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California Clean Energy Committee
August 15, 2016

The comment provides introductory remarks summarizing the objectives of the California
Clean Energy Committee. The comment expresses concern about unmitigated traffic impacts
and objects to the assessment of the Tahoe City Lodge and, presumably, the Kings Beach
Center design concept in the same environmental document as the Area Plan.
The comment states that the analysis obscures the impacts of the individual topics addressed
in the Draft EIR/EIS. TRPA and Placer County disagree. As the Draft EIR/EIS explains, the
Tahoe City Lodge project and the Kings Beach Center design concept are examples of the
application of Area Plan policies to specific proposals (Draft EIR/EIS, page 3-1).
The comment states that Placer County and TRPA should recirculate the EIR/EIS for further
public review and comment. Recirculation is required when significant new information, as
defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, is added to an EIR after notice of public review
but before certification. The comment does not provide evidence that any of the
requirements for recirculation have been triggered and recirculation is not required. The
comment is noted for consideration during project review.

10-2

3.3-12

The comment states that the Area Plan does not include mapping of known seismic and
other geologic hazards, address evacuation routes, peak load water supply requirements,
and minimum road widths and clearances around structures. The commenter asserts these
items are required to be included in the Area Plan per Government Code Section 65302(g).
As outlined in Part 1 of the Area Plan, the Placer County General Plan governs all topics not
addressed in the Area Plan or TRPA plans. Consistent with Government Code Section
65302(g), the 2013 Placer County General Plan includes a Health and Safety Element, which
includes goals and policies related to seismic and geologic hazards, flood hazards, fire
hazards, airport hazards, emergency management, public safety and emergency
management facilities, hazardous materials, and avalanche hazards. The county’s 2015
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Placer Operational Eastside Emergency Evacuation Plan is intended to implement the
General Plan’s Health and Safety Element and further comply with the requirements of
Government Code Section 65302(g). In response to this comment two additional policies
have been added to the revised Area Plan circulated concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS,
which reference the 2015 Placer Operational Eastside Emergency Evacuation Plan and
which outline a requirement for all new development projects within the Plan area to prepare
and implement an emergency preparedness and evacuation plan consistent with
Government Code Section 65303(g). These policies are as follows:
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N-H-P-6: All new development projects within the Plan area shall prepare and implement
an emergency preparedness and evacuation plan consistent with Government Code
Section 65302 (g) (protection from unreasonable risks associated with the effects of
seismic, geologic or flooding events or wildland fires, etc.) and in the furtherance of the
Placer Operation Area East Side Emergency Evacuation Plan (Update 2015).



N-H-P-7: The Placer Operational Area East Side Emergency Evacuation Plan, as updated
by the Board of Supervisors in 2015 is hereby incorporated by reference.

The comment states that the transportation polices in the Area Plan will drive the need to
expand the highway system to maintain LOS standards identified in the Regional
Transportation Plan (RTP). This statement is incorrect. The traffic analysis for the Area Plan
concludes that significant new infrastructure is not required. The Area Plan does not propose
to expand the highway system. Instead, the Area Plan proposes that traffic improvements
would be designed to support alternative modes of transit such as expanded public transit
and bicycle infrastructure. Furthermore, the Area Plan proposes a change in the LOS for town
center areas as a result of a desire to minimize impacts associated with roadway expansion
and to promote use of alternative models of travel.
The county’s adopted traffic impact fee program includes improvements in the “Tahoe Benefit
District.” Some of these improvements are located within the Tahoe Basin. None of the
improvements within the Tahoe Basin are designed to substantially expand the capacity of the
roadway system. The improvements within the Tahoe Basin to be funded through this fee
program are listed in the Countywide Capital Improvement Program. The improvements consist
of shoulder improvements, traffic flow/safety improvements, turn lanes, improvements to
intersections, construction of bicycle lanes, acquiring transit vehicles, constructing transit
shelters and stops, acquiring CNG vehicles, and installation of “Intelligent Transportation
Systems” (ITS) to improve traffic flow. None of the improvements to be funded through traffic
impact fees consist of adding lanes to SR 28 or other roadways within the Tahoe Basin. Thus,
the improvements included in the fee program within the Tahoe Basin (such as individual turn
lanes) do not add significant capacity to area roadways, and would not induce substantial new
traffic. In addition, each individual project would be subject to CEQA analysis.
The comment questions Policy T-P-2, which relates to implementation of capital improvements
and targets for VMT and GHG, as described below. VMT targets are outlined in the RTP. Capital
Improvements associated with reductions in VMT include, but are not limited to: bicycle lanes,
transit improvements, park and ride facilities, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS), pedestrian
facilities, and trails. These improvements currently exist in the county Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) for the Tahoe Region. This question regarding the Area Plan policy does not
pertain to the environmental review, and is noted for consideration by the Area Plan team.
With respect to VMT, the Draft EIR/EIS identifies the following significance threshold:


Conflict with an applicable plan, policy or ordinance related to the circulation system,
or conflict with an applicable congestion management program; such that it would
cause the LOS or VMT standards described under the TRPA criteria to be exceeded;
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As this threshold indicates, TRPA has adopted thresholds with respect to basin-wide VMT.
Under this standard, an alternative would have a significant impact if it would cause total
VMT within the Tahoe Region to exceed the TRPA Air Quality Threshold value of 2,030,938
(Draft EIR/EIS, page 10-15). The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the extent to which each alternative
would adhere to this standard. (See Draft EIR/EIS, Impact 10-4, and Master Response 1,
VMT and LOS, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.)
With respect to GHG, TRPA has not adopted a basin-wide threshold akin to the threshold for
VMT (Draft EIR/EIS, page 12-13). The California Air Resources Board (ARB) has established
targets for the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) to achieve in order to
comply with SB 375. As stated in the EIR/EIS, “[t]he reduction targets assigned by ARB to
TMPO for its next SCS include a 7 percent reduction in GHG per capita by 2020 and a
5 percent reduction in GHG/capita by 2035, as compared to 2005 levels.” (Draft EIR/EIS,
page 12-3)
The county has not adopted a threshold with respect to GHG emissions.
The EIR/EIS identifies the following significance thresholds with respect to GHG emissions:


Based on Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines and the Placer County CEQA
Checklist, impacts related to greenhouse gas emissions and climate change would
be significant if the project would:


generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that may have a significant
impact on the environment; or



conflict with any applicable plan, policy or regulation of an agency adopted for
the purpose of reducing the emissions of GHGs.

The Draft EIR/EIS provides a detailed discussion of how these thresholds are applied at a
plan- and project-level (Draft EIR/EIS, pages 12-13 through 12-15). At a plan level, as
explained, emissions on a per-capita basis would have to be shown to meet the targets set
forth in state law in order to be considered less-than-significant.
The selection of an appropriate threshold, and the application of the threshold to a particular
plan or project, is challenging due to the rapidly changing nature of the laws, regulations,
policies and judicial decisions addressing GHG emissions. The county and TRPA have made a
good-faith effort to fashion appropriate standards within the context of this challenging
environment.
10-4
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The comment suggests that mitigation should include funding for bicycle facility projects. The
Placer County traffic impact fee program includes funding for bicycle network improvements
within the Plan area. Please see response to comment 10-3, and refer to the county’s Capital
Improvement Program, and the list of improvements for the Tahoe Region Benefit District. In
addition, Transient Occupancy Tax revenues have been an important component in funding
bicycle improvements in recent years, and new lodging properties would contribute to growth
in this revenue source. The comment is noted for consideration in future capital
improvement programs. As set forth in the discussion of Impact 10-6, the Area Plan includes
additional policies designed to ensure that the bicycle network is further expanded. Draft EIR
Plan Policy Implementation states that additional improvements “shall include construction
of the shared-use path gap between Commons Beach and the Wye, and pedestrian crossing
improvements along State Route 28 to Lake Tahoe, Commons Beach, and the Truckee
River” (Draft Plan, page 129). For additional information on existing and planned
improvements to the bicycle network, please see “Linking Tahoe: Active Transportation Plan”
(March 2016) available at:
Placer County/TRPA
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http://tahoempo.org/ActiveTransportationPlan/docs/ATP_Final_Appendix%20A%20
&%20H.pdf.
This plan identifies the existing bicycle network, and identifies planned improvements to
expand opportunities for bicyclists. Facilities are proposed in both Tahoe City and Kings
Beach. (See Active Transportation Plan, Figure 2-2.) The county’s Traffic Impact Fee will
provide funding necessary to construct these planned improvements. As noted above, CEQA
review will be performed before specific improvements to the bicycle network are approved.
10-5

The comment suggests that greenhouse gas emissions be mitigated by implementing a
“green bag” or similar program for the Plan area similar to the green bag program operated
by Tahoe Truckee Sierra Disposal (TTSD) for the Town of Truckee. TTSD also serves the
Placer County portion of the Tahoe Basin. Truckee’s green bag program involves curbside
green waste (i.e., yard waste) collection. Placer County has evaluated implementing a green
bag program for green waste in the Tahoe Basin, and it has chosen other programs intended
to capture green waste. These include: (1) a newly-implemented green waste dumpster
rental program, (2) free green waste drop off of up to six yards at the Eastern Regional
Materials Recovery Facility between May 1 and October 31, and (3) a free green waste dropoff event, for up to three yards of material, in June at three convenient locations in the Plan
area. In addition, recent legislation (AB 1826) requires certain businesses to recycle their
organic waste. Placer County recycled green and wood waste prior to the new regulation and
is now working with the contracted waste hauler in the Tahoe Basin (i.e., TTSD) to provide
food scrap collection services to those businesses required to comply with the law.

10-6

The comment suggests that the Area Plan should mitigate its greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions by requiring the purchase of forestry offsets and other types of carbon offsets. The
comment refers to the Forest Protocol adopted by the California Air Resources Board. This is
a reasonable suggestion to add to the list of potential measures recommended by the Placer
County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). These changes are presented in Chapter 2,
“Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,” of this Final EIR/EIS and below. The
additional measure does not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS with respect to the
significance of any environmental impact, but is provided as another mechanism to reduce
GHG emissions. See also response to comment 10-8.
Mitigation Measure 12-1 on page 12-27 is revised to read as follows:

Mitigation Measure 12-1: Implement all feasible energy, water,
transportation, and vegetation measures recommended by PCAPCD
The following mitigation measure is required for Area Plan Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
Require, as feasible, new construction to implement energy, water, transportation, and
vegetation measures recommended by PCAPCD available in Appendix F-1 of the
District’s CEQA Handbook. This would apply to new construction occurring under the
Area Plan, including the proposed lodge project. Also, initiate a funding program to
apply these measures to existing facilities within the Plan area, as feasible (PCAPCD
2012).
These recommended measures include, but are not limited to:






Installing Tank-less or Energy Efficiency water heaters (E5)
Installing solar water heaters (E3)
Installing energy efficient roofing (E4)
Require Energy Star-rated appliances in new construction (E9)
Pre-Plumb new construction for Solar Energy and design for load (E12)
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Install low-flow water fixtures (W1)
Use reclaimed water for irrigation (W3)
Provide bus shelters and lanes and provide bike parking (T1, T2, and T3)
Plant drought tolerant plants (V2)
Prohibit gas-powered landscaping equipment (V3)

In addition, ground source heat pumps would reduce the need for natural gas in the
winter. Fees may also be paid into carbon offset programs that are adopted by ARB.
Offsets purchased to mitigate operational emissions shall be sufficient to offset
emissions during the full operational life of the new construction project.
10-7

The comment suggests a Car-Free Vacation Program as a strategy to encourage reduced
auto use. A crucial element of any car-free vacation strategy is sufficient public
transportation to accommodate visitors’ needs. To date, the public transit network has been
too limited to serve as a viable option to visitors. (Much of the extensive region is only served
by one bus per hour per direction, and there is no evening service in the off season.) The
Area Plan and the identified mitigation measures focus on expanding this “supply” of mobility
alternatives to the private automobile which, while infeasible with the current level of transit
service, could form the basis for future efforts to market the region for car-free vacations.
The county’s Traffic Impact Fee includes funding for the acquisition of additional transit
vehicles. Funding for transit operations has historically been funded through fare recovery,
transit occupancy tax, and other revenue; the Area Plan is expected to increase TOT revenue.
Further, Placer County and TRPA adopted a Joint Statement of Regional Transit Principles in
2016 to guide implementation of an integrated transit system. The adopted principles are
included as Appendix K of this Final EIR/EIS. Placer County and TRPA agreed that these
principles will lead to the development of a sustainable public transportation system in the
Lake Tahoe Region that fulfills the policies and objectives of the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning
Organization’s (TMPO) Regional Transportation Plan. The comment is noted for consideration
in future planning for transit service expansion.

10-8

The comment provides a recommendation for reducing the need for natural gas in the winter
with implementation of ground source heat pumps to mitigate climate impacts. This is a
reasonable suggestion to add to the list of potential measures recommended by PCAPCD.
Additional text is added to Mitigation Measure 12-1 to reflect this suggestion. The revisions
to Mitigation Measure 12-1 are included in response to comment 10-6 above.

10-9

The comment recommends several measures to reduce GHG emissions. Many of the
recommended measures are similar to those recommended in Mitigation Measure 12-2
(e.g., including requiring Energy Star appliances, and energy-efficient water heaters, roofing,
lighting, and other features). As described in Chapter 12, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Climate Change,” of the Draft EIR/EIS subsequent projects may use a variety of measures to
meet applicable standards, including measures listed in Appendix F-1 of PCAPCD’s CEQA
Handbook. See also reference to TRPA Code Subsection 13.5.3.E, Greenhouse Gas
Reduction Strategy, which requires Area Plans to reduce GHGs from the construction and
operation of buildings (see page 12-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS). See also Impact 16-5 (at page
16-33 of the Draft EIR/EIS), which discusses energy efficiency.
The comment suggests that the Area Plan require installation of solar PV on all new
construction. The installation of solar PV may not be feasible on all new construction. Sitespecific orientation, tree canopy, and other factors may render solar PV an ineffective and
inefficient GHG reduction strategy for a given project.
The comment states that the Area Plan should include a policy “that requires 100%
mitigation of all significant destruction of forest for new development.” As explained in the
last paragraph on page 12-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS, a substantial portion of new development
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that would occur under the Area Plan would be redevelopment, that is, existing buildings
would be demolished and new buildings would be constructed on the same sites. The Area
Plan focuses on redevelopment within the Kings Beach and Tahoe City Town
Centers. Generally, these areas do not include significant forested lands. For this reason,
most construction would not involve the removal of large stands of trees. Moreover, trees
would be removed with or without implementation of the Area Plan in accordance with TRPA
Code Section 61.1.
The comment disagrees with the analysis and the significance determination in Martis Valley
West Parcel Specific Plan EIR about the loss of forest land and sequestered carbon. This
comment does not pertain to the analysis presented in the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area
Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Draft EIR/EIS.
10-10

The comment requests additional detail regarding Mitigation Measure 10-1b. The county
Service Area Zone of Benefit (ZOB) funding mechanism is intended to generate funding both
for transit capital as well as operations. In addition to its role in reducing trips and improving,
to some degree, roadway level of service (Impact 10-1), the Draft EIR/EIS also identifies it as
a mitigation measure for significant impacts to transit operations (i.e., Impact 10-5,
generating ridership that exceeds existing available seating capacity). Seating capacity refers
to the available of seats on transit buses. As described on page 10-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
the mitigation would be imposed on all future land uses that would generate an increased
demand for transit services, including residential, lodging, commercial, civic, and recreational
land uses, including the Tahoe City Lodge. The fee would be measured based on trips
generated and transit demand created by individual projects, and fees would be applied to
implementation of the TART Systems Plan.
The comment suggests that the ZOB would not just mitigate increases in traffic volumes and
transit impacts, but would also result in reduced air pollutant and GHG emissions. This
comment is true, and acknowledged. The comment goes on to suggest that the funding could
also be used for other purposes that would support the program, including marketing and
other improvements (e.g., transit stops), could be extended to out-of-basin developments,
and could be used in lieu of fee programs for highway widening projects, which have greater
environmental impacts. The comment also suggests that the county should encourage
project developers to seek creative ways to use transit to mitigate their project impacts by
committing to reducing transportation impact fees to the extent that a project demonstrates
that transit improvements reliably reduce impacts to transportation, air quality, and GHG
emissions over the long term. These comments are acknowledged and are noted for
consideration by the Area Plan team.
The comment also notes recent state legislation that would replace Level of Service analysis
with Vehicle-Miles of Travel evaluation as the key measure of transportation impacts. It is
noted that the environmental review does consider VMT, as well as LOS.

10-11

The comment suggests that the TART Systems Plan is dependent upon uncertain funding
and therefore questions the viability of the plan. The TART Systems Plan identifies
constrained and unconstrained portions of the plan. The constrained elements have
identified reasonably foreseeable funding within the Systems Plan into the future, including
Capital Improvement Program (CIP), Transit Occupancy Tax (TOT), county Service Area Zone
of Benefit (ZOB), Development Agreement (DA) funding, and traditional transit funding
sources.
In April 2016, the county adopted the Systems Plan Update for the Tahoe Truckee Area
Regional Transit in Eastern Placer County (LSC 2016). The Systems Plan Update provides a
plan to provide funding for expanded service in eastern Placer County, including within the
Tahoe Basin. Funding sources to implement this plan are set forth in Chapter 5.
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In addition, this comment states that elements of General Plans are subject to review every
four years and that a task force should be convened to conduct such a review. The Tahoe
Basin Area Plan is intended to implement the TRPA Regional Plan, serve, in part, the role of
the Placer County General Plan in the Tahoe Basin, and be implemented over a 20-year
horizon. The county conducts periodic reviews of the General Plan and the Area Plan to track
implementation and to assess the need for future updates.
If Placer County and TRPA approve the Area Plan, they will also approve a Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”). A draft MMRP was included in Chapter 23 of
the Draft EIR/EIS, and a revised version is included in Chapter 4 of this Final EIR/EIS. The
MMRP provides monitoring responsibilities to track how adopted mitigation measures are
carried out. These measures include Mitigation Measure 10-1b, which provides for adopting
a Zone of Benefit to provide funding for expanded transit.
10-12

The comment proposes that Placer County and TRPA adopt a goal of requiring new development
to result in no net increase in peak-period vehicle trips, except for uses that “directly contribute to
the neighborhood character and diversity of the North Shore.” The Draft EIR/EIS studies the
impacts to regional and local infrastructure as measured against respective significance
thresholds (VMT and LOS) in compliance with CEQA and TRPA regulations. The county does not
currently have a “no net increase” policy related to increases in traffic. Therefore, these
suggested policies pertain to the Area Plan, rather than the Draft EIR/EIS.
The application of such a goal would be challenging, in that it would call for a subjective judgment
about which proposed new development contributes to neighborhood character. Moreover, to the
extent such a goal was aimed at reducing peak-period vehicle congestion, the goal should
appropriately focus on the trip-generation characteristics of the proposal, rather than on some
other criteria. In addition, others might make a valid argument that there are other factors
beyond neighborhood character that may warrant a trade-off for greater traffic generation, such
as the provision of affordable housing or the elimination of a source of water pollution.
Notwithstanding, it should be noted that numerous efforts are already underway at a
regional/programmatic level to address traffic impacts and reduce VMT. For example, TRPA
currently mandates Travel Demand Measures as part of an Employer-Based Trip Reduction
Program (Section 65.5 of the TRPA Code). This program requires that all employers throughout
the Tahoe Basin (including those within the Plan area) at a minimum provide employees with
information regarding non-auto commute alternatives and promote ridesharing. Larger
employers (100 or more employees at a single location), are required to take more aggressive
auto reduction steps detailed in an “Employer Transportation Plan,” which includes provision of
commute options information and ridesharing information, provision of bicycle parking, and
provision of preferential carpool/vanpool parking. In addition, the plan must identify how the
employer will achieve a minimum required number of “points,” earned through commitments
to specific strategies such as subsidizing transit passes, charging for parking, providing
showers for bicyclists, and providing flexible work schedules.”
In addition, development projects are required to pay Traffic Mitigation Fees to the county,
and Air Quality Mitigation Fees to TRPA (Section 10.8.5[A] of the Rules of Procedure), on the
basis of new trip generation. These fees partially or fully fund improvements identified in the
Tahoe Region Capital Improvement Program. Projects in this program include bicycle lanes,
transit improvements, park and ride facilities, Intelligent Transportation System (ITS),
pedestrian facilities, and trails.
The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization’s (TMPO) Regional Transportation Plan:
Mobility 2035 (RTP) is Lake Tahoe’s blueprint for a regional transportation system that
enhances the quality of life in the Tahoe Region, promotes sustainability, and offers
improved mobility options for people and goods. Projects in the RTP include corridor
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revitalization, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, transit (including waterborne transit), and
aviation and airport access. The RTP transportation investments will require both capital
funds to build facilities, as well as ongoing operations and maintenance funds. Funding from
federal, state (California and Nevada), and local sources are being pursued by the TMPO and
local jurisdictions to develop the proposed projects. Total revenues estimated for RTP are
$1.6 billion. Traffic Mitigation Fees are also used to fund RTP projects.
The county Service Area Zone of Benefit (ZOB) funding mechanism is intended to generate
funding both for transit capital as well as operations. In the Draft EIR/EIS, it is identified as
mitigation for the significant impacts to transit operations (i.e., generating ridership that
exceeds existing available seating capacity). As identified in the Draft EIR/EIS, it would be
imposed on all future land uses generating an increased demand for transit services,
including residential, lodging, commercial, civic, and recreational land uses. The ZOB would
be a new, ongoing funding source for transit expansion that would largely address operating
(e.g., drivers, fuel) costs, though it could also fund capital costs. As evidenced by the similar
ZOBs established in the Martis Valley area that have been funding TART transit expansion on
SR 267, a new ZOB (Mitigation Measure10-1b) within the Tahoe Basin would provide an
equitable and comprehensive means of generating revenue from future developments, and
would be adjusted to reflect inflation.
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) plans can be an effective means of further
reducing peak-period vehicle trips, where necessary to avoid an impact that might otherwise
be significant. Where TDM plans have been required, they are generally developed by
relatively larger uses that generate significant traffic levels; in those instances, the project
has sufficient scale to warrant development of project-specific TDM plans. The current
threshold (100 or more employees in a single location) applies to a very limited number of
sites. TRPA’s current TDM ordinance was developed based on programs in larger urban
employment centers and does not align well with the fact that employee commuting is not
the primary source of traffic contributing to congestion. Policies T-P-11 and T-P-12 have been
added to the Area Plan mandating the development of TDM plans for projects that meet
certain requirements that are better suited for the Tahoe Basin traffic characteristics, and
will apply to a broader set of projects. See Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, and Chapter 2,
“Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,” for more details.
10-13

The comment states that the Area Plan should adopt a shared parking program and reduce
parking requirements. The North Tahoe Parking Study (LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.
March 9, 2015) addresses many of these issues, and recommendations from that study are
incorporated in the Area Plan. In addition, the Area Plan itself addresses circulation and
alternative transportation strategies within the individual communities.
The Area Plan includes Policy T-P-10 that encourages shared-use parking and includes
provisions in the Area Plan Implementing Regulations Section 3.07 A.5.e. that allow for
shared parking for two or more uses. The Tahoe Basin Area Plan Implementing Regulations
also propose a reduction in parking spaces required for certain uses (Section 3.07 Table
3.07.A-1). The unbundled parking strategies presented by the commenter are well thought
out and helpful for further consideration of “parking districts.” Any further consideration of
these strategies of shared and “unbundled” parking would need to be developed through
separate programs with consideration for associated impacts and public input. 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.

10-14

This comment asserts that the development of additional workforce housing in the Plan area
would have significant mitigation effect on congestion, air quality emissions, lake clarity, and
GHG emissions. See Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Comments and Responses

Contractor’s Association of Truckee Tahoe
August 15, 2016

11-1

The comment provides introductory remarks. The comment expresses concern with regard to
the availability of affordable and workforce housing in the Tahoe Basin and the Area Plan
proposal related to secondary housing units.

