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3.4 INDIVIDUALS 

 

Letter 

18 

Sally Anderson 

August 11, 2016 

 

18-1 The comment expresses opposition to adjustment of the Kings Beach Town Center boundary 

and the shared-use path along Brockway Vista Avenue. Please see Master Response 4, Kings 

Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

19 

Jamie Arno 

July 26, 2016 

 

19-1 The comment expresses opposition to and concern regarding the potential environmental effects 

of the shared-use path along the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property. See Master Response 5, 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

19-2 The comment states that the location of the rooftop open bar, hot tubs and pool, and social 

space will produce appreciable noise for the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property owners, and 

suggests that these features be re-located to the center of the lodge property. The comment 

is correct with respect to potential noise effects related to the rooftop features of the lodge. 

These effects would be similar to those contemplated for clubhouse-related event noise in 

Impact 13-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Impact 13-5 is revised in this Final EIR/EIS to further 

address the concerns raised in this comment. These changes are presented in Chapter 2, 

“Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,” of this Final EIR/EIS and below.  

 Impact 13-5, which begins on page 13-36, is revised to read as follows:   

Impact 13-5: Outdoor event noise generated during operation of the Tahoe 

City Lodge and related to the relocated golf course clubhouse 

For all the Area Plan alternatives, the change in land uses would not result in any new 

land uses that would include noise-generating activities on building rooftops in the 

Plan area. Also, the change in land uses would not result in any new land uses that 

host outdoor events or an increase in the frequency of noise-generating outdoor 

events at existing land uses in the Plan area. Therefore, there would be no impact at 

the program level related to noise-generating outdoor events activities with Area Plan 

Alternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4. 

With Lodge Alternatives 1 and 2, a rooftop terrace with a swimming pool, bar, and 

food and beverage deck would be included in the design of the Tahoe City Lodge. 

Noise generated by activity on the rooftop terrace would not exceed applicable TRPA 

land use-based CNEL standards at off-site noise-sensitive receptors; however, noise 

generated by activity on the rooftop terrace could exceed applicable noise standards 

established by the Placer County Noise Ordinance at residences on the Tahoe Marina 

Lakefront property across the street. At the project level, tThe frequency and effects 

of noise-generating outdoor events at the golf course clubhouse would 

increasechange with Alternatives 1 and 3. Noise generated by outdoor events at the 

new golf clubhouse with Alternatives 1 and 3 would not exceed applicable TRPA land 

use-based CNEL standards at off-site noise-sensitive receptors; however, noise 

generated by outdoor events could exceed applicable noise standards established by 

the Placer County Noise Ordinance at such thatexisting nearby off-site residential 

receptorscould be exposed to noise exterior levels that exceed the noise level 

standards for sensitive receptors established in the Placer County Noise Ordinance.  

In summary, county noise standards could be exceeded by noise-generating activities 

on the rooftop terrace under Alternatives 1 and 2, and by noise generated by outdoor 

events at the golf course under Alternatives 1 and 3. Theseis exceedances of county 

noise standards would be a significant impact under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. 

Implementation of Mitigation Measure 13-5 would ensure that noise levels generated 

by the rooftop terrace (under Alternatives 1 and 2) and by outdoor events near the 

expanded, relocated golf course clubhouse (under Alternatives 1 and 3) would not 
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exceed Placer County Noise Ordinance Standards at nearby residential land uses. 

Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

With Lodge Alternatives 2 and 4, no changes to the lodge would occur. Also, the 

location of outdoor events at the golf course would not change and there would be no 

change in event-related noise levels. Thus, there would be resulting in no impact with 

Alternative 4. 

  

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Program-Level Analysis 

The program-level analysis of noise land use compatibility that would occur under the 

Area Plan alternatives tiers from the program-level analysis in the RPU EIS. Separate 

analyses are provided for each Area Plan alternative below. 

