public Utility District (NTPUD), Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD), California Tahoe Conservancy
(Conservancy), United States Forest Service (USFS), Placer County (PC), Tahoe-Truckee Unified School District (TTUSD), California
Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR), and not available (NA). California Department of Fish and Wildlife (DFW).
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental 2015
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Letter
9
9-1

Comments and Responses

Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency
August 1, 2016

The comment affirms that references in the Draft EIR/EIS to current capacity and future
availability of capacity of T-TSA facilities are accurate. In reference to statements in the Draft
EIR/EIS about serving individual projects and providing capacity allocations, the comment
further clarifies that capacity is guaranteed only after approving a formal application,
payment of sewer connection charges, and issuance of a T-TSA Sewer Connection Permit.
The comment suggests revising Table 1-2 to include authorization of a sewer connection
permit by T-TSA. The comment is correct and Table 1-2, “Permits and Approvals for the Tahoe
City Lodge Project,” has been revised in this final environmental document. This change is
presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.” The correction
does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any impact.
Table 1-2 on page 1-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows:
Table 1-2

Permits and Approvals for the Tahoe City Lodge Project

Permitting Agency
Placer County

Permit Name
Conditional Use Permit

Purpose of Permit
Required for land uses that are consistent with zoning to
ensure compatibility with surrounding land uses

Design Site Review

Review the design elements of the project for consistency
with the design standards and guidelines for the area

Improvement Plans

Grading and site engineering work

Building design compliance with Uniform Building Code
TRPA Code compliance
Required for any utility, driveway, or other improvements
that would occur within the SR 28 right-of-way
Tahoe City Public Utility District
Sewer Permit
Authorization for sewer connections
Water Permit
Authorization for water connections
Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency Sewer Connection Permit Authorization for sewer connections
Reviewing Agency
Issue/Authority
Placer County Sheriff
Public safety
North Tahoe Fire Protection District
Fire safety
Franchise Utilities
Southwest Gas Company, Liberty Utilities, Charter Business,
Public services
and Tahoe Truckee Sanitation Agency
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Caltrans

Building Permit
TRPA Project Permit
Encroachment Permit

Source: Data compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2016

9-2

The comment states that T-TSA’s ability to serve the Tahoe City Lodge project is addressed in
a letter dated March 1, 2016. The comment agrees with statements in the Draft EIR/EIS that
other specific projects contemplated by the Area Plan will need to be separately and
individually evaluated by T-TSA during project-level analysis to determine T-TSA’s ability to
serve them.
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