11-2

The comment requests that Placer County analyze inclusion of the additional 10 parcels not
considered as locations for secondary housing units as part of Alternative 1. The comment
addresses potential concerns with considering these additional parcels, including increased
density and increased vehicle use among other potential issues, and points out that
Alternative 3 provides analysis of the effects associated with these additional parcels. The
commenter asserts that restrictions on development of these additional 10 parcels is not
necessary to achieve environmental benefit. The commenter requests the Draft EIR/EIS
explain and justify the 0.25-mile buffer used for locating secondary housing units for
Alternative 1 while no buffer for secondary housing units was used for Alternative 3. With
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respect to expanding the parcels allowed to be used for secondary housing units under
Alternative 1, see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
11-3

The comment expresses opposition to the requirement for market rate allocations for
secondary housing units and suggests alternatives, including considerations for deed
restricting the second unit. See Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

11-4

The comment summarizes the logistics and costs for a property owner to construct a second
unit and the environmental and social benefits of these units. The comment expresses
support for a secondary housing unit policy, but states that there are additional actions, such
as seeking reduced impact fees from special districts, that could be undertaken to further
promote development of secondary housing units. See Master Response 3, Affordable
Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Letter
12

Comments and Responses

Friends of the West Shore and Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group
August 15, 2016

12-1

The comment provides introductory remarks and expresses the opinion that the Tahoe Basin
Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge should have been analyzed separately, presumably in
separate environmental documents.

12-2

The comment expresses dissatisfaction at the Draft EIR/EIS analysis of local impacts. The
comment is a summary of more detailed comments included in the submittal.

12-3

This is an introductory summary of more detailed traffic comments included in the submittal.
See Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-4

The comment summarizes concern regarding emergency evacuation. See Master Response
6, Emergency Response and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
The comment states that the Tahoe City Lodge would result in increased congestion. This
statement is an over-simplification of the analysis. The Draft EIR/EIS (Chapter 10) includes
information on trips that are expected to be generated by the Tahoe City Lodge project. Tripgeneration rates for the project are summarized in Tables 10-7 through 10-10 for the
proposal and its alternatives. As these tables and the accompanying text show, the project
and alternatives would, with the exception of Alternative 4, result in a reduction in daily trips
as compared to existing conditions. The timing of those trips would shift, such that in some
instances there would be an increase in trips during peak hours.

12-5

The comment summarizes concerns pertaining to TRPA thresholds, traffic, public health and
safety, and significance criteria used in the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is prefatory to more
detailed comments included in the submittal.

12-6

The comment refers to previous comments submitted on the NOP, which express that the
EIR/EIS should analyze the maximum potential development that could result in the Plan
area. The Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of all Area Plan policies that could result in new
development or redevelopment within the Plan area and their potential effects on the
environment. These polices were considered in concert with existing regulatory protections
and standards. The example offered by the comment, conversion of motel rooms to tourist
units, is an action that would be permissible under existing conditions (with appropriate
environmental review and permitting), under the TRPA Regional Plan. No revisions to the
analysis are necessary.

12-7

The comment expresses the opinion that the analysis overstates the potential environmental
benefits of transferring development from outside areas into town centers due to the large
amount of existing banked land coverage. By using banked land coverage to fulfill TRPA's
land coverage requirements, a project's coverage impacts could be mitigated by site
restoration and coverage banking that occurred prior to the construction of the project or the
permanent preservation of an otherwise developable parcel. Although the banking of land
coverage may happen separately from its purchase and transfer, the environmental benefits
of restoring or preserving the sending parcels are still achieved.
The comment further requests a site-specific analysis of the comparative benefits of
transferred coverage. The comment seems to suggest that it may be more beneficial to leave
existing development in sensitive environments, rather than create the disturbance needed
to remove the development and restore the site. While this may be the case in some
situations, as a general rule removing existing development from sensitive habitats will
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restore ecological functions and prevent the continued degradation of the site. This is
especially true within the Tahoe Basin where developable land is limited and usually located
within a short distance of Lake Tahoe. In most cases, the existing development that would be
removed would be deteriorating structures from the 1970s that were built without
stormwater BMPs or other environmental protection features. The transferred land coverage
from these sites would be used to develop modern structures that are fully compliant with
TRPA’s development and water quality protection standards. Land coverage transfers are
also likely to result in the restoration of sensitive lands due to the limited supply of banked
1b coverage. In fact, between 2010 and 2015, land coverage transfers accounted for nearly
80 percent of the coverage removed from LCD 1b (TRPA 2016, p ES-7). Moreover, sitespecific analyses of the comparative benefits of coverage transfers are neither possible nor
required, and exceed the level of detail needed for a planning document. TRPA may instead
rely on existing science that indicates that restored lands provide improved ecological
function when compared to existing development. Individual projects will undergo sitespecific analysis related to land coverage (as demonstrated with the Tahoe City Lodge
project) at such time as they are proposed.
12-8

The comment pertains to the scope of the transportation analysis, the consistency with the
Regional Plan Update, and the impacts of growth from outside the Tahoe Region, and calls
for stronger measures to address traffic issues. The Draft EIR/EIS contains a thorough
evaluation of project-related and cumulative traffic impacts, including VMT. See also Master
Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-9

The comment cites sources of traffic growth that would accompany future development
allowed under any of the alternatives, and expresses dismay that the Area Plan does not
include measures that could reduce day-visitor traffic such as increased parking fees, road
user fees, and increased transit capacity prior to increases in demand. The comment is
correct that future development under any of the alternatives would increase traffic volumes,
including overnight visitors making both regional ingress/egress trips as well as trips within
the Tahoe Basin. The Draft EIR/EIS contains a thorough evaluation of project-related and
cumulative traffic impacts. The measures proposed in the comment are discussed in
additional detail below:

3.3-140



Community-wide paid parking programs can result in substantial reductions in auto use,
typically ranging from 10 to 30 percent (Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2016). The
specific quantitative impacts for the Plan area would depend greatly on the parking fee
levels, the means of implementing the fees, the areas and types of facilities subject to
the fees, and the level of enforcement. One key factor is that much of the existing
parking supply in the key town centers is on private lands, where imposition of parking
fees would be legally questionable. As an example, the North Tahoe Parking Study (LSC,
2015) indicates that only 31 percent of existing parking in the Tahoe City area is under
public control. Paid parking also can result in environmental impacts, such as drivers
choosing to avoid the paid parking area by parking along nearby unpaved local road
shoulders. It can also result in economic impacts if commercial properties within the paid
parking area are put at an economic disadvantage to competitors. For these reasons,
increased parking fees are considered infeasible.



A road user fee (such as a tolling program at Tahoe Basin entry points) would have
substantial economic impacts (as commercial entities would be at a competitive
disadvantage compared with competing nearby entities not within the toll area),
environmental impacts (associated with the physical footprint of tolling facilities, for
example) and social equity impacts (depending on the specifics of resident versus visitor
tolling rates, among other factors). It should also be noted that Article IV (f) 8 of the
Tahoe Regional Planning Compact specific prohibits the Tahoe Transportation District
Placer County/TRPA
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from “imposing … a tax or charge that is assessed against people or vehicles as they
enter or leave the region.” (US Congress, 1980). It would also have ramifications for
other portions of the Tahoe Region beyond the Area Plan area. For these reasons, this is
not considered to be feasible.


Expansion of public transit services as a traffic mitigation strategy is addressed in
Mitigation Measure 10-1b.

See also Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
12-10

The comment pertains to the Regional Plan Update (RPU) EIS transportation analysis. It
correctly notes that the transportation analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS was based in part on the
model and methodologies used in the RPU EIS analysis. The footnotes cite text from the Draft
EIR/EIS, specific pages of the RPU Final EIS, and comments submitted on the RPU EIS
analysis.
The comment refers to court decisions concerning the RPU. TRPA approved the RPU in 2012.
The authors of the comment filed a lawsuit in Federal Court seeking to overturn TRPA’s
decision to approve the RPU. The lawsuit alleged that the RPU EIS was deficient in various
respects. The alleged deficiencies raised in the litigation did not pertain to the methodology
used to estimate traffic. Thus, in the event the authors prevail in the litigation, the Court’s
ruling would not address the methodology used to estimate traffic. At trial, the Federal
District Court ruled in favor of TRPA, and rejected the authors’ claims. The authors appeal.
The appeal is currently pending at the Ninth District Court of Appeal. (Sierra Club v. Tahoe
Regional Planning Agency, Nos. 14-15998, 14-16513.)
The comment is not sufficiently detailed to provide a further response. Moreover, TRPA
incorporates by reference its responses to FOWS comments set forth in the RPU EIS.

12-11

The comment takes issue with the traffic analysis because it relies, in part, on the traffic
analysis contained in the RPU EIS and 2012 Regional Transportation Plan EIR/EIS as its
starting point, which it alleges is inadequate. The comment is not sufficiently detailed to
provide a response. Moreover, TRPA incorporates by reference its responses to comment 1211 regarding the status of FOWS comments set forth in the RPU EIS.

12-12

The comment asks for analysis of VMT on a local level, instead of only at the regional level.
The environmental document does provide forecasts of traffic volumes on key roadways in
various local areas within the Placer County portion of the Tahoe Basin, which are reflective
of changes in VMT. VMT is a regional, inherently cumulative analysis. TRPA’s VMT threshold
standard applies Basin-wide. Neither TRPA nor the county has adopted a VMT threshold that
applies at the local, sub-Basin level. The comment suggests that emissions from vehicle use
in the project area in proximity to Lake Tahoe are likely to result in impacts on nearshore
water quality, air quality, and noise. The EIR/EIS provides information regarding the impact of
the Area Plan on VMT. As shown in Table 10-2, implementation of Area Plan Alternatives 1
and 3 would reduce VMT relative to both existing conditions and the no project alternative.
VMT resulting from Alternative 2 would be essentially the same as existing conditions. See
also Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-13

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS defers impact analysis to future project-level
environmental review and that impacts will be ignored in the future because of bureaucratic
and financial momentum. The comment expresses doubt that future project applicants will
be required to assess and mitigate for the impacts of their projects. The Draft EIR/EIS was
prepared at a level of detail and with a degree of specificity commensurate with the project
itself (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15146, Degree of Specificity). The Area Plan is just that—
a collection of policies, implementing regulations, an updated land use diagram, and an
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updated zoning district map that applies to an area that exceeds 46,000 acres. As such,
impacts identified in the Draft EIR/EIS are assessed at a level of detail appropriate to the
plan, and without undue speculation as to what specific projects might later be proposed
pursuant to the plan. When later projects are proposed, and their details known, projectspecific impacts can be assessed and site-specific mitigation developed to address those
effects that cannot be known now. The Kings Beach Center design concept, referenced in the
comment, is a concept, not yet proposed, but for which some detail is known, and the level of
analysis reflects that level of detail. Project approval is not being sought now, and additional
environmental review would be required when and if the concept is proposed. In accordance
with TRPA Code and regulations, CEQA, and the State CEQA Guidelines, the Draft EIR/EIS
provides sufficient information about the environmental effects of the Placer County Tahoe
Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge project to allow informed decision making.
The comment cites the analyses prepared for the MVWPSP and VSVSP. Both of these
projects propose development at levels that are below those that would be authorized under
existing plans and zoning. The analyses of these projects describe maximum permitted
development under existing plans and zoning. The amount of development authorized under
existing plans and zoning, as compared to the development proposed, is a factor that
decision-makers have discretion to consider in deciding whether to approve a project. The
analyses also describe the level of development that is proposed, and the physical impacts
of that development on the existing environment, as required by CEQA.
12-14

The comment states that while Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR/EIS concludes that the proposed
Area Plan (Alternative 1) would result in a reduction in VMT, Appendices G and H of the Draft
EIR/EIS indicate that VMT will increase under all alternatives. The comment is referring to
cumulative VMT estimates in Appendices G and H, not to estimates of VMT that would occur
from implementation of Alternative 1. The VMT estimates cited in the comment are
consistent with the cumulative VMT estimates provided in the Draft EIR/EIS (pages 19-17 to
19-18). Table D of Appendix G-2 provides detailed information on the VMT calculations for
each alternative. The fifth and sixth rows of Table D added 42,146 VMT to the Area Plan VMT
estimate to calculate the cumulative VMT by adding “external VMT not fully reflected in TRPA
model.” The VMT estimates for the Area Plan alternatives can be calculated by subtracting
the 42,146 in external cumulative VMT from the cumulative region-wide VMT figures
provided in the seventh row of Table D (1,973,780 [cumulative VMT] – 42,146 [external
VMT] = 1,931,634 [VMT as a result of alternative 1]). This calculation indicates that
Alternative 1 would result in region-wide VMT of 1,931,634, consistent with the VMT
estimate presented on page 10-39 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Thus, the VMT estimates presented
in Chapters 10 and 19 are consistent with the VMT calculations presented in Appendix G-2.
Please also see Master Response 1, which provides additional detail on the Area Plan and
cumulative VMT analysis.

12-15

The comment focuses on the distribution of Tahoe City Lodge traffic traveling along the West
Shore. Since there is no available data (such as surveys of existing lodging guests) on which
to base the distribution of trips associated with the Tahoe City Lodge, the distribution is
based upon professional knowledge of local traffic patterns, such as the proportion of traffic
volumes on SR 89 near Emerald Bay versus the volume at Fanny Bridge.
A visitor survey conducted by the North Lake Tahoe Resort Association (NLTRA) indicates that
47 percent of visitors visit Emerald Bay as part of their trip. However, this is different from
the proportion of trips generated by a hotel in Tahoe City on any one day. The same survey
also identified an average visitor length of stay of 4.1 nights. If approximately half of the
visitors (rounding up from 47 percent) visit Emerald Bay (two one-way trips per round-trip),
and each visit is 4 nights (rounding down from 4.1 nights per visit), then each room
generates approximately 0.25 trips per day (0.50 Emerald Bay visits per group per visit
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divided by 4 days per visit times two trips per round-trip). Per the trip rate and reduction for
internal/non-auto trips used in the EIR/S, this room generates 6.94 vehicle-trips per day.
Dividing 0.25 by 6.94 indicates that 3.6 percent of the trips generated by a lodging room are
to or from Emerald Bay – close to the 4 percent used in the analysis.
Also, approximately 30 percent of the visitors included in the NLTRA study were surveyed at
the Visitors Center. Many visitors to Tahoe are multiple-repeat visitors who have visited
Tahoe many times in the past. As a premier visitor site in Tahoe, it can be expected that
many visitors visit Emerald Bay on their first trip to the region. However, it is reasonable to
expect that this proportion would be lower for subsequent trips to the Tahoe area. First-time
visitors are also more likely to visit a Visitors Center. As a result, the NLTRA survey results
may identify a higher proportion visiting Emerald Bay than for all visitors (including secondhome owners and other long-time Tahoe visitors). In sum, this review indicates that the
distribution identified in the environmental analysis was appropriate, and there is no need for
modification to the analysis.
12-16

The comment reiterates that the environmental analysis does not include VMT analyses at
less than a region-wide level. See response to comment 12-12. The Draft EIR/EIS does
estimate the impact of the Area Plan on VMT. An analysis of VMT by sub-area was not
conducted, however, as there are no applicable standards by sub-area. The comment states
that the traffic model (and associated VMT forecasts) is not based on local traffic counts.
This statement is incorrect. In fact, the TRPA TransCAD model was calibrated against local
traffic counts.

12-17

The comment states that roadway capacities should be based on additional non-trafficrelated factors, such as potential impacts on water quality. The comment confuses roadway
capacity with the potential impact of traffic activity on other environmental factors. The
physical location of a roadway (such as its adjacency to Lake Tahoe) does not affect the
roadway’s capacity. It is true that traffic volumes (or VMT, when volumes are multiplied by
roadway length) may have differing impacts on water quality, but no local or regional
standards have been defined for near-shore roadways. In addition, as shown in Table 10-2,
implementation of Area Plan Alternatives 1 and 3 would reduce VMT relative to both existing
conditions and the no project alternative. VMT resulting from Alternative 2 would be
essentially the same as existing conditions.

12-18

The comment describes a summary of characteristics that make communities around the
lake distinctively different, and theorizes that people within the Plan area are likely to make
longer trips. The TRPA TransCAD model addresses bullets 1 through 4 of this comment: (1)
the land use inputs reflect permanent versus visitor population; (2) the trip assignment
process reflects the differing geographic distribution of trip attractors in the various
communities of the Tahoe Basin; (3) the impacts of the TAU/CFA conversion changes are
reflected in the land use inputs as described in Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS; and (4)
the model also addresses much of the effects of nearby developments outside the Tahoe
Basin, as described in Appendix G-2. See also Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, in Section
3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-19

The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS does not address potential impacts
to Lake Tahoe’s nearshore and instead focuses on mid-lake conditions. Please see the
response to comment 12-60.

12-20

The comment cites specific Regional Plan amendments that have occurred since its adoption
in 2012, and suggests that the Area Plan assess VMT distribution and related effects on
TRPA thresholds considering changes that have occurred since 2012. See response to
comment 12-12. VMT is a regional, Basin-wide metric; there is no standard or threshold used
to determine whether localized VMT is significant. In addition, as shown in Table 10-2,
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implementation of Area Plan Alternatives 1 and 3 would reduce VMT relative to both existing
conditions and the no project alternative. VMT resulting from Alternative 2 would be
essentially the same as existing conditions.
12-21

This comment is an extension of comment 12-20. See responses to comments 12-12 and
12-20.

12-22

The comment expresses concern about the total amount of development that could occur
under policies adopted in 2012 pursuant to the Regional Plan, and the limited CFA to TAU
conversion program proposed under the Area Plan. See response to comment 12-6.

12-23

The comment pertains to the specifics of the Draft EIR/EIS transportation-related mitigation
measures. Regarding MM10-1a, given the typical Caltrans review/approval process, the twoyear deadline for installation of a hybrid beacon at SR 28/Grove Street identified in the
measure is a reasonable implementation schedule requirement. Given the time required for
project approval and development, it is unlikely that sufficient development would occur such
that impacts would be substantially exacerbated prior to implementation of the mitigation.
That is, the entitlement process for development in the Tahoe basin typically extends for
many months or years, and actual physical development does not commence until months or
years after that. Thus, the beacon is almost certain to be installed long before it is needed. It
would be unnecessary to prohibit all new development prior to installation.
Regarding MM10-1b (establishing a county Service Area Zone of Benefit) and MM10-1c
(payment of traffic impact fees), these two elements work together to expand funding for
transportation improvements. The Zone of Benefit (ZOB) would be a new, ongoing funding
source for transit expansion that would largely address operating (e.g., drivers, fuel) costs,
though it could also fund capital costs. The existing traffic impact fee program helps to fund
transportation capital costs (including roadway, bicycle/pedestrian and transit facility
improvements). It is important to note that this is a new funding strategy for transit services
within the Tahoe Basin. TART’s current funding for services in the Tahoe Basin consist of
transit fares, sales tax revenues, state/federal funding programs, air quality mitigation fees,
transient occupancy tax revenues and funding from private and public partners
As evidenced by the similar ZOBs established in Martis Valley that have been funding TART
transit expansion on SR 267, a new ZOB (Mitigation Measure 10-1b) within the Tahoe Basin
would provide an equitable and comprehensive means of generating permanent, reliable
revenue from future developments, and would be adjusted to reflect inflation. The comment
is correct that the minimum fee level is identified to address the transit expansion necessary
to address the peak capacity impact, rather than overall traffic growth. See response to
comment 10-10 regarding additional transit service expansion to be funded through the
ZOB.
The traffic impact fee program (Mitigation Measure 10-1c) is currently identified in the TART
Systems Plan Update to fund $852,700 in transit capital improvements over the first five
years of the plan. The fee program is updated every few years to adjust for inflation and for
changes in the improvement program list of projects. The county last updated its traffic
impact fee in 2014. When the county next considers updating its fee program, the TART
Systems Plan Update (approved in April 2016) will provide information regarding the capital
needs of the transit system, and which in turn will help the county determine the appropriate
amount of the fee program to be included for transit capital purposes.

12-24
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comment states that the mitigation only involves the expansion of transit during peak
periods. Mitigation Measure 10-1b provides for additional service, which would expand
seating capacity during typical peak period passenger loads. The additional service
expansion would also be provided during non-peak hours as route headways would not vary
during operating hours, resulting in excess capacity in non-peak times. The TART Systems
Plan Update (2016) includes increased frequency (headways) and span of service (hours of
operation) during both peak and non-peak times using other funding sources in addition to
funds generated by development. See response to comment 10-10 regarding additional
transit service expansion to be funded through the ZOB.
12-25

The comment requests that an analysis of existing and future improvement costs identified
in the county’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) be completed as part of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The traffic impact analysis associated with an approved Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan
serves as the basis for determining the infrastructure and mobility projects, which would be
identified for future development funding in the CIP. An updated CIP project list and costs
would be determined based on industry construction cost at the time of update and would be
adjusted annually based on the Engineering News Record reported Construction Cost Index
(CCI) from April to April. Furthermore, development projects are required to pay Traffic
Mitigation Fees to the county and TRPA (through the air quality fee program) on the basis of
new trip generation. Fees collected partially or fully fund improvements identified in the
Tahoe Region Capital Improvement Program. The types of projects funded by this program
include bicycle lanes, transit improvements, park and ride facilities, Intelligent Transportation
System (ITS), pedestrian facilities, and trails.
See also response to comment 12-23, above. The county Service Area Zone of Benefit (ZOB)
funding mechanism is intended to generate funding both for transit capital as well as
operations. In the Draft EIR/EIS, it is identified as mitigation for significant impacts to transit
operations (e.g., generating ridership that exceeds existing available seating capacity). As
described therein, it would be imposed on all future land uses that generate an increased
demand for transit services, including residential, lodging, commercial, civic, and recreational
land uses. The ZOB would be a new, ongoing funding source for transit expansion that would
largely address operating (e.g., drivers, fuel) costs, though it could also fund capital costs.

12-26

The comment states that adjustments of the traffic mitigation fees to account for true
infrastructure costs should be done as part of the Area Plan. As described in response to
comment 12-25, the traffic impact analysis associated with an approved Area Plan update
serves as the basis for determining the infrastructure and mobility projects that would be
identified for future development funding in the CIP. See also response to comment 12-23.
This comment goes on to address the expansion of transit service as a means of mitigating
transportation impacts. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies transit improvements and associated
funding both in Mitigation Measure 10-1b (to partially mitigate roadway level of service) as
well as Mitigation Measure 10-5 (to mitigate impact on peak period transit capacity). The
Placer County approved TART Systems Plan Update (2016) identifies the expansion of the
route in question from the current 60-minute headways (one bus per hour) to an expanded
service of 30-minute headways (two buses per hour). This is the proposed mitigation in the
Draft EIR/EIS, consistent with the TART Systems Plan Update. The Draft EIR/EIS goes further
to say that additional expansion of this service to offset the projected 36-63 vehicles per
hour generated would require expansion of the service to three buses per hour to
accommodate a direct offset in the passenger population from vehicle passenger to transit
passengers and also would require auto disincentives (such as paid parking programs) to
force the shift in travel mode and/or elimination of transit fares. Simply providing the
additional capacity would not result in the reduction in traffic levels. See response to
comment 12-9 regarding the feasibility of paid parking. Elimination of TART fares would
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increase annual transit operating subsidy needs by approximately $574,000 per year
($403,000 of eliminated revenues plus $171,000 in expanded services to accommodate the
increase in ridership). As there is no available adequate funding source, this is infeasible.
The comment states that the development agreement funds identified in the TART Systems
Plan funding structure of $119,700 do not reflect a proportional share of the project’s
impacts to increased traffic. The 6.4 percent is a direct calculation of the noted project’s fairshare of traffic into and out of the Tahoe Basin and has therefore been determined by the
county to be adequate.
Lastly, the comment makes a valid statement related to the promotion of transit incentives.
The county is committed to provide continued support for transit expansion; most recently
through the TART Systems Plan as well as the recently signed “Joint Statement of Regional
Transit Principles” agreement with TRPA. Currently, the county provides Transit Occupancy
Tax (TOT) funding to support the Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management
Association (TMA) which provides publications, outreach, marking, promotion and advocacy
for transit in the Tahoe Region.
12-27

The comment suggests that the Area Plan does not meet the goals and policies of the
Regional Plan. This statement is incorrect. It is a stated objective of the Area Plan to
implement the Regional Plan, and it was crafted so as to achieve Regional Plan goals and
policies. Moreover, in accordance with Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, the Area
Plan will require review by TRPA to ensure conformance with the Regional Plan consistency.
This will include review by the Advisory Planning Commission, Regional Plan Implementation
Committee, and Governing Board through a public process.