Alternative 1: Proposed Area Plan 

With Area Plan Alternative 1 the change in land uses would not result in any new land 

uses that would include outdoor noise-generating activities on building rooftops or 

terraces or that would host outdoor events or an increase in the frequency of noise-

generating outdoor events at existing land uses in the Plan area. Therefore, there 

would be no impact at the program level related to noise-generating outdoor events. 

Alternative 2: Area Plan with No Substitute Standards 

With Area Plan Alternative 2 the change in land uses would not result in any new land 

uses that would include outdoor noise-generating activities on building rooftops or 

terraces or that would host outdoor events or an increase in the frequency of noise-

generating outdoor events at existing land uses in the Plan area. Therefore, there 

would be no impact at the program level related to noise-generating outdoor events. 

Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity Area Plan 

With Area Plan Alternative 3 the change in land uses would not result in any new land 

uses that would include outdoor noise-generating activities on building rooftops or 

terraces or that would host outdoor events or an increase in the frequency of noise-

generating outdoor events at existing land uses in the Plan area. Therefore, there 

would be no impact at the program level related to noise-generating outdoor events. 

Alternative 4: No Project 

With Area Plan Alternative 4 the change in land uses would not result in any new land 

uses that would include outdoor noise-generating activities on building rooftops or 

terraces or that would host outdoor events or an increase in the frequency of noise-

generating outdoor events at existing land uses in the Plan area. Therefore, there 

would be no impact at the program level related to noise-generating outdoor events. 

Tahoe City Lodge Project-Level Analysis 

Alternative 1: Proposed Lodge 

With Alternative 1, a rooftop terrace with a swimming pool, bar, and food and beverage 

deck would be included on the fourth story of the Tahoe City Lodge. Noise generated 

on the terrace may consist of kids and adults playing in the pool, people socializing 

over food, and occasional performances with amplified music. The nearest off-site 

receptors would be the existing residential and tourist accommodation units at the 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront property, which is across the street (i.e., SR 28) from the 

Tahoe City Lodge. The rooftop terrace would be located approximately 225 feet from 

the nearest building at the Tahoe Marina Lakefront Property, which is part of Special 
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Area #4 of the Tahoe City Community Plan under existing conditions and Alternative 4 

and the MU-NT zoning district under Area Plan Alternatives 1 through 3. The applicable 

TRPA land use-based CNEL standard for this area is 55 CNEL (TRPA 1994:II-14 and II-

15; Draft Area Plan page 115) in both the Tahoe City Community Plan and Area Plan.  

As described in Section 13.3, “Environmental Setting,” a noise analysis recently 

conducted for a proposed wintertime ice rink at the golf course used reference noise 

levels of 70 dB Leq and 65 dB CNEL at a distance of 50 feet for music and skating 

activity at the proposed ice rink (J.C. Brennan & Associates 2016:12). Based on noise 

analyses of other outdoor events (Bollard Acoustic Consultants 2015:13 and 15.), it 

is estimated that the Lmax would be approximately 5 dB greater than the hourly Leq 

noise level, or 75 dB Lmax. This analysis assumes that noise generated by people and 

music on the rooftop terrace would generate similar noise levels. Thus, it is estimated 

that the nearest building at the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property could be exposed to 

noise levels of 52 CNEL, 57 dB Leq, and 62 dB Lmax. This estimate includes no ground 

attenuation due to the acoustically hard surfaces in the area. See Appendix J for 

calculations of noise attenuation. This level of noise exposure would not exceed the 

55 CNEL noise threshold established by TRPA in the Tahoe City Community Plan 

(TRPA 1994:II-14 and II-15) or the Area Plan (page 115).  