12-28

The comment refers to the difference in VMT baseline numbers used over time, and requests
that 2015 and 2016 data be used as the basis for the VMT analysis. See Master
Response 1, VMT and LOS.

12-29

This comment pertains to the various region-wide VMT estimates identified in various
documents, and cautions decision makers about approving projects that would result in
substantial increases in VMT. See Master Response 1, VMT and LOS.

12-30

The comment indicates that the traffic analyses should be based on the highest traffic
volumes ever observed in the Tahoe Region, regardless of how long ago these volumes
occurred. The comment is correct that traffic volumes prior to 2005 (in particular, around
1990) were higher than those since 2005. However, there is no requirement pursuant to
CEQA, TRPA Code, or other regulations to evaluate the highest traffic volumes ever observed,
or the volume that could be accommodated by the roadway capacity. There have been many
changes in land use, demographics, and regional travel patterns since 1990 that would
assume that future volumes would return to these levels a matter of conjecture. Instead, the
analysis was prepared pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) as it pertains to
baseline or existing conditions as they exist at the time the Area Plan is proposed. The traffic
baseline, or existing conditions, reflects the physical environmental conditions at time the
NOP was published (June 2015).

12-31

The comment is prefatory to more detailed comments that follow regarding Level of Service
(LOS) and vehicle congestion.

12-32

The comment cites anecdotal information regarding traffic conditions in 2015 and 2016 to
question the validity of the traffic analysis. To allow timely progress of environmental
analysis, it is necessary to establish an existing condition, or baseline condition, based on
the data available at the time of issuance of the NOP. The environmental analysis was based
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on the most recent traffic counts available at the time of NOP, per CEQA requirements, and
thus no revisions are warranted.
12-33

This comment expresses concern regarding the Area Plan policy to relax LOS standards in
the town centers, the potential rate of development, the Regional Plan Update, funding for
transit enhancements and the differences between Caltrans and TRPA/Placer County LOS
standards. Regarding the change in LOS standards and the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS that
the impact is significant and unavoidable, the EIR/EIS uses as standard of significance, LOS
standards that are currently in effect, as described on page 10-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As
described in the Draft EIR/EIS, Placer County proposes to modify LOS standards through
policy T-P-6 which, “in combination with proposed multi-modal improvements, is intended to
promote increased use of non-automobile transportation modes” (Draft EIR/EIS page 10-17).
Because roadway and intersections within the Plan area already operate at unacceptable
LOS, attainment of the existing LOS standards may require an increase roadway capacity
(e.g., additional travel lanes, intersection widening, signalization). However, while there are
those who disagree with the change in policy, Placer County and TRPA have concluded that
increases in roadway capacity would be inconsistent with the Regional Transportation Plan
and Regional Plan because they would also serve as an incentive for visitors and residents to
use private automobiles instead of using alternative travel modes. The comment suggests
that implementation of Policy T-P-6 would result in release of development allocations—
referring to TRPA Code stemming from Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 of the RPU EIS—sooner than
would otherwise occur. This is not necessarily the case. Under the Code, TRPA will release
allocations in four-year cycles in conjunction with future updates of the Regional Plan and
RTP. Two years after each release, monitoring and response actions (focused on enhanced
non-motorized and public transportation projects) will be implemented to ensure compliance
with standards. Furthermore, even with the revised Area Plan standard, the RPU EIS
evaluated the impacts of buildout, that is construction of all development allowed under the
marketable rights program, so the comment’s assertion that this condition was not evaluated
in the RPU EIS is incorrect. See also Master Response 1, VMT and LOS.
Regarding transit funding, as discussed in the response to comment 12-27, the memo in
Appendix G-2 is no longer current, as the environmental document now includes Mitigation
Measure 10-1b that establishes a new funding source specifically for expansion of transit
services. Finally, the fact that Caltrans defines an LOS standard for its facilities pertaining to
the need for roadway improvements does not preclude establishment of different standards
for land use decisions by TRPA or Placer County.

12-34

The comment pertains to the appropriate LOS standard for SR 267. TRPA has not
established a defined classification for various roadway segments. The TRPA classifications
are for “urban developed area roads,” “rural developed area roads” (both of which have a
LOS standard of D), and “rural recreational/scenic roads” (with a LOS standard of C). Urban
roadways can also have up to 4 hours of LOS E without exceeding standards. The specific
section of SR 267 evaluated in the environmental document was from the SR 28 intersection
to a point 0.5 miles to the north, the section with the highest volumes within the Tahoe
Basin. This segment has closely-spaced intersections and is bordered by development, and is
therefore appropriately considered to be urban. It is common practice in the Tahoe Basin to
apply TRPA standards to traffic evaluations of land use proposals rather than Caltrans
standards, as TRPA has land use decision-making authority.

12-35

The comment questions the information used in the analysis regarding the capacity of SR 28
in Kings Beach. The capacity of SR 28 in Kings Beach used in the Draft EIR/EIS is based on
the existing three-lane cross-section with roundabouts (as has recently been constructed).
Therefore, there is no need to revise the analysis.
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12-36

The comment indicates that traffic counts used in the analysis should only reflect those
conducted on Fridays. While regional summer total daily traffic volumes are highest on
Fridays, the peak-hour volumes in Tahoe City are very similar over the course of the week, as
they are capacity constrained. The counts conducted on Tuesdays were compared with
nearby counts conducted on Fridays (notably the counts conducted as part of the Fanny
Bridge realignment environmental document) and it was determined that there was no need
for adjustment for day of week.

12-37

The comment requests that an analysis of existing and future improvement costs be
identified in the county’s Capital Improvement Program (CIP) in tandem with the Area Plan
and Draft EIR/EIS, to address the roadway LOS impacts of the Tahoe City Lodge. This
comment identifies an error in the Draft EIR/EIS.
In response to this comment, the last paragraph on page 10-16 of the Draft EIR/EIS is
revised as follows:
Tahoe City Lodge Alternatives 1 and 3 would not add traffic volumes in a direction or
location that would exacerbate an existing LOS deficiency or degrade an existing
acceptable LOS. Tahoe City Lodge Alternatives 1 and 3 would still be subject to
payment of traffic mitigation fees prior to issuance of any building permits, and this
would reduce the project’s impact on roadway LOS to Therefore. This impact is lessthan-significant for these alternatives. Tahoe City Lodge Alternative 2 would create a
reduction in traffic volumes, resulting in a beneficial impact to roadway LOS. Under
Tahoe City Lodge Alternative 4, the additional traffic would exacerbate the existing LOS
deficiency in the eastbound direction on SR 28 in Tahoe City and degrade the existing
acceptable LOS in the westbound direction to an unacceptable level during the peak
period. Because mitigation measures cannot be required for a no-project alternative,
Tahoe City Lodge Alternative 4 would have a significant and unavoidable impact on
roadway LOS
Per the Errata, the document is revised to identify less-than-significant impacts for Lodge
Alternatives 1, 2 and 3, while Lodge Alternative 4 is significant and unavoidable as the
impact is significant and mitigation measures cannot be required for a no-project alternative.
The mitigation requires for the “action” Lodge alternatives are therefore not dependent on
the CIP.
The traffic impact analysis associated with an approved Area Plan update serves as the basis
for determining the infrastructure and mobility projects that will be identified for
development funding in the CIP. Project costs would be determined based on industry
construction cost at the time of update and would be adjusted annually based on the
Engineering News Record reported Construction Cost Index (CCI) from April to April. The
Tahoe City Lodge would be required to pay Traffic Mitigation Fees to partially fund CIP
projects in the Tahoe Region and associated fees would be calculated based on trip
generation identified in the Draft EIR/EIS.

12-38

The comment concerns the trip generation estimates for the Tahoe City Lodge property. The
estimate of existing site land use trip generation (shown in the top portion of Table 10-7) was
based on an inventory of existing occupied space and associated uses, and standard traffic
engineering methodologies – i.e., trip generation rates in light of those existing uses. Only
currently occupied building spaces were included. The comment regarding existing parking
conditions is moot, as the evaluation of with-project parking conditions is based solely on
proposed land uses.
The comment is correct in stating that a large proportion of regional access trips (visitor trips
between their home and the Tahoe Region) are via private automobile. However, visitor
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regional access trips are a relatively small proportion of all trips generated by a lodging
property. First, some lodging trips are generated by employees and service vehicles. As
visitors using the Tahoe City Lodge would be, by definition, overnight visitors, a relatively
small proportion of all trips would be regional access trips. Applying the average length-ofstay of 4.1 days (per the NLTRA survey discussed in response to comment 12-15), at the trip
rate used in the Draft EIR/EIS, the total vehicle-trips generated by a hotel room over this
length of time (including regional access trips) is 33.5 one-way vehicle trips. As two of these
one-way vehicle trips would be visitor regional access trips over this period, they constitute
only 6 percent of total potential trips. Given the convenience of the Tahoe City Lodge site to
shopping, dining, and visitor attractions within a convenient walk/bike distance (as well as
other factors such as employee and visitor potential to use transit service), a 15 percent
reduction applied to all vehicle trips is a reasonable assumption.
12-39

The comment pertains to the use of VMT forecasts included in the EIRs for proposals outside
the Tahoe Basin, and suggests that for this reason the VMT and LOS impacts of the project
are likely understated. There is no evidence to suggest that VMT estimates of regional, out-ofBasin projects are understated.

12-40

This comment pertains to the evaluation of traffic diverting onto Fairway Drive. The
commenter makes a valid point that the Fanny Bridge highway realignment would result in a
reduction of travel time for westbound SR 28 heading to the West Shore for drivers using
Fairway Drive as an alternate route to congestion on SR 28 (by avoiding the need to make a
left turn from Fairway Drive onto SR 89), which results in a change to the text on page 10-33
of the Draft EIR/EIS. This change is presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to
the Draft EIR/EIS,” and below. The correction does not alter the conclusions of the Draft
EIR/EIS with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. However, as discussed
in the Draft EIR/EIS, even if all future growth in traffic volume under existing-plus-project
conditions were to use the Fairway Drive connection, the standard of significance would not
be met. This standard of significance, however, would be exceeded under cumulative
conditions. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies this considerable contribution to a significant
cumulative effect and includes Cumulative Mitigation Measure 10-2 (for Area Plan
Alternatives 1 through 3) to address this impact.
The second bullet on page 10-33 of the Draft EIR/EIS is deleted as follows.


In the westbound direction, drivers do not have an opportunity to divert away
from SR 28 until they reach Jackpine Street. From this point, the diversion route
to the point where a driver can regain the state highway system (SR 89/Fairway
Drive intersection) is 5,720 feet, compared with a travel distance of 4,230 feet
along the state highways. The fact that the alternate route is more than a 0.25
mile longer tends to reduce the attractiveness of Fairway Drive as a means to
avoid SR 28 congestion, as does the relatively narrow roadway, on-street parking,
and vertical curves. Assuming an average travel speed via the Fairway Drive
diversion of 25 miles per hour (including delays for turning movements and stop
signs), using this route in the westbound direction would save a driver time once
the average speed on SR 28/89 between Jackpine Street and Fairway Drive falls
below 19 miles per hour. Since there are many periods during peak summer
when this occurs, it can be concluded that there is a potential for diversion.



The westbound traffic on SR 28 is comprised of traffic bound for SR 89 North, SR
89 South, as well as to Tahoe City destinations. As the westbound diversion route
is west of the SR 28/SR 89 intersection (and traveling to SR 89 South would
require a difficult left-turn movement onto SR 89), the potential for westbound
diversions is limited to drivers heading to SR 89 North (Squaw Valley/Alpine
Meadows, Truckee, or beyond). Based on turning movement counts,
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approximately 37 percent of the westbound traffic on SR 28 approaching
Jackpine Street is bound for SR 89 North (while the largest proportion is bound to
SR 89 South). This trip pattern also tends to limit the potential for diversion
traffic.


In the eastbound direction, drivers traveling eastbound on SR 89 (in the
“southbound” direction) have the opportunity to turn left onto Fairway Drive,
exiting back onto SR 28 eastbound at either Grove Street or Jackpine Street.
Drivers with enough awareness of the local roadway system, however, can also
be expected to be aware of the long delays that would be faced waiting to regain
access to the highway at peak times. The potential for diversion in the eastbound
direction is very low.

12-41

The comment questions the standard used to assess the significance of impacts on
residential streets. In accordance with Placer County standards, the Draft EIR/EIS used
2,500 vehicles per day as the significance criterion. This value is far below the actual
physical capacity of Fairway Drive, and rather than a measure of traffic conditions, it is an
indicator of the level of traffic that is considered to significantly affect the livability of a
residential street (considering factors such as vehicle noise).

12-42

The comment pertains to parking, both for the Area Plan and for the Tahoe City Lodge.
Regarding Area Plan parking impacts, the actual parking demand and supply would depend
on specific project projects, their design, and future land uses at a finer level of specificity
than can be identified in the Area Plan (as specific types of commercial land uses, for
example, have differing levels of parking demand), future shared parking arrangements, the
degree to which future developers take advantage of in-lieu fee programs, and other factors.
As a result, it would be speculative to identify a specific number of future parking spaces that
would be needed or supplied. What can be concluded at a plan level of analysis is that the
parking standards that would be adopted as part of the Area Plan would result in a lower
number of additional future parking spaces in town centers associated with new
development than would occur if the new parking standards are not adopted.
Regarding shared parking, it is true that with a higher proportion of lodging
guests/employees leaving their cars on-site during the day, fewer spaces would be available
for golf course uses. However, the shared parking analysis assumes a high number of guest
vehicles on site at all times, with a low of 77 percent of spaces still occupied in the 12:00 to
2:00 p.m. period. In other words, at any one time, just over three quarters of the parking
demand generated by the lodge is assumed to be on the site, occupying the parking spaces.
This is a much higher proportion than that seen at typical hotels, and appropriately reflects
guests leaving their vehicles at the lodge while walking/cycling or riding transit to their
daytime activities. The shared parking supply would accommodate both lodging demand as
well as golf demand at all times.
The base parking rates of 1.0 space per 1-bedroom lodging unit and 1.25 spaces per 2bedroom lodging unit is consistent with rates used in other similar lodging projects in the
Tahoe Region (including Embassy Suites and Homewood Mountain Resort), as well as those
observed in other mountain resort communities. While some rooms may be used by groups
arriving in more than one car, this is balanced by travel groups arriving in a single vehicle
that choose to rent more than one room (such as two couples traveling together).
The 20 percent reduction in parking requirements for lodging projects within town centers
has been included in the Area Plan as a means of encouraging a shift to non-auto travel
to/from the Tahoe Region (in part, in response to stakeholder concerns). It is consistent with
the 20 percent reduction that has long been available under the North Tahoe Community
Plans (Appendix B, Section 12.A.5.g).
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The specific limitations on clubhouse events were defined by evaluating the shared parking
availability by time of day, and golf course data on daily activity. As the attendees of a special
event that have reservations at the Tahoe City Lodge is known in advance, the need for
additional parking management strategies is also something that is known in advance.
The Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD) has recently approved the seasonal construction
of a small ice rink adjacent to the golf course clubhouse. This additional winter activity
necessitates the evaluation of shared parking with the Tahoe City Lodge under winter
conditions. TCPUD prepared the Tahoe City Winter Sports Park Seasonal Ice Rink Initial
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration (May 2016), which included hour-by-hour forecasts of
parking needs for all winter uses on the golf course (including the ice rink). These forecasts
were used to identify the total shared parking demand of these winter uses along with the
Tahoe City Lodge project (assuming 100 percent occupancy, consistent with the summer
shared parking analysis). As shown in table 3.3-1, the shared parking demand for Alternative
1 was found to reach a maximum of 132 total parked vehicles in the 8:00 p.m. hour, which is
1 more vehicle than the peak summer parking demand. Specifically, at this time 118 spaces
would be required for the Tahoe City Lodge, and 14 spaces for the winter uses on the golf
course.

12.00 a.m.

11.00 p.m.

10.00 p.m.

9.00 p.m.

8.00 p.m.

7.00 p.m.

6.00 p.m.

5.00 p.m.

4.00 p.m.

3.00 p.m.

2.00 p.m.

1.00 p.m.

12.00 p.m.

11.00 a.m.

10.00 a.m.

9.00 a.m.

8.00 a.m.

7.00 a.m.

Land Use

Winter Hourly Shared Parking Analysis - Tahoe City Lodge Alternative 1, Winter Sports Park, Ice Rink
6.00 a.m.

Table 3.3-1

Percent of Peak Parking Demand by Hour
Hotel
89 93 98 89 81 81 77 77 81 81 84 86 89 88 92 97 95 100 98
Restaurant
16 33 52 73 92 92 100 87 70 45 50 65 74 74 70 38 31 23 14
Bar
0
3
5
9
11 24 54 58 50 50 50 66 92 96 100 92 92 89 50
Parking Demand by Hour
Hotel
104 92 97 102 93 85 85 80 80 85 85 88 89 92 91 96 101 99 104 101
Restaurant
20
3
6
10 14 18 18 20 17 14
9
10 13 15 15 14
7
6
4
3
Rooftop Bar
8
0
0
0
1
1
2
4
5
4
4
4
5
7
8
8
7
7
7
4
Subtotal: Tahoe
95 103 113 108 104 105 104 102 103 98 101 107 114 114 118 116 113 116 108
City Lodge
Clubhouse Bar
5
2
2
3
4
4
5
5
5
5
4
3
3
3
4
3
1
0
0
0
& Grill
Winter Sports
8
0
1
2
3
3
3
5
6
7
8
1
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Park
Ice Rink
11
0
0
0
0
1
2
5
9
11 10
6
8
8
10 11
9
8
1
0
Meeting Space
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
Total
156 97 106 118 115 112 115 119 122 126 120 111 118 125 128 132 126 121 117 108
Max Demand
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc., except Winter Sports Park and Ice Rink figures provided by Tahoe City Winter Sports Park Seasonal Ice Rink Initial Study/MND
(TCPUD, May 2016)

Also since preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Tahoe City Lodge project applicant has
prepared revised parking plans, indicating the provision of 132 parking spaces. See
Chapter 2, Section 2.1.1, Description of Tahoe City Lode Changes. Consistent with the Draft
EIR/EIS findings, with this revision to the parking provided the impact on parking conditions
would remain less than significant for Alternative 1.
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Regarding auto disincentive strategies to reduce Lodge parking demand, please see
response to comment 12-9, as well as Master Response 1, VMT and LOS. As adequate
parking supply to accommodate peak parking demand in all seasons is provided, such
strategies are not necessary to achieve parking standards of significance.
12-43

The comment notes the importance of views of the natural environment, acknowledges that
redevelopment can result in scenic improvements, and notes that new development on
undeveloped lands could result in scenic degradation. These comments are consistent with
the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment also states that the Draft EIR/EIS did not
analyze the effects of light and glare from larger buildings. This statement is incorrect. See
response to comment 12-48, below, which addresses this topic.

12-44

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS must include additional local-scale analysis of
scenic effects of taller and denser buildings in town centers, including specific examples of
how taller and denser buildings would affect local views. The comment also inquires as to how
a new view corridor standard in the proposed Area Plan would be applied. Finally, the comment
claims that the proposed Area Plan Implementing Regulations Section 3.09 would not ensure
protection of scenic resources because it includes language such as “minimize” and “to the
extent practicable”, and does not explain how the provision would ensure “no net loss” of
scenic resources identified in the 1982 Lake Tahoe Basin Scenic Resource Inventory.
With respect to the comment’s claim that the EIR/EIS must provide additional local analysis of
scenic effects including specific examples of how taller or denser buildings would affect views,
the Draft EIR/EIS provides analysis of the Area Plan’s scenic effects within the Plan area on
pages 9-15 through 9-48. The Draft EIR/EIS includes the disclosure of and an evaluation of the
scenic effects of specific proposed Area Plan provisions including: the proposed Tahoe City
Town Center boundary revision (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-16 and 9-17); proposed building heights
and setbacks (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-17 to 9-21); proposed density and coverage standards
(Draft EIR/EIS page 9-21); proposed provisions related to non-contiguous project areas (Draft
EIR/EIS page 9-21); proposals related to secondary residential units (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-21
to 9-22 ); proposed provisions related to the conversion of CFA to TAUs (Draft EIR/EIS page 922); proposed building and site design standards (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-41 to 9-42); and
proposed lighting standards (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-47 to 9-48). This analysis provides an
evaluation of the effects of the provisions of the Area Plan alternatives within the areas where
those provisions would apply (i.e., the Tahoe City and Kings Beach Town Centers, or the
broader Plan area). As described on page 9-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS, “with the exception of the
Tahoe City Lodge project, assessed separately herein, no specific projects or developments are
proposed or would be approved as a result of this Area Plan. Therefore, the analysis evaluates
the effects of implementing the development standards, and design standards and guidelines
that would apply under each alternative.”
The specific location, design, and other characteristics of individual possible future projects
cannot be known at this time because they rely on a number of unknown factors including the
future desires and financial conditions of numerous individual property owners. As a result,
specific renderings or examples of future development would be highly speculative and would
not provide meaningful information to evaluate the effects of the Area Plan alternatives.
In addition to not being feasible, specific examples or project-scale simulations of individual
possible future projects is not necessary to evaluate the Area Plan alternatives. As described
on page 9-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS “any new development or redevelopment project would be
subject to project-specific environmental review requirements, as well as a project/site
review for consistency with the required development standards, design standards, and
design guidelines.” The evaluation of the proposed Tahoe City Lodge project provides an
example of the type of project-level scenic analysis that would be required for future projects
within the Plan area. This analysis is included on pages 9-24 to 9-48, and evaluates the
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localized effects of the specific height, density, design, and location of the proposed project.
The analysis includes visual simulations of the proposed buildings (Draft EIR/EIS Exhibits 910 to 9-22), and an evaluation of the project’s effect relative to the specific TRPA-established
scenic travel route ratings and scenic resources within and adjacent to the project area,
including the effects on ridgeline views (Draft EIR/EIS page 9-28) and views to Lake Tahoe
(Draft EIR/EIS page 9-33). Thus, the Draft EIR/EIS appropriately analyzes the scenic effects
of the proposed Area Plan commensurate with the action proposed and the level of detail
available; and the localized and site-specific effects of individual future projects would be
appropriately analyzed if and when those projects are proposed.
With regard to the new view corridor requirements in the proposed Area Plan, Implementing
Regulations Section 2.09.1 includes scenic regulations related to building height within the
core areas of the Tahoe City and Kings Beach Town Centers (i.e., areas where building
heights of up to four stories would be allowed). The proposed standard requires that “[t]hreeor four-story buildings in town centers shall meet findings listed in Section 37.7.16 of the
TRPA Code of Ordinances; and four-story buildings in town centers located between Lake
Tahoe and State Highways 28 or 89 shall maintain 35 percent of the site as open view
corridors to Lake Tahoe, or if existing development does not comply, increase the width of
open view corridors by 10 percent or more.”
The findings listed in Section 37.7.16 of the TRPA Code are included in the Draft EIR/EIS on
page 9-20. The requirement to maintain at least 35 percent of a project site as an open view
corridor to Lake Tahoe is a new requirement that does not currently apply to projects within
the Plan area. It would require that new or redeveloped four-story buildings located between
SR 28 or SR 89 and Lake Tahoe maintain 35 percent of the site as open view corridors to
Lake Tahoe. If existing development does not already maintain 35 percent of the site as an
open view corridor to the lake, then a redevelopment project would be required to increase
the width of existing open view corridors by at least ten percent of the project area (e.g., a
100-foot-wide project site would increase the width of open view corridors by 10 feet).
As the Draft EIR/EIS explains on page 9-20, “in some cases this would expand views to the
lake because it would require that redevelopment projects provide larger view corridors than
they are currently required to provide.” The comment expresses concern that even with the
new view corridor requirement, substantial new development (rather than redevelopment)
could occur, which would still block lake views. This concern is based on an assumption that
substantial new development would occur between the major highways and Lake Tahoe
within core areas of town centers on parcels that are currently undeveloped. However, as
described in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 9-5 “Today, less than two percent of the land within
the Plan area is vacant and privately owned (Placer County 2013b:3-9). Thus, while some
new development will occur, most new projects involve redevelopment of previously
developed sites.” More specifically, a GIS analysis of buildable, but as yet undeveloped
parcels within the town centers found that there are no undeveloped buildable parcels
between Lake Tahoe and the major highways in the Tahoe City Town Center, and only six
undeveloped and buildable parcels between the lake and major highway in the Kings Beach
Town Center. Therefore, the concerns regarding substantial development of undeveloped
areas between the highway and Lake Tahoe in the Tahoe City and Kings Beach Town Centers
are unfounded. In addition, any future project in that area would require separate
environmental analysis consistent with CEQA and TRPA provisions, including an analysis of
whether the project would “block or modify an existing view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic
vista seen from a public road or other public area” (TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist
question 18.c). If a future project substantially blocked or modified existing views to Lake
Tahoe, project design changes or mitigation would be required, and the project could not be
approved if it were to result in degradation of the applicable Scenic Threshold standards
articulated in TRPA Code Section 4.4.1.A.
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Regarding the comment’s claim that the proposed Area Plan Implementing Regulations
Section 3.09 would not ensure protection of scenic resources, that sections includes
detailed building and site design standards and guidelines, the scenic effects of which are
analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS under Impact 9-2. It appears the comment is referring, instead,
to Section 2.09 of the Implementing Regulations, which is discussed above. The findings
required by this section of the ordinance are listed in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 9-20. As
described above, these standards are one element of a comprehensive review of future
projects that could occur within the Plan area. Future projects would also be evaluated
against applicable design standards and guidelines, CEQA and TRPA environmental criteria,
and future projects could not be approved if they would degrade adopted scenic
threshold standards.
With respect to the comment’s question as to how no net loss of TRPA designated scenic
resources is determined, TRPA designated scenic resources are evaluated using a
standardized and objective approach described on Draft EIR/EIS page 9-13 as follows: “The
method is based on visual characteristics of the landscape (TRPA 2010). The condition of
these characteristics, when considered as a group and expressed as a numerical rating,
represents the relative level of excellence in scenic quality that the visual landscape exhibits.
Assessing the condition of the characteristics under pre- and post-project scenarios provides
an understanding of the status of scenic quality and the visual effect of a proposed action.”
For additional detail on the TRPA scenic resource evaluation approach, see also Draft
EIR/EIS pages 9-2 to 9-3, and Chapter 9 of the 2011 Threshold Evaluation Report.
As described above, the Draft EIR/EIS assesses the scenic effects of the proposed Area Plan
at a level of detail commensurate with the level of detail of the Plan itself; the localized and
site-specific effects of individual future projects will be analyzed if and when those projects
are proposed.
12-45

The comment suggests that Mitigation Measure 9-1 would not effectively mitigate the scenic
effects of non-contiguous project areas on surrounding mountains, ridgelines, and the night
sky. The comment requests that the mitigation measure specify that projects using noncontiguous project areas comply with the scenic regulations in the proposed Area Plan.
The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the scenic effects of the provision that would allow projects to
propose the use of non-contiguous project areas on page 9-21. The analysis found that
“…the allowance for non-contiguous project areas, would have negligible effects on scenic
quality because the visual mass, development standards, and scenic regulations within each
town center would not change” (Draft EIR/EIS page 9-21). The analysis found that in one
specific scenario, the provision could allow for visible mass that would otherwise be
allowable on the mountain side of the major highways to be placed between major highways
and Lake Tahoe, which would be a potentially significant impact. Mitigation Measure 9-1 was
developed to address this specific impact. Because the proposed provision would not result
in potentially significant impacts to surrounding mountains, ridgelines, or the night sky,
mitigation was not necessary. Mitigation Measure 9-1 was not intended to address
these topics.
As described in Section 1.03 (Applicability) of the proposed Area Plan Implementing
Regulations, the ordinances “apply to all land uses, development, and projects occurring
within the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan area,” which would include projects that
propose to use non-contiguous project areas. It is not necessary for the mitigation measure
to restate that these ordinances are applicable to projects that use a non-contiguous project
area, because these ordinances apply to all projects within the Plan area.

12-46
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development within each town center based on an analysis of available vacant land,
coverage, and properties that are candidates for redevelopment.
The Draft EIR/EIS provides analysis of the scenic effects of Area Plan alternatives on
pages 9-15 through 9-48. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the scenic effects of specific proposed
Area Plan provisions, including: the Tahoe City Town Center boundary revision (Draft EIR/EIS
pages 9-16 and 9-17), building heights and setbacks (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-17 to 9-21),
density and coverage standards (Draft EIR/EIS page 9-21), non-contiguous project areas
(Draft EIR/EIS page 9-21), secondary residential units (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-21 to 9-22),
conversion of CFA to TAUs (Draft EIR/EIS page 9-22), building and site design standards
(Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-41 to 9-42), and lighting standards (Draft EIR/EIS pages 9-47 to 948). The analysis evaluates the effects of these provisions of the Area Plan alternatives in the
areas where each would apply (i.e., the Tahoe City and Kings Beach Town Centers, or the
Plan area). As described on page 9-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS “with the exception of the Tahoe
City Lodge project, assessed separately herein, no specific projects or developments are
proposed or would be approved as a result of this Area Plan. Therefore, the analysis
evaluates the effects of implementing the development standards, and design standards
and guidelines that would apply under each alternative.”
The specific location, design, and other detailed characteristics of individual possible future
projects cannot be known at this time, and would be dependent on a wide range of factors
including the future desires and financial conditions of numerous individual property owners.
As a result, specific visual simulations and an evaluation of the design and massing of
possible future, yet-to-be-determined redevelopment would be highly speculative and would
not provide meaningful information to assist in the consideration of the Area Plan
alternatives.
Additionally, an analysis of the scenic effects of individual projects that may or may not be
proposed in the future is not necessary as part of the evaluation of the Area Plan
alternatives. As described on page 9-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS “any new development or
redevelopment project would be subject to project-specific environmental review
requirements, as well as a project/site review for consistency with the required development
standards, design standards, and design guidelines.” The evaluation of the proposed Tahoe
City Lodge project provides an example of the type of project-level scenic analysis that would
be required for future projects within the Plan area. This analysis is included on pages 9-24
to 9-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and it evaluates the localized effects of the specific height,
density, design, and location of the proposed project. The analysis includes visual
simulations of the specific proposed buildings (Draft EIR/EIS Exhibits 9-10 to 9-22), and
evaluation of the project’s effect relative to the specific TRPA-established scenic travel route
ratings and affected scenic resources, including all designated scenic resources within and
adjacent to the project area. The project level analysis evaluates the effects on specific
ridgeline views (Draft EIR/EIS page 9-28) and views from Lake Tahoe (Draft EIR/EIS page 933). A similar project-level analysis would be required for future projects proposed within the
Plan area. This project level analysis would allow for a comprehensive evaluation of the
localized scenic effects of future projects when the details of those future projects are
known. Thus, the Draft EIR/EIS appropriately analyzes the scenic effects of the proposed
Area Plan commensurate with the action proposed and the level of detail available; the
localized and site-specific effects of individual future projects would be analyzed if and when
those projects are proposed.
12-47

The comment refers to the analysis of the Area Plan’s effects on community character in
Impact 9-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and implies that the design standards and guidelines in the
proposed Area Plan should be evaluated for consistency with the existing design standards
and guidelines in the applicable plan area statements (PASs) and community plans. It also
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inquires as to what criteria are used to determine if Area Plan provisions would substantially
detract from community character.
The objectives of the proposed Area Plan are described on pages 3-3 to 3-6 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. These include “…update the community plans, PASs, general plans, and parking and
design standards of the Placer County portion of the Tahoe Basin…”. Thus, the Area Plan is
intended to update the design standards included in the existing PASs and community plans,
rather than be consistent with these existing standards. The community character analysis
appropriately evaluates the consistency of proposed design standards with the applicable
standards in TRPA Code Chapter 13, the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program (SQIP),
and TRPA Design Review Guidelines, which govern the design standards that can be
proposed within an Area Plan.
As described on page 4-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, each section “provides the criteria used in this
document to define the level at which an impact would be considered significant.” The
significance criteria that apply to the scenic analysis are listed on page 9-15 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, and the specific significance criterion that applies to Impact 9-2 is whether the
project would “be inconsistent with the TRPA SQIP, TRPA Design Review Guidelines, or
applicable height and design standards.” The Draft EIR/EIS evaluation of community
character determined that “because [Area Plan] Alternatives 1 through 3 would not be
inconsistent with the SQIP, TRPA Design Review Guidelines, or applicable height and design
standards, this would be a less-than-significant effect.”
12-48

The comment expresses concern about light pollution from development in town centers,
specifically light associated with taller buildings, and the comment requests a detailed, locallevel assessment of the lighting effects of new and redeveloped buildings that could be
proposed within the town centers in the future.
The Draft EIR/DEIS analyzes the effects of the Area Plan alternatives on light and glare on
pages 9-47 to 9-48. The proposed Area Plan would allow buildings with heights of up to 4 to
14 feet taller than are currently allowed within portions of the Tahoe City and Kings Beach
Town Centers (see Draft EIR/EIS page 9-17). However, as described in the Draft EIR/EIS on
page 9-5 “Today, less than two percent of the land within the Plan area is vacant and
privately owned (Placer County 2013b:3-9). Thus, while some new development will occur,
most new projects involve redevelopment of previously developed sites.” More specifically,
within the Tahoe City Town Center there are zero vacant and developable parcels, and within
the Kings Beach Town Center there are 17 vacant and potentially developable parcels,
although several of these are owned by the Tahoe Conservancy or other conservation
agencies, and they would not be developed. Thus, future projects proposed within the Plan
area, would largely result in the replacement of existing development with redeveloped
buildings, rather than the addition of new development where none exists.
Most of the existing buildings within the town centers were developed prior to adoption of the
1987 TRPA Regional Plan (Placer County 2013b:3-16 to 3-17). As such, most of the existing
buildings were not required to comply with exterior lighting standards. While some
redevelopment could result in buildings that are 4 to 14 feet taller than currently allowed,
these buildings would replace existing buildings that have non-compliant lighting. Any
redeveloped building would be required to comply will all applicable lighting standards in
Section 3.09.D of the proposed Area Plan Implementing Regulations (pages 288 to 290).
These standards include the substantive provisions of the existing lighting standards and
add a series of new requirements that would reduce the potential for light pollution from new
or redeveloped buildings. New standards would prohibit certain exterior fixture types,
including drop-down lenses and mercury vapor lights, which have a greater potential to
create excessive or off-site lighting impacts. They would also include new standards that
require that all exterior luminaries meet the most recently adopted criteria of the Illuminating
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Engineering Society of North America (IESNA) for “Full Cut Off” luminaires, which would
prohibit lighting fixtures that would allow any light to project beyond a 90-degree angle. Other
new standards would prohibit uses that would create significant, direct glare visible beyond
the boundaries of the lot where the use is located. In addition, the new standards would
reduce light trespass by prohibiting lighting that would cast light exceeding 1 foot-candle onto
public streets or light exceeding 0.5 foot-candle onto residential areas.
The Draft EIR/EIS appropriately assesses the effects of the Area Plan alternatives on light
and glare. Because the Area Plan alternatives would primarily result in replacement of
existing light sources with new light sources that would comply with a series of standards
that would reduce light pollution (including standards that require adherence to quantifiable
performance standards), the Draft EIR/EIS determines that the proposed Area Plan and
Alternatives 2 and 3 would result in a beneficial effect on light and glare. See also responses
to comments 12-44 and 12-46, which describe why analysis of the site-specific effects of
potential future projects that could be proposed within the Plan area is neither feasible
nor necessary.
12-49

The comment expresses an opinion that the proposed Area Plan should include additional
policies or standards to protect views of ridgelines. The Area Plan does not contemplate
ridgeline development. In any case, this comment refers to the content of the proposed Area
Plan and does not raise issues related to the completeness or adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The comment cites the proposed Brockway Campground as an example of ridgeline
protection policies that are inadequate. The Brockway Campground is not located in the Plan
area. In addition, the Brockway Campground applicant and the U.S. Forest Service have
entered into an agreement that would enable the USFS to acquire the site. If USFS acquires
the site, the campground proposal will not go forward. For this reason, the entitlement
process for that proposal has been suspended.

12-50

The comment provides introductory remarks relative to the value of TRPA’s land coverage
program as it relates to protecting soil health. This comment does not raise environmental
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental
document.

12-51

The comment expresses concern that that the Draft EIR/EIS did not evaluate soil loss or
changes in land coverage at the local level. A discussion of the potential for soil loss is
included in Impact 14-2, including a detailed analysis of soil disturbance for the Tahoe City
Lodge Project. As described on page 14-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Area Plan would not
alter land coverage limits in areas outside of the Tahoe City and Kings Beach Town Centers.
Analysis of land coverage changes within the town centers (e.g., localized effects) is provided
in Table 14-7 and discussed in Impact 14-1. The comment also requests a summary of land
coverage changes within each TRPA delineated subwatershed (as shown on Figure 15-1).
Because changes to land coverage regulations would be limited to town centers, the lower
portion of five of the thirty-one subwatersheds within the Plan area could be affected.
However, these subwatersheds are generalized based on topography and do not accurately
reflect the hydrology of urban areas where the runoff generated by land coverage is
controlled by storm drainage systems. Therefore, the analysis found that it would be more
appropriate to consider changes in land coverage within the hydrologic catchments used for
the Pollutant Load Reduction Model (PLRM), differentiating between catchments draining to
the Truckee River and to Lake Tahoe. These changes are described in detail under Impact
15-2. This analysis specifically responds to the NOP comments cited by the commenter,
which requested that coverage amounts be considered separately for development and
conservation/recreation areas. See also the response to comment 12-61.
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The comment disagrees with the RPU EIS measures that address the water quality impacts
of additional land coverage within town centers. The RPU Final EIS responded as follows
(TRPA 2014, p 3-31):
The Draft EIS [TRPA RPU DEIS] also evaluates the potential localized water quality
impacts of further concentrating coverage, which could affect tributary or nearshore
conditions. The minimum surface area that would be necessary to site infiltration
BMPs that meet current regulatory requirements is calculated in Impact 3.8-4,
Stormwater Runoff and Pollutant Loads. The analysis demonstrates that parcels
targeted for concentrated development (i.e., non-sensitive lands in community
centers) could accommodate the required infiltration BMPs under the proposed
Regional Plan Update alternatives. This analysis considers existing water quality
regulations, including coverage limitations and BMP implementation and
maintenance requirements, and demonstrates that these requirements would
continue to protect water quality at the individual project scale under the Regional
Plan Update alternatives. Therefore, the Draft EIS appropriately and reasonably
determines that policies that result in additional concentrated development would
not have a significant impact on water quality within the designated community
centers.

12-53

The comment expresses concern that the Area Plan does not include enough SEZ restoration
measures outside of those included in the TRPA RPU. Please see Master Response 2, SEZ
Restoration, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-54

The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS does not include sufficient
information to quantify impacts to SEZs. The Draft EIR/EIS evaluates potential impacts to
SEZs from implementation of the Area Plan as well as from construction of the Tahoe City
Lodge project. The analysis does not speculate on the location of future projects in relation to
SEZ or the potential for the acreage of SEZ within the Plan area to change based on more
accurate location-specific soil mapping. The Area Plan would not alter or revise the extensive
suite of SEZ protection measures included in the TRPA Code, and many SEZ areas are also
protected by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) and Lahontan Regional Water Quality
Control Board (LRWQCB) as wetland or riparian habitats. Because TRPA, USACE, and
LRWQCB regulations protect SEZs and associated habitats and require mitigation for any
permanent disturbance of these areas (TRPA requires a minimum mitigation ratio of 1.5:1),
the analysis in Impact 7-1 appropriately finds that the Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge would
have a less-than-significant impact on SEZ lands and would align with the TRPA
SEZ threshold.

12-55

The comment notes that removal of development from SEZ areas within close proximity to
Lake Tahoe would result in water quality benefits. The comment also restates comments
from the RPU EIS noting that transferring land coverage from isolated areas further from
Lake Tahoe to town centers reduces the opportunity for stormwater runoff to be naturally
infiltrated. This concern was addressed in the RPU FEIS which found that even if policies that
incentivize concentrated development achieved the maximum allowable coverage in all
centers, the result would be a decrease in pollutant loading from centers as a result of
implementing required water quality regulations (TRPA 2014, p 3-31). This finding has been
confirmed by the PLRM modeling completed for this and other area plans.
In addition, the comment expresses concern that areas shown as SEZ on older, regional
scale maps could be reclassified as non-SEZ areas by parcel level soil mapping. As discussed
on page 14-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Bailey land capability maps are used as a starting
point for determining land capability, but the actual capability of any given parcel is
determined through the land capability verification or challenge process. It should be
expected that project level soil analysis will differ to some extent from regional mapping. This

3.3-158

Placer County/TRPA
Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS

Ascent Environmental

Comments and Responses

does not reflect a loss of actual SEZ acreage, but an improvement in the understanding of
site-specific conditions. Finally, the comment expresses concern that the Area Plan policies
pertaining to SEZ restoration are inadequate. For discussion on this matter, please see
Master Response 2, SEZ Restoration, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
12-56

The comment requests that the Area Plan expand requirements for SEZ restoration within
town centers. Please see Master Response 2, SEZ Restoration, in Section 3.1 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

12-57

The comment expresses concern regarding the adequacy of Area Plan policies pertaining to
SEZ restoration in town centers. Please see Master Response 2, SEZ Restoration, in
Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-58

The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS did not consider the condition of
SEZs throughout the Plan area and therefore did not evaluate the Area Plan’s ability to meet
the TRPA SEZ threshold standard. Please see response to comment 12-54.

12-59

The comment again expresses the opinion that the Area Plan does not do enough to ensure
restoration of SEZs. Please see Master Response 2, SEZ Restoration, in Section 3.1 of this
Final EIR/EIS.

12-60

The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS does not specifically evaluate
potential impacts to Lake Tahoe’s nearshore environment, and instead focuses on mid-lake
clarity and the Lake Tahoe TMDL. The scientific and regulatory community in the Tahoe Basin
is actively working to understand the causes of changes in the nearshore environment and to
adapt regulatory tools to address identified problems (LRWQCB 2014). Generally, the
pollutant sources that affect nearshore areas are the same as those affecting mid-lake
clarity, which are targeted in the Lake Tahoe TMDL (DRI 2013). However, since most external
pollutant loading must pass through the nearshore before reaching open water areas, the
nearshore may be affected earlier and to a greater extent (DRI 2013). Both the Lake Tahoe
Nearshore Evaluation and Monitoring Framework (DRI 2013) and the Lake Tahoe Nearshore
Water Quality Protection Plan (LRWQCB 2014) credit the sediment and nutrient capture
efforts resulting from the Lake Tahoe TMDL (including stormwater BMPs) with protecting the
nearshore environment. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS analysis appropriately focuses on the
potential impacts of concentrating development, including localized increases in pollutant
loading and stormwater runoff, which affect both the nearshore and mid-lake environments.

12-61

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS does not include analysis of local impacts to
water quality and instead relies solely on the findings of the RPU EIS. While the Draft EIR/EIS
references the findings of the RPU EIS relative to increased coverage within town centers
(refer to the response to comment 12-52 of this Final EIR/EIS), it also conducts a parcel-byparcel analysis of potential land coverage changes resulting from implementation of the Area
Plan and the water quality implications of these changes using PLRM. This analysis
thoroughly reviews local conditions at the parcel level and within the affected local drainage
catchments, which, as described in response to comment 12-51, provides a more accurate
reflection of local hydrology than using the TRPA-delineated subwatersheds. The PLRM
analysis uses local conditions and parcel specific data including soil type, pavement
conditions, existing and proposed impervious area, existing and proposed land use, and BMP
implementation, and estimates the potential changes in sediment and nutrient loading
resulting from implementation of the Area Plan. A discussion of this analysis and the
potential impacts of the Area Plan can be found in Impact 15-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS.

12-62

The comment expresses concern regarding the TRPA RPU Final EIS. The policies and
provisions of the Regional Plan Update are not the subject of the Placer County Area Plan
and Tahoe City Lodge EIR/EIS. This comment does not raise environmental issues or
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concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the subject environmental
document.
12-63

The comment criticizes TRPA’s coverage transfer program and suggests that the Draft
EIR/EIS is flawed because it tiers from an analysis that the commenter finds insufficient. The
comment also states that the Draft EIR/EIS relies on reductions in land coverage from areas
outside of town centers to mitigate water quality impacts created by increased coverage
within town centers. This is incorrect. Coverage and water quality impacts are addressed
separately in the Draft EIR/EIS. Land coverage is a TRPA program with significance criteria
specifically related to compliance with TRPA regulations. The water quality analysis considers
the potential increase in land coverage within town centers as well as changes in land use,
coupled with existing water quality regulations and BMP implementation and maintenance
requirements. Additionally, the PLRM analysis completed for the Area Plan evaluates the
maximum allowable land coverage for each parcel and does not consider the potential for a
reduction of coverage on sending parcels when quantifying water quality impacts. For
information regarding the status of the “RPU lawsuit,” please see response to
comment 12-10.

12-64

The comment states that there is no scientific literature suggesting that only coverage within
300 feet of the nearshore affects Lake Tahoe. The Draft EIR/EIS analysis addresses all
potential changes to land coverage within the Plan area, not just potential changes within
300 feet. The RPU included a limitation on coverage within 300’ of Lake Tahoe to provide a
margin of safety with respect reducing the risk of increased coverage adjacent to the lake.

12-65

The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS does not analyze coverage and water
quality impacts at a local level. Please see responses to comments 12-51 and 12-61.