Placer County’s Leq and Lmax standards are used to make a significance determination 

for the purpose of conducting CEQA environmental review. As shown in Table 13-7, 

the Placer County Noise Ordinance establishes daytime noise standards of 55 dB Leq 

and 70 dB Lmax and nighttime noise standards of 45 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax for noise-

sensitive receptors. However, the Placer County Noise Ordinance includes two 

separate considerations relevant to this analysis. First, the sound level standards 

specified in Table 13-7 shall be lowered by 5 dB for noise that consists of speech or 

music. Second, in no case shall the sound level standard be lower than the ambient 

sound level plus 5 dB. Therefore, this analysis takes into account the existing noise 

levels at the Tahoe Marina Lakefront community. As explained in Impact 13-4 on 

page 13-14, the predominant noise source near the Tahoe City Lodge site is traffic 

traveling on SR 28. As shown by the modeled existing traffic noise levels in Table 13-

8, the 55 CNEL traffic noise contour along the segment of SR 28 between the Tahoe 

City Lodge and the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property (i.e., the segment of SR 28 

between the Wye and Grove Street) extends approximately 200 feet from the 

highway’s edge. Three of the buildings at Tahoe Marina Lakefront property are 

located with this 55 CNEL traffic noise contour. This means that, under existing 

conditions, the buildings at the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property that are closest to 

the Tahoe City Lodge already experience ambient noise levels of 55 CNEL or higher. 

Thus, noise levels generated by activity on the rooftop terrace, when expressed using 

the CNEL metric, would not be noticeable at the Tahoe Marina Lakefront, because 

they would not result in an increase of 3 dB CNEL or greater.  

Traffic volumes traveling on SR 28 and their resultant noise levels can fluctuate 

throughout the day, hour by hour. This means that hourly Leq traffic noise levels at the 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront property may be as low as 50 dB Leq during evening and 

nighttime hours when traffic is light. This suggests that, to be conservative, no 

adjustment should be made to the Noise Ordinance standards to account for existing 

traffic noise levels and, because noise-generating activity on the terrace would 

include speech and music, the standards applied in this analysis should be an hourly 

Leq of 50 dB and an Lmax of 65 dB during daytime and nighttime hours. Based on the 

noise levels for similar types of activity, the hourly noise level of 57 dB Leq from 

activity on the rooftop terrace could exceed the hourly Leq standard of 50 dB at the 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront property.  
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Also Wwith Alternative 1, the existing clubhouse at the golf course would be 

demolished and a new, expanded clubhouse would be constructed at the site of the 

existing putting green just west of the sixth tee. Accordingly, the location of outdoor 

events would be moved as well and, hence, be closer to nearest off-site residences 

than under existing conditions. Though the types of noise-generating outdoor events 

would not change, the frequency of such events may increase.  

The new location of outdoor events could be as close as 150 feet from the nearest off-

site residence, which iswould be about 50 feet closer than the current location of 

outdoor events and is part of the Fairway Tract Plan Area Statement (PAS 002) (TRPA 

2002). As described in Section 13.3, “Environmental Setting,” above, a noise analysis 

recently conducted for a proposed wintertime ice rink at the golf course used reference 

noise levels of 70 dB Leq and 65 dB CNEL at a distance of 50 feet for music and 

skating activity at the proposed ice rink (J.C. Brennan & Associates 2016:12). Based on 

noise analyses of other outdoor events (Bollard Acoustic Consultants 2015:13 and 

15.), it is estimated that the Lmax generated by such events would be approximately 5 

dB greater than the hourly Leq noise level, or 75 dB Lmax. Assuming that summertime 

outdoor events near the new clubhouse would produce similar sound levels, it is 

estimated that the nearest residence would be exposed to noise levels of 53 CNEL, 58 

dB Leq, and 63 dB Lmax during outdoor events near the new clubhouse. See Appendix J 

for calculations of noise attenuation. This level of noise exposure would not exceed the 

55 CNEL noise threshold established by TRPA in the Fairway Tract PAS (002) (TRPA 

2002:3). As a result, this impact would be less than significant for the purposes of 

TRPA environmental review. Noise generated by outdoor events near the new 

clubhouse would exceed the daytime noise standards of 50 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax and 

the nighttime noise standards of 40 dB Leq and 60 dB Lmax for noise-sensitive receptors 

established in the Placer County Noise Ordinance (Table 13-7).  