12-66

The overall comment questions the adequacy of certain modeling assumptions used in the
supporting water quality analysis (NHC 2016) developed using PLRM. Additionally, the
comment questions certain components of the modeling structure of PLRM. The specific
comments are responded to separately below.
Coverage Impacts on Water Quality
The comment questions the adequacy of the site-specific coverage analysis reported in the
Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan: Town Center Water Quality Analysis Technical Report
(NHC 2016). Additionally, the comment requests that the water quality analysis include a
fate and transport analysis of pollutants in nearshore receiving waters based on the site
specific conditions of the nearshore.
The PLRM was specifically developed to assess pollutant generation and stormwater runoff
from coverage based on the total amount and configuration of coverage, identified as
“directly connected impervious area” (DCIA) in PLRM. As stated in the NHC technical report
(NCH 2016, page 7, paragraph 1), “PLRM evaluates surface runoff and pollutant loads at the
drainage catchment scale.” The town center drainage catchments used in the PLRM
modeling analysis include the entire urban area within the proposed town center boundaries
as shown in Figures 1, 2, and 3 (NHC 2016). Site-specific hydrologic and land use
parameters considered to influence pollutant loading and used in the stormwater quality
analysis are noted in the NHC technical report (NHC 2016, page 7, paragraph 1) and include:
precipitation, land use, impervious area (coverage), soil type, road conditions for pollutant
generation, road shoulder conditions for pollutant generation, runoff connectivity (DCIA of
road and parcel land uses), and BMP implementation. The location and impacts of the
coverage are analyzed by urban land use by calculating the amount of coverage, using the
Lake Tahoe TMDL Land Use Layer, and estimating the connectivity (DCIA) of coverage to
drainage systems and drainage outfalls.
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PLRM reports stormwater runoff and pollutant loading at the outfall of urban drainage
catchments. Pollutant loading from a proposed action can be compared to pollutant loading
from a baseline condition to assess the water quality impact of the proposed action. For
cases in which pollutant loading is reduced or unchanged, the environmental impact of the
proposed action on water quality can be adequately assessed without the need for further
study, such as the use of water quality receiving model.
PLRM Assumptions on BMP Installation and Maintenance
The comment questions the adequacy of the PLRM structure for representation of BMPs,
where PLRM assumes BMPs are properly installed and maintained to continue to function as
modeled.
PLRM was not developed to assess the potential impacts of incorrectly installed BMPs or
inadequate BMP maintenance. The modeling results rely on other ongoing Tahoe Basin
programs and regulations to ensure continued BMP effectiveness over time. Examples of
BMP maintenance programs include the Lake Clarity Crediting Program BMP maintenance
requirements associated with the Lake Tahoe TMDL (LRWQCB and NDEP 2015) and TRPA
Code Section 60.4. Regulatory entities are responsible for ensuring that BMPs are properly
designed and installed (e.g., 2012 TRPA Code Section 60.4). The Lake Tahoe TMDL provides
additional incentives and enforcement mechanisms to ensure that BMPs are properly
installed and maintained. As further discussed in the response to comment 12-67, Placer
County is engaged in a multi-pronged monitoring effort to ensure stormwater BMPs are
appropriately maintained and remain effective.
20-Year 1-Hour Tahoe Basin BMP Design Criterion
The comment contends that the 20-year stormwater design criteria used in the Tahoe Basin,
and in PLRM, for sizing BMPs is inadequate for current and future conditions under climate
change. However, no specific information or analysis is cited to substantiate this claim.
The Effects of Climate Change On Lake Tahoe In The 21st Century: Meteorology, Hydrology,
Loading And Lake Response (Coats et al. 2010) assessed the implications of climate change
for the design of BMPs in the Lake Tahoe Basin, including the adequacy of the 20-year 1hour design criterion. The report concluded that load reductions consistent with current
national stormwater management practice would still be achievable using the 20-year 1-hour
design criterion under the downscaled Tahoe Basin climate change scenarios analyzed
(Coats et al. 2010, page 70).
PLRM Hydrologic Modeling Approach
The comment contends that PLRM model forecasts are based on annual average
precipitation.
PLRM does not use average annual precipitation data for hydrologic modeling purposes.
PLRM uses a long-term continuous hydrologic simulation. Hourly inputs of precipitation and
temperature are derived for localized meteorological grid files with data extending from
Water Year 1989 through Water Year 2006. Precipitation at each localized meteorological
grid cell is extrapolated from SnoTel data in the Tahoe Basin using the methodology derived
from PRISM, which is a spatial precipitation model developed at Oregon State University.
Temperature data is based on extrapolated SnoTel data using a temperature lapse rate. The
precipitation data combined with the temperature data are used to simulate snow hydrology
over the long-term simulation.
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Details on the hydrologic methodologies PLRM employs can be reviewed in the 2015 PLRM
Model Development Document (Section 3—Meteorological Extrapolation). The model
development document can be downloaded from the following link:
https://www.enviroaccounting.com/TahoeTMDL/FileResource/GetFileResourceForProgram/
9b99f866-a107-4273-98ec-628dc8505de8).
12-67

The comment questions the effectiveness of water quality BMPs and requests that the Area
Plan include additional requirements to ensure that BMPs are maintained after installation.
All TRPA permitted projects are required to include a BMP inspection and monitoring plan, as
well as maintain a log of BMP inspection and maintenance. Currently, the Placer County
Tahoe Engineering Division conducts inspections of BMPs at commercial and industrial
facilities to address maintenance and housekeeping practices (Placer County 2015). Placer
County also completes annual inspections of all public drainage facilities (including the
Tahoe City Wetlands project which collects runoff from much of the Tahoe City Town Center).
In addition, the county’s municipal NPDES permit requires that Placer County conduct
monitoring of BMP effectiveness and outfall water quality conditions (Placer County 2015).
To satisfy these requirements, the county is participating in a collaborative monitoring group
made up of all Lake Tahoe jurisdictions, known as the Regional Stormwater Monitoring
Program (RSWMP). The RSWMP is focused on monitoring long-term stormwater outfall sites
for status and trends. The municipal NPDES permit also requires adaptive management if
monitoring indicates that BMPs are not effective in meeting TMDL pollutant load reduction
requirements. Each jurisdiction must demonstrate annually that the BMPs registered under
its NPDES permit are maintained and are functioning as intended to receive credits under
the Lake Tahoe Clarity Crediting Program. TRPA uses the crediting program as a metric
during performance reviews to determine the release of development commodities such as
residential building allocations and commercial flood area. Therefore, failure to maintain
important BMPs could result in the loss of TRPA regulated commodities.

12-68

The comment contends that the 20-year stormwater design criteria used in the Tahoe Basin
and included in the 2012 TRPA Code (Section 60.4) for sizing BMPs is inadequate for current
and future conditions, although no specific information or analysis is cited to substantiate
this claim. Additionally, the comment contends that local factors were not examined in the
stormwater analysis supporting the EIR/EIS conclusions. See response to comment 12-66.

12-69

The comment expresses concern that the Area Plan does not prohibit future increases in
development and does not include field measurements that prove that TMDL projects are
functioning as modeled. The Area Plan is consistent with the development limitations
established by the TRPA Regional Plan. Any changes to these limitations would require a
Regional Plan amendment and the necessary environmental documentation to ensure that
any future changes align with the TRPA Goals and Policies and Environmental Threshold
standards. With regard to monitoring of TMDL implementation measures, as discussed in the
response to comment 12-67, Placer County is participating in a long-term monitoring
program of stormwater outfalls to evaluate the effectiveness of BMPs in meeting TMDL
requirements.

12-70

The comment questions the use of permanent stormwater BMPs to address the potential
water quality impacts of the Tahoe City Lodge. Please see response to comment 12-67.

12-71

The comment requests the use of field measurement of pollutant loading to verify the
effectiveness of BMPs and other water quality projects as required by the Lake Tahoe TMDL.
Please see the response to comment 12-67 related to long-term monitoring of stormwater
outfalls to measure BMP effectiveness and TMDL compliance.

12-72

The comment requests reexamination of TRPA and CEQA significance criteria related to water
quality. As described in the responses to comments 12-7, 12-51, 12-52, 12-60, 12-61, 12-
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63, 12-66, 12-67, and 12-68, the Draft EIR/EIS carefully evaluates the potential for the Area
Plan and the Tahoe City Lodge to create water quality impacts relative to these significance
criteria. These findings were again reviewed in preparation of this Final EIR/EIS and
determined to be appropriate.
12-73

This comment provides a summary of comments 12-60 through 12-72 and argues that the
Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate for the reasons cited in each comment. Please see responses to
comments 12-60 through 12-72, which address these issues.

12-74

The comment requests that a discussion of TRPA’s Air Quality threshold standard relative to
atmospheric deposition of nitrogen be inserted into Section 5.2.2. This section provides an
overview of TRPA threshold standards relative to land use planning. A discussion the TRPA
nitrate deposition threshold can be found in Section 11.2.2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Additionally,
Impact 11-7 specifically addresses atmospheric deposition of nitrogen and phosphorus.

12-75

The comment summarizes background information about the causes of wildfire, factors that
increase potential for wildfire, fire hazard severity zones in the Area Plan, and access and
evacuating the communities in the Area Plan. The commenter disagrees with the Draft
EIR/EIS conclusion that interference with implementation of an emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan (Impact 18-3) and exposure of people or structures to wildland
fire hazards (Impact 18-4) would be less than significant. The commenter also asserts that
the Draft EIR/EIS does not provide an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation
plan and includes no provisions for preparing these plans.
The Draft EIR/EIS characterizes the existing wildland fire hazards and factors that contribute
to increases in wildfire threat, including the presence of urban development and, thus,
people in the Area Plan on page 18-12 in Chapter 18, “Hazards, Hazardous Materials, and
Risk of Upset,” of the Draft EIR/EIS. As described in Impact 18-4 on page 18-28, the Area
Plan would not increase the number of residents in high or very high fire hazard areas over
that previously considered by the RPU EIS and RPT/SCS EIR/EIS and, “with implementation
of the Area Plan, most of the future development would be directed to town centers and
mixed-use areas.” Also described in Impact 18-4 on page 18-28, because new development
subsequent to the Area Plan would implement regulations addressing fire protection
concerns by the NTFPD, defensible space requirements, and Area Plan and Regional Plan
policies, and fuels reduction efforts in the Area Plan would continue, “the potential exposure
to high or very high fire hazards for additional visitors not previously considered in the RPU
EIS and RTP/SCS EIR/EIS would be reduced.” The comment offers no additional evidence
that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can
be provided.
With respect to addressing impacts from the Area Plan on emergency response and
evacuation, see Master Response 6, Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

12-76

The comment takes issue with the Draft EIR/EIS statement that the Area Plan would not alter
or revise the existing Placer Operational Area East Side Emergency Evacuation Plan, Placer
County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan, or Lake Tahoe Geographic Response Plan (LTGRP)
because none of these documents address roadway capacity, the East Side Emergency
Evacuation Plan does not include the Tahoe Basin, and the LTGRP only address hazardous
chemicals. With respect to applicability of these plans to emergency response and
evacuation, see Master Response 6, Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

12-77

The comment disagrees with the conclusion in the Draft EIR/EIS that the addition of Tahoe
City Lodge visitors would not substantially increase existing congestion; asserts that
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congestion generated by the Area Plan, Tahoe City Lodge, and LOS policy revisions would
impede emergency access and evacuation; and disagrees that redirecting future
development to walkable areas would reduce vehicle congestion, in spite of traffic impact
conclusions to the contrary. The comment also asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS does not
consider impacts of visitor traffic during weekdays. With respect to the traffic impacts on
emergency evacuation, see Master Response 6, Emergency Access and Evacuation, in
Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
12-78

The comment disagrees with the EIR/EIS conclusion that, because there would be limits on
future development and the addition of visitors would not substantially increase congestion,
the Area Plan would not interfere with emergency response and evacuation plans. With
respect to the traffic impacts on emergency evacuation, see Master Response 6, Emergency
Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
The comment equates the LOS analysis in EIR/EIS Chapter 10 with the analysis of hazards in
EIR/EIS Chapter 18. The transportation analysis focuses on typical roadway operations, not
on roadway operations under emergency conditions. LOS analysis should not be equated
with how area roadways will operate during an emergency.

12-79

The comment expresses concern about the impacts of the Area Plan on evacuation and
emergency response. See Master Response 6, Emergency Access and Evaluation
Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. Reducing fuel loads and increasing
defensible space reduce the speed and/or severity of fire events, which in turn reduces the
need for emergency evacuations.

12-80

The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that, based on statements by emergency responders that they
can adequately serve the Tahoe City Lodge project and that the project will be required to
meet fire safety requirements prior to permit approval, the project would not interfere with
emergency response or evacuation. The commenter disagrees. See Master Response 6,
Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-81

The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS does not analyze the capacity of roads to
adequately accommodate timely evacuation, backup plans in the event a road becomes
impassable, or performance standards to ensure that additional people and vehicles from
new or redeveloped projects do not impede evacuation plans. See Master Response 6,
Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-82

The comment suggests that adopting the Area Plan would place people in danger and
impede safe evacuation. See Master Response 6, Emergency Access and Evacuation, in
Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-83

This comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS does not adequately address the
potential impacts of large flood events, which may increase in frequency due to climate
change. The Draft EIR/EIS identifies both the 100-year and 500-year floodplain limits as
illustrated in Exhibits 15-2, 15-3, and 15-4, and discussed in Impact 15-4. The Area Plan
would make no changes to the existing TRPA and Placer County prohibitions on construction
in the 100-year floodplain or alteration of base flood elevations. Additionally, the Federal
Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) which administers the National Flood
Insurance Program is working to incorporate climate change projections into its flood
mapping (FEMA 2013). As a result, Placer County’s continued regulation and implementation
of the 100-year floodplain policies and FEMA regulated special flood hazard zones will
account for changes in calculation of future floodwater elevation.

12-84

This comment expresses concern regarding seiche impacts and the ability of Plan area
communities to evacuate in the event of an emergency. A seiche is a large, oscillating wave
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in an enclosed body of water triggered by an earthquake or underwater landslide. As
described in the Draft EIR/EIS, programmatically, the threat of seiche is addressed through
the Placer County Local Hazard Mitigation Plan which includes public outreach and education
regarding seiche hazards, and seiche warning systems to address current and future
development (Draft EIR/EIS Impact 14-3, page 14-34). The project level analysis of the
Tahoe City Lodge found that the county level mitigation plan alone may not sufficiently
address the threat of seiche and required the preparation of a site-specific emergency
response and evacuation plan for the Tahoe City Lodge (Draft EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure 14-3b, page 14-36). The comment also questions the feasibility of evacuating Plan
area communities due to roadway congestion. For a discussion of emergency response and
evacuation with the Plan area, see Master Response 6, Emergency Access and Evaluation, in
Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
12-85

The comment expresses concern about the level of GHG emissions associated with
development under the Area Plan and the impact of climate change on Lake Tahoe. The
commenter asserts that “allowing any increase in GHG emissions contributes to further
climate-fueled harm to Lake Tahoe.” The analysis of GHG emissions is presented under
Impact 12-1, which begins on page 12-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Here it is explained that the
Area Plan would result in a net decrease in long-term operational GHG emissions from
existing 2015 conditions and lower emissions than would have occurred under the Regional
Plan Update (RPU) under all four Area Plan alternatives. In other words, the Area Plan would
result in land uses that are more GHG efficient than the existing land uses.
The commenter also points out that automobile use is one of the largest sources of GHG
emissions. The level of mobile-source emissions associated with the Area Plan is evaluated
in Impact 12-1, which begins on page 12-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The analysis shows that
the Area Plan would meet and exceed the Senate Bill 375 targets for reducing GHG
emissions from light-duty passenger vehicles in the area overseen by the Tahoe Metropolitan
Planning Organization.
The comment suggests that the Area Plan fails to reduce emissions from vehicles and boats.
The comment does not provide sufficient information to allow a detailed response. See
response to comment 12-92 for additional discussion about emissions from boats operating
on Lake Tahoe.
The comment expresses concern about the Draft EIR/EIS analysis of impacts of climate
change on the project. This analysis is provided under Impact 12-3, which begins on page
12-31 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment specifically mentions the effects climate change
would have on stormwater runoff, precipitation patterns, flooding, wildfire threats, and water
supply. Refer to the responses to comments 12-86 and 12-109 regarding water supply.
Refer to response to comment 12-112 regarding wildfire risk.

12-86

The comment states the less-than-significant water supply impact for the Area Plan and
Tahoe City Lodge is based on tiering from the water supply analysis for the RPU and relies on
future project-level reviews. This statement is incorrect. As described below, conclusions of
the water supply analysis do not rely on tiering from the RPU EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS
summarizes comments received on the NOP, including those related to the implications of
climate change on water supply (page 16-1) and the reader is referred to the analysis of
effects of climate change on water supply in Chapter 12, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Climate Change.” The Draft EIR/EIS assesses the effects of drought on water supply, stating,
“While the impacts of climate change on Lake Tahoe and the groundwater resources that
supply water to the Plan area cannot be known with specificity, it is important to
acknowledge that a changing climate is likely to result in the need for additional conservation
measures and judicious use of water supplies into the future” (Draft EIR/EIS, page 12-33,
Impact 12-3). As described on page 12-33, because there are strategies in place that plan
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for changes in water supply reliability (e.g., Urban Water Management Plans) and because
development under the Area Plan “would be subject to all applicable local regulations, codes,
and programs that would reduce the extent and severity of climate change-related impacts to
the project by providing methods for adapting to these changes,” the extent and severity of
potential climate change-related effects would be reduced.
The comment asserts that the RPU EIS did not analyze the increased water demand that
could occur if the Tahoe Basin’s second homes became primary homes, the development
potential from transfers, and conversions of units associated with recent RPU amendments
that allow conversion of CFA and TAUs. The comment notes that the EIR/EIS recognizes the
increase in water demand from converting CFA to TAUs, but only considers the new
conversions allowed by the Area Plan and does not include the increase in demand
associated with the TRPA 2015 RPU amendment regarding CFA to TAU conversions. The
water demand analysis for the Area Plan included in Impact 16-1 (pages 16-18 through 1621) does assess the potential for full-time occupancy of all residential units, including second
homes, throughout the year and likely double counts some water use since the water
demand is calculated for the increase in population and residential units (see Footnote 2 in
Table 16-3). The water demand associated with the number of TAUs and amount of CFA that
could be developed as part of the Area Plan’s program for limited conversion of CFA to TAUs
(see pages 3-17 and 3-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS) accounts for maximum conversion of CFA to
TAU that would be allowed by the Area Plan. As identified in Footnote 1 of Table 16-3 on page
16-20, the increase in CFA and TAUs are derived from Table 6-8 on page 6-12 that shows
buildout of the Area Plan with conversion of CFA up to 400 TAUs for the proposed Area Plan.
Even if there is another CFA to TAU conversion program in the Basin, the Area Plan CFA to
TAU conversion program identifies on page 3-18 that “[n]o more than 400 additional TAUs
may be established in Placer County through this pilot program and other programs
combined [emphasis added].” Therefore, it is beyond the scope of this EIR/EIS to assess any
as yet unknown programs in the Tahoe Basin that would allow for the conversion of CFA to
TAUs.
The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS relies on future project-level reviews to address
water supply. Impact 16-1 references water supply analysis conducted in the RPU EIS, but
also conducts new analysis of the increase in water demand from additional population,
housing units, tourist accommodation units, and commercial floor area that would occur
under buildout of the Area Plan over existing conditions (see Table 16-3 on page 16-20 in the
Draft EIR/EIS). As shown in Table 16-3, Alternative 1 (proposed Area Plan) would result in the
greatest increase in annual and daily water demand, compared to the other three
alternatives, with 797 acre-feet per year (afy) and 250,076 gallons per day (gpd). As stated
on page 16-19, NTPUD expects to accommodate additional water demand in 2030 equal to
1,747 afy over existing conditions and TCPUD expects to accommodate additional water
demand in 2030 equal to 74 afy over existing conditions. The Draft EIR/EIS describes the
service area for TCPUD has largely built out and that most new development would be
through redevelopment. Additionally, TCPUD has an additional 981 afy of unused surface
water rights and NTPUD has an additional 5,873 afy of unused surface and groundwater
rights. For these reasons, as described on page 16-19 in the Draft EIR/EIS, there are “ample
water supplies to accommodate buildout of any of the Area Plan alternatives.” Additionally,
as required by Section 32.4 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, future individual projects under
the Area Plan would be required to demonstrate with a will serve letter from the applicable
water purveyor that there would be adequate water supply for domestic consumption and fire
protection associated with the individual future project. For these reasons, the Draft EIR/EIS
adequately assesses water supply impacts from buildout of the Area Plan.
12-87
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that there would be a jobs-to-housing imbalance associated with implementation of
Alternatives 2 and 4 such that workers employed in the Tahoe Basin would likely commute
from surrounding areas. As described on page 6-21 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the employee
numbers associated with these alternatives are “outputs of the TransCAD model used for the
VMT analysis, the total VMT generated by implementation of Area Plan Alternative 2 includes
the VMT associated with out-of-Basin employees commuting to and from their job sites,” and
the associated transportation, transit, air quality, and noise impacts of workers commuting
into the Tahoe Basin is assessed in the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment offers no specific
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS is inadequate; therefore,
no further response can be provided.
The comment suggests that policies in the Area Plan would lead to more low-wage jobs in the
Tahoe Region and increase the demand for affordable housing. The commenter disagrees
with the statement in the Draft EIR/EIS that evaluating the types of new jobs generated by
the Area Plan is difficult due to economic shifts for the reason that since Tahoe’s economy is
based on seasonal tourism and recreation, which favor low-wage, part-time jobs, and that
RPU and Area Plan policies favor redevelopment that focuses on tourism and recreation. The
commenter states that the Area Plan fails to ensure that supply of affordable housing will be
sufficient to meet the demand and the EIR/EIS concludes this would be a less-thansignificant impact. See Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final
EIR/EIS.
12-88

The comment states that because the Area Plan allows secondary housing units to be
market rate there is no guarantee that such units would provide housing for moderate or lowincome households. The comment states that unless the secondary housing units are deedrestricted, they cannot be considered to provide affordable housing. See Master Response 3,
Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-89

The comment provides information related to affordable housing proposed as part of the
Gondola Vista project in South Lake Tahoe. The comment suggests that the Area Plan should
limit new development that creates lower income jobs until affordable housing is guaranteed.
With respect to providing affordable housing, see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in
Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-90

The comment expresses concern that because current Placer County programs only require a
portion of affordable housing needed to support new development, new development
continues to create new low- and moderate-income jobs without providing housing to support
them. Additionally, there is a delay between payment of mitigation fees and construction of
affordable housing. See Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

12-91

The comment requests that the Area Plan identify potential locations for low and very low
income housing. This comment refers to the content of the proposed Area Plan and does not
raise issues related to the completeness or adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS.
The comment states that the Area Plan fails to ensure adequate affordable housing and
amends an RPU policy to reduce the amount of deed-restricted affordable housing. The
commenter expresses concern that, in general, environmental protections are waived or
weakened in order to accommodate affordable housing, such as through a provision that
allows new units without requiring residential allocations. For these reasons, the commenter
asserts that there is no evidence to support the assertion of less-than-significant impacts for
Impacts 6-1 and 6-2. The commenter only provides general information that the analysis
presented in the EIR/EIS is inadequate; however, with respect to general concerns about
providing affordable housing, see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of
this Final EIR/EIS.
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The comment suggests that the analysis of long-term operational emissions of reactive
organic gases (ROG), oxides of nitrogen (NOX), respirable particulate matter (PM10) and fine
particulate matter (PM2.5) under Impact 11-3 and the analysis of atmospheric deposition of
NOX and phosphorus under Impact 11-7 do not account for emissions from increased levels
of boating on Lake Tahoe. There is no evidence to suggest that adoption of the Area Plan
would result in increased boating activity. The air quality analysis in the Placer County Tahoe
Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Draft EIR/EIS focuses on the contribution of air
pollutant emissions from development that would occur under the Area Plan in the Plan area.
The mass emission-based significance criteria are used for the analysis under Impact 11-3,
which begins on page 11-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS, to determine whether implementation of
the Area Plan would result in a contribution of emissions to the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (air
basin) that would conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality plan
and/or violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing or projected
air quality violation. A mass emissions threshold is used because these are pollutants of air
basin-wide concern. Emissions associated with projects located outside the Plan area were,
or will be, quantified and evaluated in their respective environmental review documents.
As noted above, the comment suggests that adoption of the Area Plan would result in more
boating activity and boat-generated emissions. The comment refers to a statement by TRPA’s
Executive Director that “there will be a drive for increased demand for recreation in the
Basin,” but the comment provides no evidence to suggest that there would be an increase in
power boat activity due to the implementation of the Area Plan or any other land use
development projects in and near the Tahoe Basin. Implementation of the Area Plan and
development of the Tahoe City Lodge would not result in an increase in development of
shoreline features, new boat ramps, new mooring buoys, new piers, or a new marina, or
increased boating activity at marinas and boat ramps.
The comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS address the potential cumulative increases in
emissions from regional development. Cumulative impacts to air quality are discussed under
Cumulative Impacts 11-1 through 11-7 on pages 19-18 through 19-21 of the Draft EIR
EIR/EIS.

12-93

This comment requests additional analysis of environmental impacts of the Area Plan
program that would allow the limited conversion of CFA to TAUs. As described in Impact 5-1
on page 5-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the conversion of CFA to TAUs would be limited in number
and would only occur in the Plan area. This policy would allow a limited number of
development rights to shift from one commodity area to another, but all development would
be subject to zoning restrictions, land coverage restrictions, scenic requirements, water
quality protections, and all other provisions of the TRPA Code. In addition, the proposed
policy would align with Section 50.10.1 of the TRPA Code, which currently permits the
opposite conversion of TAU’s to CFA.

12-94

This comment requests that any future land use changes be subject to environmental review,
and that that analysis include the potential effects of projects outside of the Tahoe Basin on
land uses within the Tahoe Basin. As described in Cumulative Impact 5-2 on page 19-5 of the
Draft EIR/EIS, any potential change in land use would require an amendment to the TRPA
Regional Plan and the associated independent environmental analysis. In addition, all new
development within the Plan area would be required to demonstrate consistency with the
TRPA Regional Plan land use designations. This would occur regardless of development
occurring outside of the Tahoe Basin.

12-95

The comment reiterates the findings of the Draft EIR/EIS with regard to cumulative
population growth and related housing. The comment makes the point that seasonal
employees still require housing, and suggests that the EIR concludes that there will be less
demand for housing. This is not true. The excerpted text referenced in Footnote 317 pertains
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to Impact 6-1, which speaks to the location, distribution, density, and growth rate of
population and housing, not housing demand. The Draft EIR/EIS concludes that development
within the Tahoe Basin would proceed in accordance with the RPU and Area Plan, and
reasonably foreseeable projects outside the Tahoe Basin would have a moderate effect on
patterns of population, employment, and housing. It would generate additional seasonal and
year-round employment that would draw workers from Truckee and communities in the Plan
area. Because the residential component of the cumulative projects would include a
substantial number of second homes (meaning many of their owners would not be seeking
employment in the Tahoe Region), employment opportunities would be limited in number
and potentially seasonal (meaning they would be less stable for the long term), there would
not be a significant, cumulative effect on the distribution of population, employment,
or housing.
12-96

The comment pertains to mitigation for employee housing units, suggesting that in-lieu fees
do not guarantee that adequate affordable housing is available for employees when their
employment begins. See Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this
Final EIR/EIS.

12-97

The comment suggests that a significant number of employees of regional projects in the
Truckee/Northstar/Squaw Valley area would seek housing in the Tahoe Basin. In fact,
conclusions as to where employees of cumulative projects would seek housing highly
speculative. As described in response to comment 12-96, Placer County Code requires
housing projects to set aside a proportion of units for affordable housing, and for
development projects to provide housing for 50 percent of FTE employees of the project
through housing construction, dedication of land, or payment of an in-lieu fee. Remaining
demand would be met through existing housing stock. With regard to housing in the Tahoe
Basin, development is limited by TRPA’s growth management system, as modified by the
policies of the Area Plan.

12-98

The comment states that by allowing secondary units to serve as market rate housing, this
would decrease the availability of affordable housing. See Master Response 3, Affordable
Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-99

The comment suggests that the gap between housing needs generated by the cumulative
projects and the availability of affordable housing is cumulatively considerable. The comment
does not provide evidence for this conclusion, nor evidence to refute the conclusions of the
Draft EIR/EIS. The comment excerpts text (footnote 323) that it claims should evaluate the
cumulative impacts of the regional projects rather than those of the project. In accordance
with CEQA Guidelines Section 15130, the Draft EIR/EIS assesses cumulative impacts
(impacts of the project plus those causing related impacts), then offers analysis as to
whether the project’s contribution is cumulatively considerable. The referenced footnote
excerpts text from the latter analysis, that is, whether the project contribution is
considerable.
The comment notes that the Area Plan does not identify the ongoing market for vacation
rentals and its effect in removing potential low- and moderate-income housing for low-wage
employees. The comment neither offers evidence for the claim, nor suggests how this would
influence the conclusions of the EIR/EIS. The Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge projects would
include future development of residential, commercial, and tourist uses, and based on the
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, would not have a cumulatively considerable effect on
housing demand.
The comment suggests that, because Placer County requirements require provision of
housing for 50 percent of the FTE employees of the Tahoe City Lodge, and the Draft EIR/EIS
does not identify how or where the other half will be housed, that the Draft EIR/EIS has not
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evaluated the impact. It is reasonable to assume that 15 FTE employees of the Tahoe City
Lodge, once constructed, would find housing available from the existing housing stock. In any
case, this level of housing demand would not result in a significant effect on the
environment.
12-100

The comment asserts that the EIR/EIS should include an analysis of the cumulative effects
of the Area Plan alternatives on views from the Tahoe Rim Trail, and that it should include an
analysis of the combined visual effects of development outside of the Plan area, including
north Stateline, Incline Village, and Martis Valley.
The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the cumulative effects on scenic resources on pages 19-13 to 1914. The proposed Area Plan would allow buildings with heights of up to 4 to 14 feet taller
than are currently allowed within portions of the Tahoe City and Kings Beach Town Centers
(see Draft EIR/EIS page 9-17). As described in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 9-5, “Today, less
than two percent of the land within the Plan area is vacant and privately owned (Placer
County 2013b:3-9). Thus, while some new development will occur, most new projects involve
redevelopment of previously developed sites”. More specifically, within the Tahoe City Town
Center there are zero vacant and developable parcels, and within the Kings Beach Town
Center there are 17 vacant and potentially developable parcels, although several of these
are owned by the Tahoe Conservancy or other conservation agencies, and they would not be
developed. While the proposed Area Plan would allow for redevelopment that would result in
building heights that or 4 to 14 feet greater than would otherwise be allowed, this
redevelopment would occur only within the core areas of Tahoe City and Kings Beach, the
areas that include the most intensive existing development within the Plan area.
The Tahoe Rim Trail is a hiking trail that circles the Tahoe Basin near the top of ridgelines
surrounding the Tahoe Basin. The closest location on the Tahoe Rim Trail that could offer a
vista overlooking Tahoe City is at a location where the trail is near the top of the ridge just
north of Ward Creek, approximately three miles southwest of Tahoe City. The closest location
on the Tahoe Rim Trail that could offer a vista overlooking Kings Beach is along the ridge of
Mt. Baldy, approximately 3.25 miles northeast of Kings Beach. At these distances, the
additional 4 to 14 feet of building height allowed by the proposed Area Plan, would not be
visually perceptible within the already developed areas of Tahoe City and Kings Beach.
With respect to the comment’s suggestion that the EIR/EIS must analyze the cumulative
scenic effects of projects outside of the Tahoe Basin, or more distant projects within the
Tahoe Basin, the Draft EIR/EIS explains the rationale for the geographic scope of the
cumulative scenic analysis as follows: “Because the Tahoe Basin is geographically and
topographically separated from the Martis Valley, Olympic Valley, Truckee, and other areas in
which reasonably foreseeable future projects could be constructed, it is also visually isolated
so that in-Basin and out-of-Basin projects do not readily combine to create cumulative
effects. The nearest, and largest of the out-of-Basin cumulative projects include Village at
Squaw Valley Specific Plan, physically distant and visually isolated from the Plan area; and
Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan (MVWPSP), adjacent to, but just outside the Tahoe
Basin boundary, east of SR 267. Visual analyses and simulations conducted for the MVWPSP
conclude that the project is not visible from scenic resources in the Tahoe Basin. Brockway
Campground is proposed within the Tahoe Basin boundary, adjacent to the MVWPSP, near
the Brockway Summit off of SR 267. This project would be required to comply with TRPA
standards and the Area Plan provisions, including policy SR-P-9, which prohibits buildings
from projecting above the forest canopy, ridgelines, or otherwise detracting from the
viewshed. For these reasons, the cumulative scenic impacts of the Area Plan alternatives
would result from development within the Tahoe Basin, and would be unaffected by out-ofBasin projects.” (Draft EIR/EIS page 19-13). A similar rationale would apply to the cumulative
effects of more distant projects within the Tahoe Basin. North Stateline is separated from the
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nearest Town Center in the Plan area (Kings Beach Town Center) by an approximately 600foot forested ridge that completely blocks views of Kings Beach from North Stateline, such
that views of North Stateline and Kings Beach would not be within the same viewshed.
Incline Village is approximately three miles farther east and would also not be within the
same viewshed as the Plan area. Thus, the Plan area is visually separated, so that projects in
North Stateline, Incline Village, or more distant locations in the Tahoe Basin do not readily
combine to create cumulative effects. The comment provides no evidence or explanation to
suggest that the geographic scope of the cumulative analysis of scenic resources in the Draft
EIR/EIS is inadequate.
12-101

This comment reiterates previous comments that the Area Plan analysis is based on
disputed results of other environmental analyses. See response to comment 12-39.

12-102

The comment argues that future economic growth could expand traffic activity, which should
be considered in the analysis. See response to comment 12-28. Increasing the “existing”
traffic volumes to reflect potential future traffic growth associated with economic expansion
would require conjecture as to whether additional economic expansion will occur, as well as
whether there are other factors (such as societal factors) that may impact traffic volumes in
the future. Applying a “cushion” to the region-wide VMT threshold would require the CEQA
analysts to develop new policy, which is not an appropriate role.

12-103

The commenter is concerned that recently approved projects (such as Homewood Mountain
Resort) are not reflected in the analysis. While the model is calibrated against recent traffic
counts, the future land uses used to identify future traffic volumes and VMT impacts reflect
currently-approved-but-not-yet-constructed project such as Homewood Mountain Resort and
Boulder Bay.

12-104

The comment states that the cumulative traffic analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS failed to
consider the increased traffic associated with the transfers and conversion of uses. See
Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-105

The comment pertains to the traffic implications of population growth throughout northern
California and Nevada. The commenter is incorrect in stating that the environmental
document claims the traffic growth will be mitigated; the fact that impacts such as
Impact 10-1 are found to be significant and unavoidable indicates that the measures
identified will not be sufficient for full mitigation. In addition, the fact that Tahoe traffic
volumes/VMT have declined since 1981 while the total population of California and Nevada
has climbed by 66 percent (US Census figures) indicates that a potential lack of correlation
between drive-area population and Tahoe traffic levels.

12-106

The comment expresses the opinion that a more frequent review of traffic volumes along
Fairway Drive is warranted, and that a specific standard of acceptable roadway capacity
should be defined. See response to comment 12-41. Note that the five-year standard is
identified as a minimum frequency. The county has adopted a Neighborhood Traffic
Management Program (NTMP) that allows residents to trigger evaluation on a more frequent
basis and implement solutions to through traffic issues. The request for a more specific
standard to be applied to the local streets is noted and will be considered during
project review.

12-107

This is an additional comment regarding region-wide VMT. See Master Response 1, VMT and
LOS, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-108

This comment expresses concern regarding the ability of water quality BMPs to adequately
treat stormwater runoff. Please see the response to comment 12-67 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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The comment asserts that the EIR/EIS must consider the potential for the TROA to be
amended as climate change and drought threatens water supply. Conducting such analysis
as part of this EIR/EIS based on any potential for the TROA to be amended would be
speculative, especially since, after years of litigation and discussion, the TROA was officially
implemented on December 1, 2015 (see page 16-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS).
The comment provides information related to the contents of the TROA EIS related to drought
and climate change-related effects on water supply. The commenter also provides
information related to climate-related impacts on water supply included in the recently
released Truckee Basin Study, Basin Study Report (December 2015). The commenter
asserts that the Area Plan must address the potential cumulative impacts on demand
throughout the Lake Tahoe and Truckee watersheds. The cumulative water demand impact
for the Area Plan is assessed on pages 19-26 through 19-27 in the Draft EIR/EIS. The
analysis states, “[a]t the time of preparation of the RPU EIS, water demand in the Tahoe
Basin was approximately 28,079 afy, and the estimated additional demand generated by
development of remaining commodities allocations, Basin-wide, would be 1,725 afy (TRPA
2012a:3.13-12 – 3.13-13). Because development has been relatively limited since that
time, existing water demand in the Tahoe Basin is similar to that presented in the RPU EIS,
and projected Basin-wide demand under the Regional Plan would be accommodated by the
TROA allocation.” Furthermore, TCPUD and NTPUD have adequate water from existing and
planned surface and groundwater sources, well within their existing surface and groundwater
rights, in order to serve full buildout of the Area Plan (see response to comment 12-86). As
described on page 19-26, “Water demand for projects outside the Tahoe Basin is met
through surface water allocations and groundwater that does not intersect with Plan area
water supplies provided through NTPUD and TCPUD.” Furthermore, Cumulative Impact 16-1
concludes on page 19-27 that cumulative water demand would be less than significant
because individual projects, including the Tahoe City Lodge, would be required to comply with
applicable codes and regulations and to acquire will-serve letters from water purveyors,
thereby verifying adequate water supplies.”
As described on page 19-21 of the Draft EIR/EIS, “[g]reenhouse gas emissions are inherently
cumulative in nature and are discussed in Impact 12-1 in Chapter 12, “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Climate Change.” With respect to drought and climate change effects on
water supply, see also response to comment 12-86.

12-110

The comment states that the EIR/EIS must consider the water demand associated with the
change from use of second homes to primary residences or more frequent use, which the
commenter also provided as a comment on the NOP. The commenter goes on to assert that
analysis of more frequent use of second homes needs to be extended to the Truckee/Tahoe
Region in order to assess cumulative water demand. With respect to analysis of water
demand from more second homes being used more frequently, or as primary residences, see
also response to comment 12-86. As described in Cumulative Impact 16-1 on page 19-26,
“surface water from Lake Tahoe and the Truckee River for project areas downstream from
the Tahoe Basin are subject to TROA allocations for those areas,” and, thus, “water demand
from projects outside the Tahoe Basin would not combine with the proposed project to create
cumulative water supply impacts.” Therefore, the cumulative water demand analysis in this
EIR/EIS is not required to determine the water demand associated with more frequent use of
second homes needs to be extended to the Truckee/Tahoe Region.

12-111

In reference to Cumulative Impact 18-3 and Cumulative Impact 18-4, the commenter states
that the cumulative impacts from regional projects must be assessed, including the Village at
Squaw Valley Specific Plan (VSVSP), Martis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan, Northstar area
projects, other Truckee area projects, and the population increases in Northern California
and Nevada. The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS has failed to analyze and
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disclose impacts of the Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge on emergency access and
evacuation and dismisses these impacts based on irrelevant information. The commenter
also asserts that project-level mitigation is not sufficient to address evacuations and
emergency access because these are cumulative, regional problems. As described on page
19-32 through 19-33 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the cumulative analysis of cumulative exposure of
people or structures to wildland fire hazards considers the contribution of a number of
projects, including those identified in the comment, in combination with the proposed
project. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented
in the EIR/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.
With respect to cumulative emergency response and evacuation impacts, see Master
Response 6, Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
12-112

The comment disagrees that extension of water service, roadways, fire clearance measures,
application of the Community Wildfire Protection Plans (CWPPs), and collection of fees in the
State Responsibility Areas (SRAs) will mitigate the cumulative impact related to exposure of
people or structures to wildland fire hazards. The commenter asserts that concentrating
development in already urbanized areas, as acknowledged in the EIR/EIS, does not address
the potential for fire ignition associated with the increased presence of more people
recreating in the forest. The analysis in Cumulative Impact 18-4 recognizes the potential for
ignition of wildland fires associated with increased human presence and activity on page 1933 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The analysis goes on to state that, in addition to directing new
development in urbanized areas and outside of the wildland-urban interface, the potential
exposure to wildfire hazards would be further reduced through continued implementation of
fire fuels reduction projects and existing fire protection regulations that would ensure new
development includes fire resistant building materials, defensible space, fire-safe
landscaping, adequate water supply, and emergency access. Additionally, as identified on
page 19-33, future individual projects implemented pursuance to the Area Plan would be
required to assess, and mitigate if necessary, their potential impacts on exposure of people
or structures to wildland fire hazards. The commenter does not provide evidence that the
combination of directing new development into existing urbanized areas, adhering to
regulations described above, and implementing fuels reduction projects, would not decrease
the potential risk for exposure of people or structures to wildland fire hazards.
The commenter recognizes that implementation of the Community Wildfire Protection Plan
will help improve defensible space and provide better protection for homes, but evacuation
would still be required. The commenter argues that although the measures mentioned in the
impact analysis would better prepare us for attacking fires and protecting homes, these
measures do not improve evacuation times or prevent areas from ever having to be
evacuated. With respect to evacuation impacts, see Master Response 6, Emergency Access
and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

12-113

The comment proposes that Placer County and TRPA develop a monitoring framework for
nearshore water quality. In 2013, the Desert Research Institute (DRI), University of California
at Davis (UC Davis), and University of Nevada at Reno (UNR) released the Lake Tahoe
Nearshore Evaluation and Monitoring Framework Report, which provided a general summary
of existing nearshore conditions and processes. In response to this report, LRWQCB
developed the Lake Tahoe Nearshore Water Quality Protection Plan, which outlines the water
board’s strategy for establishing and maintaining nearshore water protection policies and for
adapting current regulation to address nearshore issues (LRWQCB 2014). Currently, long
term nearshore monitoring is being funded by the LRWQCB, TRPA, the U.S. Geological
Survey, and UC Davis at seven sites around Lake Tahoe (TERC 2016).

12-114

The comment notes that the Draft EIR/EIS includes many mitigation measures that are
requirements of the Placer County permitting process. The Placer County Engineering and
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Surveying Division (ESD) requires the inclusion of standard permit conditions as mitigation
measures in all Placer County EIRs to verify completion and monitor performance. The
comment also states that mitigation measures will not fully alleviate all impacts of any given
project. This statement is acknowledged. Mitigation measures are required to reduce the
impact on a given resource to a less-than-significant level, as determined by a set of
significance criteria, which may or may not reduce all identified impacts.
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Letter
13
13-1

Comments and Responses

League to Save Lake Tahoe
August 15, 2016

The comment provides an introduction and overview of the comment letter and lists specific
concerns that are discussed in more detail in the body of the letter. These concerns are
listed below with reference to the comment response that addresses them.


Stakeholder Involvement: The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS incorporate
additional language describing the stakeholder involvement process included in the
development of the Area Plan. In response to this comment, the third paragraph of Draft
EIR/EIS Section 1.1, on page 1-1 has been revised as follows:
The proposed Area Plan was prepared and initiated by Placer County as an
update to its land use regulations in the Tahoe Basin. Placer County began
soliciting public input for the development of the Area Plan in May of 2012, and
facilitated a series of information meetings, public workshops, and focused
working group sessions. Stakeholders included private residents, businesses,
community and advocacy organizations, and local agencies. The Area Plan also
incorporated the Tahoe City and Kings Beach Town Center visioning documents,
which were developed in 2012 and 2013 through a separate public process in
anticipation of the Area Plan. Through this multi-year process, the Area Plan was
revised numerous times to reflect the opportunity for both economic
redevelopment incentive and environmental restoration. The Area Plan as
proposed, Itis intended to implement and achieve the environmental
improvement and redevelopment goals of the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan and the
TRPA/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization (TMPO) Regional Transportation
Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (RTP/SCS). The Area Plan would also
satisfy California’s comprehensive long-term general plan requirements, and
would serve as the General Plan for the Tahoe Basin portion of Placer County
(California Government Code Section 65300 et seq.). Adoption of the Area Plan
would supersede general plans, community plans, PASs, and related planning
documents adopted to implement the 1987 Regional Plan, and relevant sections
of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance.

13-2



Cumulative impacts of increased Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Please see the response
to comments 13-4, 13-5, 13-6, 13-7, 13-8, 13-9, and 13-10.



Adequacy of TRPA’s VMT Threshold and resolution of perceived conflicts. Please see
Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS, which
addresses TRPA’s VMT standard.



Suggested additional VMT mitigation measures. Please see the response to
comment 13-19.



Recalculation of Greenhouse Gas Emissions. Please see the response to comment 1311.



Land use zoning changes: Please see the response to comments 13-12, 13-13, and 1314.

This comment is a summary of concerns discussed in greater detail in the body of the letter.
Each item is listed below with reference to the appropriate comment response.
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The comment expresses concern that the cumulative impacts of increased VMT were not
adequately addressed in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see the response to comments 13-4,
13-5, 13-6, 13-7, 13-8, 13-9, and 13-10.



The comment asserts that the GHG and climate change analysis must be updated along
with the Draft EIR/EIS VMT calculations. Please see the response to comment 13-11.



The comment notes permissible use changes allowed by the Area Plan but not called out
in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please see the response to comments 13-12, 13-13, and 13-14.



The comment requests clarification on the Tahoe City Lodge shared parking analysis and
in-lieu mitigation fees for affordable housing. Please see the response to comment 1316.



The comments states that non-contiguous project area mitigation should consider
setbacks in town centers and non-contiguous project areas should only be allowed on
high capability lands. Please see the response to comment 13-17.



The comment states that technical corrections are needed for the Final EIR/EIS to make
TRPA’s required findings. Please see the response to comment 13-18.

13-3

The comment summarizes the history and background of the involvement by the League to
Save Lake Tahoe in the Regional Plan Update and Area Plan development processes,
including that of the Tahoe City Town Center and Tahoe City Lodge. The comment introduces
concerns about three cumulative projects near the Plan area—Squaw Valley Specific Plan,
Martis Valley West Specific Plan, and Brockway Campground—and their cumulative
contribution to in-Basin VMT. The comment is addressed in more detail in the body of the
letter. (Note: the Brockway Campground applicant and the U.S. Forest Service have entered
into an agreement that would enable the USFS to acquire the site. If USFS acquires the site,
the campground proposal will not go forward. For this reason, the entitlement process for
that proposal has been suspended.) The Draft EIR/EIS includes an analysis of traffic impacts
associated with the Area Plan. The analysis also considers the impacts of cumulative
development – the Area Plan, together with reasonably foreseeable development elsewhere
in the region. As the Draft EIR/EIS states: “In the cumulative scenarios in Chapter 19, traffic
volumes are increased to reflect traffic that could enter the Plan area as a result of build-out
of nearby areas outside of the Tahoe Basin, particularity Truckee, Martis Valley, and the
Squaw Valley/Alpine Meadows areas.” (Draft EIR/EIS, page 10-14)

13-4

The comment expresses concern regarding the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS, requests
additional data on the VMT analysis, and provides an introduction to subsequent, more
detailed comments on the VMT and LOS analysis. Please refer to Master Response 1, VMT
and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

13-5

The comment pertains to the current and historic analyses of region-wide VMT. See Master
Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, of this Final EIR/EIS, as well as responses to comments
12-28, 12-39 and 12-102.

13-6

The comment expresses concern about use of the TRPA VMT threshold in the Area Plan
EIR/EIS and in environmental documents for other projects. Please refer to Master
Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, and the response to comment 13-20, which address this
issue.

13-7

The comment objects to the proposed Area Plan policy to recognize the existing LOS F
conditions on SR 28 and to reduce the standard for peak period LOS from E to F. LOS is a
measure of the delay to roadway users and is expressed by a series of letter grades from A
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(free flow of traffic) to F (forced or breakdown flow). As described on pages 10-9 and 10-10
of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Tahoe City core area currently experiences substantial (20 minute or
more) delays due to a combination of factors including high vehicle volumes, pedestrian
crossings, parking maneuvers, vehicular turning movements, and bicyclists. The Draft
EIR/EIS LOS analysis explains that the LOS on SR 28 between the Wye and Grove Street, and
at the intersection of Grove Street and SR 28, is currently operating at level F (with the
exception of eastbound traffic on SR 28, which is at LOS E). Under all Area Plan alternatives,
LOS in these areas would continue at LOS F. The traffic analysis shows that Alternatives 1, 2
and 3 would reduce traffic congestion as compared to existing conditions in the peak
eastbound direction. Thus, although the Area Plan includes proposed revisions to LOS
standards, these alternatives would result in reduced congestion. However, Alternative 4,
which is a continuation of existing planning policies, would result in a further reduction in
LOS. LOS would worsen at the SR 28/Grove Street intersection for the worst (southbound)
movement under all alternatives. With regards to the Draft EIR/EIS, the change in LOS
standards does not materially impact the results of the analysis, as LOS F conditions are
considered to represent a significant impact.
The comment equates more congestion with more tail-pipe emissions, and therefore more
pollutant deposition to Lake Tahoe. Although traffic delays increase vehicle idling time,
tailpipe emissions of gaseous nitrogen have substantially decreased over the past two
decades due to more stringent motor vehicle standards and cleaner burning fuels (ARB
2014a: 3-4 and 4-46). California’s vehicle standards for 2017 through 2025 will further
reduce emissions. By 2025, the statewide fleet of new cars and light trucks will emit 75
percent fewer smog-forming emissions than the statewide fleet in 2016 (ARB 2011a).
However, it has been demonstrated that fugitive dust emissions from vehicles traveling on
paved and unpaved roads are a major source of atmospheric fine sediment, especially in
winter when road abrasives are required (Zhu et al. 2009). These emissions are unaffected
by the steady trend toward cleaner engines.
13-8

The comment requests additional detail about mitigation measures recommended in the
Draft EIR/EIS, including timing of implementation and funding for Mitigation Measure 10-1a;
expansion of Mitigation Measure 10-1b to include summertime expansion of transit capacity;
and identification of features/programs that would receive the funding generated under
Mitigation Measure 10-1c. Though Mitigation Measure 10-1b, as currently written, does not
preclude the funding of summertime expansion, the measure is revised to include summer
transit service expansion as minimum requirements of the ZOB. This change and other
refinements to Mitigation Measure 10-1b are presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections and
Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,” and below.
Mitigation Measure 10-1b on page 10-31 is revised to read as follows:

Mitigation Measure 10-1b: Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to
fund expansion of transit capacity
This mitigation measure applies to Area Plan Alternatives 1, 2, and 3.
The key constraint to expanding transit capacity is the availability of ongoing transit
operating subsidy funding, as discussed in the recently completed System Plan Update
for the Tahoe Truckee Area Regional Transit in Eastern Placer County (LSC, 2016).
While the proposed Area Plan includes Policy T-P-22 (“Secure adequate funding for
transit services so that transit is a viable transportation alternative”), this does not
identify a specific mechanism to assure expansion of transit services to address
increased peak demand. To provide an ongoing source of operating funding as well as
transit bus seating capacity, Placer County shall establish one or more County Service
Area Zones of Benefit encompassing the developable portions of the Plan area.
Placer County/TRPA
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Ongoing annual fees would be identified to fund expansion of transit capacity as
necessary to expand seating capacity to accommodate typical peak-period passenger
loads during both summer and winter peak periods. At a minimum, this would consist
of four additional vehicle-hours of transit service per day throughout the winter season
on each of the following three routes: North Shore (North Stateline to Tahoe City), SR
89 (Tahoe City to Squaw Valley), and SR 267 (North Stateline to Northstar), as well as
the expansion of transit fleet necessary to operate this additional service. In addition,
ongoing annual fees would be sufficient to, at a minimum, provide 16 additional
vehicle-hours of transit service per day throughout the summer season, as well as the
expansion of transit fleet necessary to operate this additional service. The additional
16 vehicle-hours of transit service during the summer season would be provided on
those routes that have the highest ridership and/or the lowest LOS conditions.
Currently, SR 28 through Tahoe City has the highest ridership levels and lowest LOS.
However, the county will determine the specific routes where additional transit service
will be provided each year based on observed changes in ridership and LOS over time.
Fees would be assessed on all future land uses that generate an increased demand for
transit services, including residential, lodging, commercial, civic, and recreational land
uses.
The new Zone of Benefit under the County Service Area would be established through
action by the Board of Supervisors to fund increased public services within the Plan
area. This is a very common means of funding the costs for expanded public services
generated by development in California, though Zones of Benefit funding transit
programs are relatively uncommon. In this case, the services to be funded would be
expanded winter and summer TART transit services, and could also include capital
expenses (such as additional buses). An Engineers Report is required under state law
to identify the costs to be funded and the fee. Like traffic fee programs, fees are set on
a “dwelling unit equivalent” (DUE) basis for various land use types, depending on the
relative transit ridership generated by each type of land use. The total potential number
of future development DUEs in the Plan area would be identified. The annual fee for
each DUE would be calculated by dividing the annual costs of the additional transit
service by the total DUEs. The fee would then be applied to all future development that
increases ridership (residential, commercial, lodging, etc.). The fee would be an annual
ongoing fee that is collected as part of property tax billing. As funds are received, they
would be kept in a separate account, which can only be used for the specified
purposes. Fee levels would be indexed to the regional rate of inflation, increasing as
costs increase and these fees would be collected indefinitely.
The actual amount of funding generated by the Zone of Benefit will depend on the
actual level of development that occurs. Initially, when little development and little
increased demand for transit has occurred, funds may be allowed to accumulate to a
level at which they can be effectively used for the intended purpose. As expansion of
existing transit service is relatively simple to implement in increments, the expansion of
transit services funded through the Zone of Benefit can be expected to occur relatively
soon and long before buildout of the Plan area. A good example of Zones of Benefit
funding transit expansion can be found in the Martis Valley area. As a result of the
Martis Valley Community Plan process, Zones of Benefit have been established by the
Placer County Board of Supervisors for all subsequent developments over the past ten
years, tied to the cost of expanding transit service and funding an additional bus
purchase. These generate approximately $40 per DUE per year. In initial years, funds
were allowed to accumulate. More recently, as additional development has occurred,
annual funding levels have risen and this source is now an important element of the
recent expansion of TART’s 267 Route to year-round service.
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13-9

This comment pertains to the inclusion of the Martis Valley West project in the traffic
forecasts. The cumulative traffic analysis does reflect the Martis Valley West project, as well
as buildout of all current potential future development in the Martis Valley area and Town of
Truckee, as discussed in Appendix G-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment suggests that the
Area Plan Draft EIR/EIS ignored the conclusion in the Martis Valley Final EIR/EIS related to
the roadway LOS north of SR 28 dropping to LOS E; this was a significant and unavoidable
impact in the Martis Valley Final EIR/EIS. This comment is similar to comment 12-34. Please
see the response to comment 12-34. See also Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in
Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

13-10

The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS VMT analysis did not consider the potential effect
of non-contiguous project areas or the conversion of Commercial Floor Area (CFA) to Tourist
Accommodation Units (TAUs). As described on page 10-13 and 10-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
the TRPA TransCad Transportation Demand Model was used for analysis of the Area Plan.
This analysis included five scenarios: a 2015 baseline, and each of the four alternatives. For
Area Plan Alternatives 1 and 3, this included analysis of the proposed CFA to TAU conversion
program. The policy allowing non-contiguous project areas relates to the relative location of a
project footprint within a town center and would not change the type of use allowed or
applicable development standards. No element of the non-contiguous project area proposal
would substantially increase trip generation. Therefore, it was determined that this policy
would not have a measurable effect on VMT. See also Master Response 1, VMT and LOS
Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

13-11

The comment states that the analysis of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions in the Draft
EIR/EIS is inadequate because it relies on estimates of vehicle miles travelled (VMT) that the
comment alleges are inadequate in comments 13-1 and 13-2. The comment also asserts
that VMT estimates in the Draft EIR/EIS did not account for the increase in vehicle trips
associated with future development in Squaw Valley and Martis Valley. Please refer to Master
Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, regarding the adequacy of VMT estimates used to
support the GHG analysis.
The comment states that it is unclear how the Mobile-Source Emission Factor Model (EMFAC)
model and TRPA’s TransCAD Travel Demand Model (TransCAD) are related. As explained on
Draft EIR/EIS page 11-11, EMFAC provides emission factors for motor vehicles that can be
used to estimate mobile-source emissions. The primary input necessary to use EMFAC is
VMT. As explained on Draft EIR/EIS page 10-2, TransCAD uses information about the quantity
and location of different land use types to estimate the number of vehicle trips made on the
roadway network and the distance between trip origins and destinations for each trip purpose.
VMT is the sum of all these trip lengths. In brief, the level of VMT estimated using TransCAD is
then used in EMFAC to calculate the level of mobile-source emissions associated with that
VMT.

13-12

The comment provides introductory comments stating that several new permissible uses
needed to be eliminated from the Area Plan or require further analysis and clarification in the
Final EIR/EIS. This comment addresses uses in the Tahoe City Golf Course and Fairway Tract
South zoning districts.
With respect to the Fairway Tract South zoning district, which reflects the “L” shaped portion
of existing Special Area #2 in PAS 002, the comment recognizes that the Area Plan carries
forward all the existing permissible uses in this area and raises concern that these uses are
carried forward in an area classified as Residential. The comment states that the carrying
over of these uses is inconsistent with the environmental analysis conducted in the RPU,
existing land uses and community character in this area, and could conflict with negotiations
surrounding the Tahoe City Town Center modification. The Regional Plan did not propose or
evaluate land use classification, or permissible use changes as it relates to PAS 002 or any
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other area outside of centers. Instead, the Regional Plan and related EIS analysis assumed
permissible uses outside of centers would remain the same as specified in PASs and
community plans. For these reasons, the analysis in the Area Plan is consistent with the
Regional Plan.
The intent of the Area Plan is to implement the Regional Plan Land Use Map and the Mixeduse Land Use Classification for the Kings Beach and Tahoe City Town Centers, and not to
change permissible uses outside of the town centers. Because the Area Plan made no use
changes in Fairway Tract South relative to existing conditions (see revised Appendix B table
below; South Fairway Tract is shown as Special Area #2 [PCTBAP (RES)], there was no
change to evaluate in the Draft EIR/EIS. This comment is noted for consideration by decision
makers.
With respect to the Tahoe City Golf Course, the EIR/EIS preparers incorrectly described the
remaining portions of Special Area #2 (the remainder of the golf course outside the boundary
line adjustment area) as being part of the Fairway Tract zoning district, rather than the Tahoe
City Golf Course zoning district. For this reason, the Draft EIR/EIS incorrectly described that
new tourist uses would be added as permissible uses, but that the deed-restricted golfcourse would limit future uses. To correct this error, the Appendix B table pertaining to
PAS 002 has been revised and incorporated into this Final EIR/EIS. This change and related
text changes are presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,”
and below. These corrections do not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of
any impact.
The first full sentence on page 5-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows:
For example, PAS 002 (Fairway Tract) includes two special areas, Special Areas #1
and #2. With Area Plan adoption, these special areas would be identified as the
Fairway Tract Northeast, Tahoe City Golf Course, and Fairway Tract South zoning
subdistricts to reflect Special Areas #1 and #2, respectively. Special Area #1 would
be coincident with the Fairway Tract Northeast zoning district, and Special Area #2
would be split between the Tahoe City Golf Course and Fairway Tract South zoning
districts. This zoning re-designation is a change in name only—no development that
would be incompatible with established land uses would result from this terminology
change.
The last sentence of the fourth full paragraph on page 3-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to
read as follows:
The changes are limited to the three town centers and PAS 002.
The discussion regarding PAS 002, Fairway Tract, on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS is
deleted as follows
PAS 002, Fairway Tract - With respect to PAS 002 (Fairway Tract), the uses that would
be added as permissible uses within Special Area #2 (the portions of the golf course
not included in the proposed town center boundary change) include: bed and
breakfast facilities; hotel, motel, and other transient dwelling units; publicly-owned
assembly and entertainment; and transportation routes. Although new tourist uses
would be allowed, the deed-restriction at the golf course would limit future uses to
recreation, public service, and conservation uses.
Any future projects involving the new permissible uses would be subject to
subsequent environmental review under CEQA and Chapter 3 of the TRPA Code,
which require identification and mitigation of any potentially significant
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environmental impacts. Further, all of the proposed new permissible uses would
require either a minor use permit (MUP) or conditional use permit (CUP). These
permits would require that the county and/or TRPA find that a proposed future
project would be appropriate for the site and compatible with the surrounding
environs. The purpose of MUPs and CUPs is to allow review of a proposed use to
determine if problems may occur, to provide the public with an opportunity to review
the proposed project and express their concerns in a public hearing, to work with the
project applicant to adjust the project through conditions of approval to solve any
potential problems that are identified, or to disapprove a project if identified
problems cannot be acceptably corrected (Placer County 2015: 6-7).
Implementation of Alternative 1 would permit new residential uses within mixed-use
areas and secondary dwelling units on parcels less than 1 acre where certain
conditions are met. These uses were previously evaluated in the RPU EIS, however,
and are supported by the Regional Plan. A limited number of new non-residential
uses would be permitted in the three town centers and PAS 002 (Fairway Tract).
These uses are similar to existing uses in each location and are not likely to create
land-use compatibility issues. In addition, the existing requirements for site-specific
environmental review, combined with TRPA and Placer County resource protection
policies, provide the protections to ensure that all proposals are consistent with the
Regional Plan and the potentially significant environmental impacts are identified,
assessed, and mitigated. Therefore, although Area Plan Alternative 1 would result in
modifications to land use classifications, zoning, and permissible uses, the new uses
are consistent with the types of uses envisioned in the Regional Plan and analyzed in
the RPU EIS or are consistent with typical uses in similar areas throughout the Tahoe
Region. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant.
The Appendix B table pertaining to PAS 002 (Fairway Tract) has also been revised as shown
below and in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.”
13-13

The comment suggests that there are new recreational uses proposed in the Greater Tahoe
City Mixed-use Recreation (MU-REC) zoning district that are not adequately addressed. Within
Tahoe City, the comment states that the Area Plan’s Tahoe City Town Center MU-REC zoning
district would allow the following new uses: developed campgrounds, recreation center,
recreational vehicle park, snowmobile courses, and undeveloped campgrounds. Snowmobile
courses are not permissible uses in the MU-REC zoning district (see Table 2.04-A-1 of the
Area Plan Implementing Regulations). With the exception of undeveloped campgrounds,
these other uses are currently allowed under the existing provisions outlined in the Tahoe
City Community Plan Special Area #3, and are carried forward by the Area Plan. The MU-R
zoning district also extends across a portion of Special Area #4 (Exhibit 5-2 of the Draft
EIR/EIS), where of these uses only recreation centers are currently permissible. In this
portion of Special Area #4, developed campgrounds, recreational vehicle parks, and
undeveloped campgrounds would be new uses. Draft EIR/EIS page 5-24 recognizes that the
rezoning in the Tahoe City Town Center “would shift where existing permissible uses could
occur.” Importantly, there would also be a greater portion of existing Special Area #3 that
would be outside of the MU-R zoning district where these uses would be eliminated. Further,
the Area Plan identifies that a conditional use permit (CUP) would be required for any of
these new or expanded uses, which would require that the county and/or TRPA find that
these uses are appropriate for the site and compatible with the surrounding environs during
subsequent project-level environmental review.
The comment also states that the “undeveloped campgrounds” use has not been
appropriately analyzed in this EIR/EIS. Although this use was disclosed and analyzed on
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page 5-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS, in response to this comment, the Area Plan has been
modified to eliminate this use from the Tahoe City Town Center MU-REC zoning district.
The Area Plan’s Kings Beach Town Center contains a Mixed-use Waterfront Recreation
zoning district. This district includes areas of the Town Center that are currently designated
Special Area #3, as well as existing public recreational areas that include portions of Special
Areas #2 and #4 in the Kings Beach Community Plan. Under the existing provisions outlined
in the Kings Beach Community Plan for these special areas, the uses that the commenter
suggests have not been appropriately analyzed including “developed campgrounds”,
“recreational centers”, “recreational vehicle parks”, “snowmobile courses”, and
“undeveloped campgrounds”, are not currently allowed. Under the MU Waterfront Recreation
zone district, recreation parks, snowmobile courses and undeveloped campgrounds are not
listed as allowed uses. In response to the comment about the developed campgrounds and
recreational centers, these uses have been eliminated from the use tables in the revised
Area Plan Implementing Regulations for the North Tahoe East (Kings Beach) Mixed-use
Waterfront Recreation zoning district.
13-14

The comment suggests that the specific use of “laundry and dry cleaning plant” within the
Tahoe City Town Center has not been analyzed. This use is currently a permissible use,
subject to special use findings, in the Tahoe City Community Plan Special Areas #1 and # 5,
which correspond to a portion of the Area Plan’s Tahoe City Town Center Mixed-Use Town
Center (MU-TC) zoning district. In these locations, this allowable use represents no change
from existing conditions. Where the MU-TC zoning district overlaps with existing Special
Areas #2 and #3 (Exhibit 5-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS), this would be a new use. Draft EIR/EIS
page 5-24 recognizes that the rezoning in the Tahoe City Town Center “would shift where
existing permissible uses could occur.” Importantly, there would also be portions of existing
Special Area #5 that would be outside of the MU-TC zoning district where this use would be
eliminated. Further, the Area Plan has been revised to identify that a conditional use permit
(CUP) would be required for any new or expanded “laundry and dry cleaning plant”, which
would require that the county and/or TRPA find that this use was appropriate for the site and
compatible with the surrounding environs during subsequent project-level environmental
review.
The “laundry and dry cleaning plant” use has also been proposed within the Area Plan’s
Tahoe City Town Center Mixed-Use Service (MU-S) zoning district, which as the comment
suggests, is not currently allowed for this area by the Tahoe City Community Plan. The intent
of the Tahoe Basin Area Plan is to implement the Regional Plan Land Use Map and the
Mixed-use Land Use Classification for the Kings Beach Town Center. As such, in response to
this comment, the Area Plan has been modified to eliminate this use within the Tahoe City
Town Center MU-S zoning district.

13-15

The comment states that secondary dwelling units must not be used as vacation rentals. In
response to this comment and other comments expressing concern regarding the potential
use of secondary dwelling units as vacation rentals, the Area Plan has been revised to
include additional language that would prohibit use of secondary units for vacation or tourist
uses. Please see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

13-16

The comment expresses appreciation for the SEZ restoration element of the Tahoe City
Lodge project. The comment also requests further information regarding two mitigation
measures and the in-lieu fee for affordable housing. Mitigation Measures 14-1, 15-1c, and
15-2 require the project applicant to reduce paved areas and to install parcel-scale and/or
participate in areawide BMPs, respectively, so as to comply with TRPA requirements. As
described in Mitigation Measure 14-1, the site plan would be refined to comply with TRPA
coverage limitations during final design and before TRPA approval (Draft EIR/EIS page 14-
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Use

PCTBAP Uses
Residential
Single-Family Dwelling
Secondary Dwelling
Multiple Family Dwelling
Nursing and Personal Care
Employee Housing
Residential Care
Tourist Accommodation
Bed and Breakfast Facilities
Hotel, Motel, and Other Transient Dwelling Units
Timeshare (Hotel/Motel Design)
Timeshare (Residential Design)
Commercial
Auto, Mobile Home and Vehicle Dealers
Building Materials and Hardware
Eating and Drinking Places
Food and Beverage Retail Sales
Furniture, Home Furnishings and Equipment
General Merchandise Stores
Mail Order and Vending
Nursery
Outdoor Retail Sales
Service Stations
Amusements and Recreation Services
Privately Owned Assembly and Entertainment
Broadcasting Studios
Contract Construction Services
Financial Services
Health Care Services
Laundries and Dry Cleaning Plants
Personal Services
Professional Offices
Repair Services
Schools – Business and Vocational
Secondary Storage
Vehicle Storage and Parking
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Use

PCTBAP Uses
Public Service
Cemeteries
Religious Assembly
Collection Stations
Cultural Facilities
Day Care Centers/Preschools
Government Offices
Local Assembly and Entertainment
Local Post Offices
Local Public Health and Safety Facilities
Membership Organizations
Publicly Owned Assembly and Entertainment
Public Utility Centers
Regional Public Health and Safety Facilities
Schools – Elementary
Schools – Secondary
Social Service Organizations
Transmission and Receiving Facilities
Pipelines and Power Transmission
Transit Stations and Terminals
Transportation Routes
Recreation
Day Use Areas
Beach Recreation
Boat Launching Facilities
Golf Courses
Participant Sports Facilities
Cross Country Ski Courses
Marinas
Outdoor Recreation Concessions
Recreation Center
Riding and Hiking Trails
Rural Sports
Snowmobile Courses
Sport Assembly
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28). In accordance with TRPA Code Section 30.5, TRPA would not acknowledge a permit for
the Tahoe City Lodge project without first complying with this mitigation measure. The same
is true of Mitigation Measures 15-1c and 15-2, which are described in TRPA Code
Section 60.4. The comment requests that these details, which are not yet available, be
included in the Final EIR/EIS. Because TRPA will not acknowledge a permit for the project
until compliance is demonstrated, this represents reasonable assurance that the measures
will be reflected, to TRPA’s satisfaction, in the final design.
This comment also asks for more information on how affordable housing in-lieu fees would
be applied to projects within the Tahoe Basin. Please see Master Response 3, Affordable
Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
13-17

The comment is related to the Area Plan’s proposed program for non-contiguous project area
and recommends that an additional sentence be added to the Mitigation Measure 9-1. The
suggested language would reinforce building setback requirements and has been added to
the mitigation measure in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Daft EIR/EIS,” and is
also included in the Final Tahoe Basin Area Plan document.

13-18

The comment points out an inconsistency related to the Area Plan’s CFA to TAU conversion
program and suggests a correction to the Tahoe Basin Area Plan document. The suggested
correction is included in the Final Area Plan document.

13-19

The comment summarizes comments 13-4 through 3-18, which are addressed individually
above. Traffic growth associated with near-basin projects as well as regional traffic growth
was considered in the Draft EIR/EIS traffic impact analysis. Significance findings associated
with cumulative VMT projections were determined based on currently adopted TRPA
standards and modeling procedures.
The comment’s proposal to update the VMT standards in conjunction with a “2016 TRPA
Threshold review and update” is noted, and will be forwarded to decision-makers for their
consideration. The Draft EIR/EIS was prepared based on existing information regarding VMT.
As the Draft EIR/EIS notes, Placer County does not track VMT in performing CEQA analysis;
rather, Placer County’s significance thresholds for traffic focus on level of service. TRPA has
adopted a basin-wide target for VMT. Whether the VMT target should be revised, or extend
outside of the basin, is a policy call for decision-makers.
The parking strategies recommended by the comment (tolls and parking fees, maximum
parking, non-residential parking restrictions, “unbundling” residential and non-residential,
parking tax on pay to park lots, and parking meters) are well thought out and helpful for
further consideration of “parking districts” or a comprehensive parking plan. Any further
consideration of these strategies would need to be developed with consideration for
associated impacts and public input. As this comment relates to Area Plan policy and no
technical basis for environmental impacts were identified, this comment is noted for further
consideration. See response to comment 13a-1, below.

13-20

The comment suggests that there are critical flaws with the TRPA VMT threshold and
recommends that TRPA critically reassess the threshold. Please refer to Master Response 1,
VMT and LOS, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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Letter
13a
13a-1
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League to Save Lake Tahoe
August 15, 2016

The comment focuses on the scope of the parking management strategies included in the
Area Plan and questions the reduction in parking demand rates in the Area Plan versus those
assumed in the RTP. It is largely a comment on the Area Plan, rather than the environmental
analysis. The comment is correct that parking management strategies (including
establishment of paid parking) is an effective means of generating a shift away from the auto
travel mode. The proposed Area Plan, and the changes in parking standards/regulations
address some of these strategies, by (1) reducing parking minimums for 12 land use
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categories, (2) providing a 20 percent reduction in parking minimums and maximums within
town centers, (3) establishing an in lieu fee program to develop shared public parking, and
(4) modifying procedures to allow greater use of shared private parking. However, in the
specific case of the Area Plan, there are a number of factors that limit the ability of parking
management strategies to drive a shift in travel mode:


The very limited availability of public parking within the activity centers, coupled with
limited governmental ability to impose paid parking requirements on existing commercial
developments.



The fact, based upon the results of paid parking in other areas, that nearby residential
areas would see an increase in “spill-over” parking as motorists (in particular,
employees) avoid the paid parking areas. Note that the availability of public parking
along nearby residential streets is not reflected in the parking counts provided in the
North Tahoe Parking Study (LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. March 9, 2015).



The imposition of paid parking on the Placer County portion of the Tahoe Region, but not
on other areas, would put the Placer area at an economic disadvantage compared to
other commercial centers.



The dispersed nature of the area results in a high proportion of trips that are longer than
can be reasonably served by many travelers via walking or cycling. As a result, to be
effective, parking management strategies would need to shift users to transit service. At
present, however, the regional transit program is very limited, with a frequency of only
one bus per hour. There currently is no substantial transit capacity that could
accommodate any meaningful shift in travel.

The Area Plan and the identified mitigation measures focus on this last bullet, specifically by
establishing a new source of permanent annual funding for transit service expansion. As this
capacity expands, the region’s ability to pursue more aggressive parking management
strategies would become more viable.
Regarding the parking demand reduction, TRPA staff reviewed the Trip Reduction Impact
Analysis (TRIA) spreadsheet and determined that the methodology reflects a 40 percent
reduction in parking provided for new development (i.e., a parking supply of 60 percent of
typical parking supply) from typical parking rates. The RTP Draft EIR/EIS Appendix C
misstates the analysis on page C-10, and should have the following edit “TRIA assumes that
parking for new development will be provided at a regional average of 40 to 60 percent of
current requirements.” That said, the comment is correct that the parking reductions
assumed for the town centers in the Area Plan are less than the 40 percent reduction
assumed in the TRIA analysis.
The proposed Placer Tahoe Basin Area Plan would reduce parking rates for 12 land uses,
including key land use categories such as food and beverage stores and multiple-family
dwelling units. While rates would increase for two land use categories (based on observed
parking shortages), these categories are relatively rare (auto service station, and recreation
center). As a key example, the rate for food and beverage sales would be a 25 percent
reduction from current code rates. Also applying the 20 percent reduction within town
centers on top of this 25 percent reduction results in an overall 40 percent reduction from
current rates for this land use category. The overall reduction in parking supply rates
depends on the mix of future land uses.
Regardless, the TRIA methodology applies a relatively modest reduction associated with
reduced parking supply. In sum, all of the various trip reduction strategies result in a total trip
reduction of 1.56 percent. Of this total reduction, only 1.5 percent is associated with parking
Placer County/TRPA
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supply reduction in town centers. In total, this trip reduction strategy reduces total basin-wide
trips by only 0.024 percent. In addition, Placer County’s town centers constitute two of the
total of eight town centers throughout the Tahoe Basin. Overall, this difference in parking
supply would not significantly impact the findings of the trip generation or VMT analyses.
13a-2

The comment focuses on strategies to reduce traffic generation and parking needs of the
Tahoe City Lodge. The effectiveness of strategies to result in a shift to transit is limited by the
currently limited public transit options. Regarding visitors traveling from the Bay Area/Central
Valley, current options are not attractive to many visitors with access to a private automobile
due to the limited frequency, long travel times, need to transfer (Greyhound or Capital
Corridor/Amtrak Thruway), and high cost and schedule unreliability (Amtrak’s California
Zephyr). While there are currently efforts to improve these options being led by the Tahoe
Transportation District, actual improvements are speculative. Locally, transit service is
limited to hourly frequency on many corridors, and evening service is not available in the
spring and fall.
There is no available methodology to quantify the traffic reduction benefits of subsidizing
long-distance public transportation options. The benefit depends on, among other things, the
proportion of lodge guests traveling from particular origins, traveling in multiple vehicles, and
other trip pattern characteristics. While it is possible to conclude that subsidy of intercity
transit options and/or parking fees for additional vehicles used by travel groups using a
single room would provide a reduction in trip generation (and parking needs), it is not
possible to quantify this benefit with any accuracy.
Regarding subsidizing transit ridership, the benefits can be estimated as follows. Per the
discussion of lodge transit ridership generation (page 10-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS), the project
would generate nine peak-hour transit trips (Alternative 1). The Systems Plan Update for the
Tahoe Truckee Area Regional Transit in Eastern Placer County (LSC 2016) indicates that
elimination of transit fares results in an estimated 50 percent increase in transit use. This
indicates subsidy of fares for both employees and guests would increase transit ridership by
approximately five. Considering typical vehicle occupancies for the avoided auto trips, this
corresponds to a reduction of approximately three one-way vehicle-trips in the peak hour.
This reduction is not sufficiently large to noticeably change the LOS impacts of the proposed
project.
Subsidy of intercity travel modes for guests as well as of local transit service for employees
commuting from outside the Tahoe Basin would also have the benefit of reducing the
number of vehicles that would need to leave the area in the case of an evacuation. There is
no available means of quantifying this change.
Given the weekly occupancy patterns in peak summer and winter periods, it is not
reasonable to expect that TCPUD parking would be available on days with high lodge or golf
course parking demand.

13a-3

The comment states that TRPA should be commended for its use of VMT as an
environmental threshold since 1981, but disagrees with the use of traffic counts to
extrapolate previous year VMT values to determine whether the region is in attainment or
not. Please see Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

13a-4

The comment focuses on the methodology used by TRPA to estimate region-wide existing
and historical VMT. Please see Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, of this Final EIR/EIS.

13a-5

The comment posits a theory that trip lengths have increased, affecting the precision of the
estimate of existing/historic VMT. Please see Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, of this Final
EIR/EIS.
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The comment posits that current traffic volumes reflect current economic and lodging
conditions and will grow in the future, even absent new development.
Estimating future economic conditions is not an exact science and while it is hoped that the
gaming and lodging industries will reinvent themselves, the regional policy framework aimed
to concentrate development and encourage pedestrian-oriented, vibrant town centers will
hopefully allow local gaming and lodging industries to reinvent themselves and is expected to
further reduce the number of trips.
Two examples of successful regional policy include the Tahoe City Urban Improvement
Project (2000) and the Park Avenue Development Project (2001), which were constructed
after a deliberate environmental review process. Under both projects there was desire to
upgrade the appearance, environmental quality and economic conditions of the two areas.
Previous development patterns resulted in the poor utilization of the land, water quality
concerns and fragmented transportation systems. The previous land use patterns also
encouraged the automobile as the primary mode of transportation. It has been estimated
that as much as 70 percent of the fine particulates entering Lake Tahoe (those that have the
most impact on clarity) originates from urban areas. A clear plan of action for Tahoe’s urban
areas will help facilitate redevelopment, urban water quality and environmentally friendly
transportation improvements. Early empirical evidence suggests that these two
developments have resulted in substantial economic and environmental benefits to the
respective areas as shown in the following graphics.
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13a-7

The comment expresses concern about the effect of projects outside of the Basin to affect
TRPA’s VMT threshold, and recommends that TRPA adopt a more stringent threshold as a
protective measure. Please see Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, of this Final EIR/EIS.

13a-8

The comment pertains to the cumulative region wide VMT analysis. See Master Response 1,
VMT and LOS, of this Final EIR/EIS. The no project alternative for the Area Plan
environmental analysis (Alternative 4) does not reflect the concentration of growth within
town centers. Therefore, there is no “double counting” of the benefits accruing from this land
use change between this environmental analysis and that of the 2012 Regional
Transportation Plan.

3.3-228

Placer County/TRPA
Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS

Ascent Environmental

Placer County/TRPA
Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS

Comments and Responses

3.3-229

Comments and Responses

Letter
14
14-1

3.3-230

Ascent Environmental

North Tahoe Business Association
August 11, 2016

The comment notes that the Area Plan includes parking solutions for small business. The
comment expresses support for Alternative 1. The comment is noted for consideration during
the review of the merits of the alternatives.
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North Tahoe Preservation Alliance
August 7, 2016

15-1

The comment includes introductory remarks and summarizes comments contained in the
letter. The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS should be recirculated. Recirculation is
required when significant new information, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5,
is added to an EIR after notice of public review but before certification. The comment does
not provide evidence that any of the requirements for recirculation in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5 have been met. Recirculation is not required.

15-2

The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS analysis of the Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge
are difficult for the public to differentiate. The Draft EIR/EIS provided separate analysis and
impact conclusions for the Area Plan and the Tahoe City Lodge within the discussion of each
environmental resource.

15-3

The comment states that the proposed changes to the Tahoe City Town Center boundary
would set a precedent for changing other TRPA town center boundaries and that the height
of the Tahoe City Lodge would alter the character of the surrounding neighborhood. As
described in Impact 5-1 on page 5-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the TRPA Code permits
modification of a town center boundary provided the revised boundary includes developed
parcels, included parcels are within ¼ mile of existing commercial of public service uses, and
the included properties encourage and facilitate the use of transit stops and systems. The
proposed town center modification meets these conditions and would therefore align with
the TRPA Code. Impact 9-2 on pages 9-43 through and 9-46 of the Draft EIR/EIS analyzed
the potential for the Tahoe City Lodge to affect the community character of the surrounding
neighborhood. The analysis considered the existing structures on the Tahoe City Lodge site,
the visual character surroundings, and the effect of the visible mass and height of the
proposed lodge. The proposed design would complement the visual character of Tahoe City’s
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main street and the stepped design would limit the amount of the structure that is visible
from most vantage points so that the lodge would appear as a three-story building.
Additionally, the aesthetic characteristics of the proposed building would be a substantial
improvement over existing conditions. For these reasons, the Draft EIR/EIS found that the
Tahoe City Lodge would have a less-than-significant impact on community character.
15-4

The comment suggests that the provision of the proposed Area Plan that would allow limited
conversions of CFA to TAUs would result in growth that is in addition to the residential bonus
units authorized by the TRPA Regional Plan. The comment also asks several questions
regarding how the program would operate. Please refer to pages 3-17 to 3-18 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, which describe the proposed provision and provide details on how the program
would operate. The program would allow CFA to be converted to TAUs at a ratio of
450 square feet of CFA to 1 TAU, would limit the TAUs to within Placer County town centers,
and the TAUs would be subject to all of the same regulations and limitations as any other
TAU (refer to pages 3-17 to 3-18 for additional criteria and restrictions). Because the
program would reduce 450 square feet of CFA for each TAU added, it would result in a
conversion of the type of development that could be proposed, not additive development.
The residential bonus units authorized by the TRPA Regional Plan apply only to residential
uses and would not be affected by the conversion of CFA to TAUs. The environmental effects
of the proposed conversion program are analyzed in Chapters 5 through 20 of the Draft
EIR/EIS. The comment provides no indication that the environmental analysis of this
proposed provision is incomplete or technically inadequate.

15-5

The comment claims that the approach used to calculate allowable coverage and density for
the Tahoe City Lodge alternatives is inconsistent with the TRPA Code of Ordinances, and that
coverage and density must be calculated based on parcel boundaries or parcels must be
legally consolidated. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS on page 3-23, “The project site,
excluding the SEZ restoration area, is about 3.9 acres (168,500 square feet).” This project
site includes portions of multiple parcels (see Draft EIR/EIS Exhibit 3-11). Consistent with
TRPA Code, the allowable land coverage and density are calculated based on the project
area, minus the easement area. As required by TRPA Code, prior to acknowledgement of a
permit by TRPA, the property owners would be required to “record against the parcels a deed
restriction or other covenant running with the land permanently assuring that the land
coverage calculations for the parcels shall always be made as if the parcels had been legally
consolidated.” (TRPA Code Sections 30.4.1.C.2(iii)).

15-6

This comment expresses concern with the potential impacts of secondary residences in
single-family zoned neighborhoods. As described in Impact 5-2 on pages 5-23 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, the Area Plan would expand the existing TRPA secondary dwelling program to allow
secondary dwelling units on select parcels that are less than one acre in size. This policy
would not result in rezoning of single-family residential lots as both TRPA (TRPA Code Section
21.3.2) and Placer County (Placer County Code Section 17.56.200) currently permit the
construction of secondary dwellings on single-family residential lots greater than 1 acre. The
Draft EIR/EIS evaluates the environment impacts of allowing secondary dwelling units on
such parcels in Chapters 5 through 20. For example, Impact 5-2 discusses land use
compatibility related to secondary dwelling units; Impacts 6-1 and 6-2 discuss density,
population growth, and housing demand related to secondary dwelling units; and the traffic
analysis included in Chapter 10 of the Draft EIR/EIS includes trips related to secondary
dwelling units (see Appendix G-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Finally, social and property values are
not CEQA impacts that need to be analyzed in an EIR/EIS, unless they would result in
environmental impacts.

15-7

This comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS failed to address the cumulative VMT impacts
from all Tahoe and regional projects. VMT impacts, which are inherently cumulative, are
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addressed in Impact 10-4, beginning on page 10-38 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The cumulative
impact analysis addresses the projects listed in this comment and more (a total of
44 projects), as listed in Table 19-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, with one exception. Highlands III
was a project that involved construction of 25 single-family homes at Northstar. The
improvements related to this project have been completed, and thus are reflected as part of
existing conditions. Additional discussion of project-related VMT effects and the management
of VMT can be found in Master Response 1, VMT and LOS, of this Final EIR/EIS.
15-8

The comment concerns the revised traffic level of service (LOS) standards of Area Plan
Alternatives 1 through 3, which would revise the LOS standards to allow LOS F during peak
periods in town centers (Area Plan Policy T-P-6).
The comment points out that the revised LOS standards are in conflict with TRPA’s LOS
standards. Indeed, as part of Impact 10-1 on page 10-16 of the Draft EIR/EIS it is explained
that the Area Plan would result in LOS that exceeds existing TRPA standards and, because no
additional mitigation is feasible, this impact would be significant and unavoidable. This is a
comment on the proposed Area Plan, rather than the Draft EIR/EIS.
The comment also states that the revised LOS standards are in conflict with public safety in the
event of a wildfire evacuation. Impact 18-3, beginning on page 18-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS,
analyzes whether the Area Plan would interfere with implementation of an emergency response
plan or emergency evacuation plan. See also Master Response 6, Emergency Access and
Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. This is also a comment on the proposed Area
Plan, rather than the Draft EIR/EIS.
The comment also asserts that the revised LOS standards are in conflict with traffic
circulation. This is also a comment on the proposed Area Plan, rather than the Draft EIR/EIS.
The effects of the Area Plan policies, including the revised LOS standards that would allow
LOS F during peak periods in town centers (Area Plan Policy T-P-6), are discussed in
Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR/EIS. See Impact 10-1 regarding
roadway level of service, which begins on page 10-16; Impact 10-2 regarding the impact on
local streets, which begins on page 10-32; and Impact 10-3 regarding intersection LOS, which
begins on page 10-35. Also, see Impact 10-6 regarding impacts to bicycle and pedestrian
traffic.
The comment also states that the revised LOS standards are in conflict with community
character; however, the comment provides no reasoning to support this claim. See Impact 92 regarding the effects of the Area Plan on community character, beginning on page 9-41 of
the Draft EIR/EIS.
The comment inquires as to whether more idling of motor vehicles would result in more
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Holding other variables (e.g., travel distance, speed)
constant, vehicles idling for a longer time generates more GHG emissions than vehicles idling
for a shorter time; however, the difference would not alter the analysis of GHG emissions in the
Draft EIR/EIS. The total vehicle miles travelled (VMT) is the primary factor for determining
whether there would be a substantial change in mobile-source GHG emissions. The greater
number of vehicle trips and the longer distance of those vehicle trips results in more GHG
emissions. This approach to evaluation of mobile-source GHG emissions is especially apt for a
plan-level analysis. This approach is also consistent with Area Plan Policy AQ-P-4, which is to
prioritize projects and services that reduce VMT and support alternative modes of
transportation, and with the methodologies used by the Tahoe Metropolitan Planning
Organization striving to achieve its regional GHG reduction targets pursuant to Senate
Bill 375 of 2008 (ARB 2015). The level of GHG emissions associated with implementation of
the Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge is evaluated under Impact 12-1, beginning on page 12-15
of the Draft EIR/EIS.
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15-9

The comment expresses doubt about concept and effectiveness of the shared parking
concept between the Tahoe City Lodge Project and Tahoe City Golf Course. Rather than
setting a precedent, shared parking has been used in the past, and is encouraged as a
means of minimizing the environmental footprint of parking by reducing the total number of
parking spaces (and thus coverage). This concept is encouraged by many environmental
organizations. As discussed in the response to comment 12-42, the shared parking analysis
recognizes that many lodging guests would leave their cars in the Tahoe City Lodge parking
areas during the middle of the day with a minimum of 77 percent of lodge vehicles remaining
onsite at any one time (Impact 10-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS).

15-10

The comment expresses concern about the Draft EIR/EIS analysis associated with the risk of
wildfire. With respect to consideration of Tahoe and Truckee projects in cumulative impacts
related to wildfire, see response to comment 12-111. See also Master Response 6,
Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. The comment offers
no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS is inadequate;
therefore, no further response can be provided.

15-11

The comment questions the adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS alternatives analysis because it
includes a version of the Tahoe City Lodge project in every alternative except the no project
alternative, and it does not include a reduced density alternative that limits development to
15 units per acre in Kings Beach. When the Placer County Board of Supervisors and the TRPA
Governing Board consider whether to certify the EIR/EIS, the respective Boards will also
determine whether to approve the proposed project or an alternative that is found: 1) to meet
most of the project objectives, 2) to be feasible, and 3) to either avoid or substantially lessen
any of the significant adverse effects of the project. The CEQA Guidelines provide the following:
The range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that
requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned
choice. The alternatives shall be limited to ones that would avoid or substantially
lessen any of the significant effects of the project. Of those alternatives, the EIR need
examine in detail only the ones that the lead agency determines could feasibly attain
most of the basic objectives of the project. (Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)).
The Area Plan alternatives and Tahoe City Lodge alternatives are logically paired, but with
separate analyses. The TRPA Governing Board and Placer County Board of Supervisors could,
at their discretion, adopt the Area Plan and not approve the Tahoe City Lodge project; the
boards are not constrained to select one of the paired Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge project
alternatives.
Regarding the request to reduce densities in Kings Beach to 15 units per acre, while the Draft
EIR/EIS does not include an alternative that includes this specifically, Alternative 3, Reduced
Intensity Area Plan/Reduced Height Lodge, includes elements of the proposed project, but
modifies elements to respond to scoping comments. Alternative 3 expands certain
environmental performance standards, limits maximum height and density, and limits
maximum land coverage. As described in CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, “[a]n EIR need
not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather it must consider a reasonable
range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision making and public
participation.” Thus, no changes to the document are required and no additional alternatives
need to be evaluated.

15-12

The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS defers cumulative analysis to local agencies
and future individual projects. The Draft EIR/EIS does not defer required analysis. The
cumulative analysis considers the potential effects of proposed policies in concert with
existing regulations and environmental protection measures and appropriately cites project
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level environmental review and permitting requirements when considering the potential for
cumulative effects. See Chapter 19 of the Draft EIR/EIS.
15-13

The comment raises a series of questions related to land use, which are addressed below:


Analysis of Resort Recreation Areas: The Draft EIR/EIS did not evaluate the
establishment of Resort Recreation zones within the Plan area because they are not a
component of the Area Plan. Any future proposal to establish Resort Recreation zones
within the Plan area would require an amendment to the TRPA Regional Plan and
separate environmental review.



Future Status of Plan Area Statements: Impact 5-2 on pages 5-18 through 5-26
describes the proposed land use changes. Additionally, Table 3-3 on page 3-17 provides
a summary of use changes within each plan area statement (PAS). The potential impacts
from use changes are analyzed in Chapters 5 through 20 of the Draft EIR/EIS. PASs that
are not listed or included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EIS would have no changes
under the proposed Area Plan. PASs would be consolidated into the Area Plan
Implementing Regulations rather than dispersed as individual documents.



Evaluation of the North Stateline Town Center: As described on page 3-15 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, the North Stateline community would be designated as a special planning area
where existing development standards would remain in effect after the adoption of the
proposed Area Plan. A future plan for the North Stateline Town Center would be
processed as an Area Plan amendment with a separate environmental review.



Scenic Simulations and Protection of Aesthetic Resources: The comment requests photo
simulations depicting the town centers and Tahoe City Lodge at maximum height and
density, and states that the Area Plan should include criteria for ridgeline, viewshed, and
night sky protection. The simulations of Tahoe City Lodge under Alternative 1, on
pages 9-25 through 9-40 of the Draft EIR/EIS, represent the maximum height and
density for the project. Additionally, Impact 9-3 beginning on page 9-47 of the Draft
EIR/EIS, describes the additional light pollution protection measures contained in the
Area Plan. The Area Plan’s protection features for views of ridgelines and other scenic
resources are discussed in Impact 9-1 on page 9-20.

15-14

The comment expresses concern that the provision in the proposed Area Plan that would
allow limited conversions of CFA to TAUs would result in additive development with
environmental effects. The comment also asserts that enlarging town center boundaries and
calculating coverage and density for the Tahoe City Lodge project without consolidating
parcels would be growth inducing. Please refer to the response to comment 15-4, which
addresses the conversion of CFA to TAUs. Regarding calculation of coverage and density
without consolidation of parcels, please refer to the response to comment 15-5. With respect
to the comment’s reference to enlarging TRPA town center boundaries, please refer to
page 3-9 and Exhibit 3-3 in the Draft EIR/EIS, which describe the proposed Tahoe City Town
Center boundary revision. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed revision would
modify portions of the town center boundary and result in a net reduction in the size of the
town center by approximately 2.91 acres. The environmental effects of the proposed
boundary revision are analyzed in Chapters 5 through 20 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment
provides no evidence or indication that the environmental analysis of this proposed provision
is incomplete or technically inadequate.

15-15

The comment expresses concern about ridgelines and viewsheds. The Draft EIR/EIS
evaluates the effects of the proposed Area Plan on scenic quality (including effects on
ridgelines and scenic vistas) on pages 9-15 to 9-22. Contrary to the comment’s assertion,
the proposed Area Plan does not simply defer to a policy in the Regional Plan. Instead it
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includes specific design standards, guidelines, and ordinances to address scenic resource
protection. (See, for example, proposed Area Plan Implementing Regulations Sections 2.09,
3.09, and 3.10.) The Draft EIR/EIS summarizes these requirements on page 9-20, and
appropriately analyzes the effects of the proposed Area Plan in light of the applicable
ordinances and standards proposed within the Area Plan.
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Tahoe Marina Lakefront
August 14, 2016

The comment expresses concern regarding the lake side shared-use path and potential
adverse impacts associated with the shared-use path. See Master Response 5, Tahoe
Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.
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17

Comments and Responses

Truckee North Tahoe Transportation Management Association
August 15, 2016

17-1

The comment expresses support for Area Plan policies and programs, and is acknowledged.

17-2

The comment is related to the Tahoe City Mobility Plan and the Lakeside Trail missing link or
planned multi-use trail segment between Commons Beach and the Wye in Tahoe City. See
Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of
this Final EIR/EIS.

17-3

The comment expresses support for Area Plan policies and programs and suggests an edit to
the Area Plan, which has been included in the Final Area Plan document.

17-4

The comment poses two questions related to planned environmental improvement projects
listed in Part 8 of the Area Plan. The first question inquires as to the status of the Kings
Beach share-use path project, identified as the Chipmunk to Secline Bike Path in Table 8.2 of
the Area Plan. This project is planned for future analysis and is not currently an active project
application. The second question asks about the Basin-Wide Transit Operations project listed
in Table 8.2 of the Area Plan. This project is a U.S. Forest Service environmental
improvement program project intended to help fund the West Shore Transit System and
implement seasonal transit service on State Route 28 between Spooner Summit and Incline
Village. The project was recently completed, and accordingly, this project has been removed
from the Final Area Plan document.

17-5

The comment suggests corrections and edits to the Tahoe Basin Area Plan which have been
included in the Final Area Plan document.
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