In summary, noise generated on the rooftop terrace at the lodge and by outdoor 

events near the relocated golf course clubhouse would not exceed applicable TRPA 

CNEL thresholds at off-site noise-sensitive receptors. As a result, this impact would 

be less than significant for the purposes of TRPA environmental review. 

Activity on the rooftop terrace at the lodge could expose nearby off-site residences at 

the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property to noise levels of 57 dB Leq, which would exceed 

the daytime hourly noise standard of 50 dB Leq and the nighttime hourly noise 

standard of 45 dB Leq established by the Placer County Noise Ordinance. In addition, 

noise generated by outdoor events near the new golf course clubhouse would exceed 

the daytime noise standards of 50 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax and the nighttime noise 

standards of 40 dB Leq and 60 dB established in the Placer County Noise Ordinance 

Lmax for noise-sensitive receptors. As a result, this would be a significant impact for 

the purposes of CEQA environmental review.  

Alternative 2: Reduced Scale Lodge 

With Alternative 2, the clubhouse at the golf course would not be relocated and special 

outdoor events at the golf course would take place at the same location that they do 

now. Thus, the level of noise exposure from outdoor events at nearby residential land 

uses would not change. Thus, there would be no impact related to outdoor event noise. 

A rooftop terrace with a swimming pool, bar, and food and beverage deck would be 

included on the third story of the Tahoe City Lodge with Alternative 2. The potential 

impact of noise generated by activity on the rooftop terrace would be the same as for 

Alternative 1. As described in the above analysis for Alternative 1, this impact would be 

less than significant for the purposes of TRPA environmental review, and this impact 

would be significant for the purposes of CEQA environmental review. 
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Alternative 3: Reduced Height Lodge 

With Alternative 3, a rooftop terrace would not be included in the design of the Tahoe 

City Lodge. Thus, nearby off-site noise-sensitive receptors would not be exposed to 

increased noise levels associated with operation of the Tahoe City Lodge. However, 

Wwith Alternative 3, as with Alternative 1, the existing clubhouse at the golf course 

would be demolished and a new clubhouse would be constructed at the site of the 

existing putting green just west of the sixth tee. The levels of noise exposure at 

nearby residential land uses would be the same with Alternative 3 as with 

Alternative 1. Noise levels from outdoor events would not exceed the 55 CNEL noise 

threshold established by TRPA in the Fairway Tract PAS (002) (TRPA 2002:3). As a 

result, this impact would be less than significant for the purposes of TRPA 

environmental review. However, noise generated by outdoor events near the new 

clubhouse would exceed the daytime noise standards of 50 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax 

and the nighttime noise standards of 40 dB Leq and 60 dB Lmax for noise-sensitive 

receptors established in the Placer County Noise Ordinance (Table 13-7). As a result, 

this would be a significant impact for the purposes of CEQA environmental review.  

Alternative 4: No Project 

With Alternative 4, no rooftop terrace would be added to the Tahoe City Lodge. Thus, 

nearby off-site noise-sensitive receptors would not be exposed to increased noise 

levels associated with operation of the Tahoe City Lodge. Also, the clubhouse at the 

golf course would not be relocated and special outdoor events at the golf course 

would continue to take place at the same location that they do now. Thus, the level of 

noise exposure from outdoor events at nearby residential land uses would not 

change. Thus, there would be no impact related to outdoor event noise for the 

purposes of both TRPA and CEQA environmental review.  

Mitigation Measure 13-5, which begins on page 13-38, is also revised to read as follows:   

Mitigation Measure 13-5a: Implement measures to ensure compliance of 

rooftop terrace activities with Placer County Noise Ordinance standards at the 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Property 
The following mitigation measure applies to Lodge Alternatives 1 and 2.  

The applicant for the Tahoe City Lodge project shall ensure that noise generated by 

activity on the rooftop terrace will not expose off-site noise-sensitive receptors, 

including the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property, to noise levels that exceed standards 

established by the Placer County Noise Ordinance (Table 13-7). Noise reduction 

measures that can be implemented to ensure compliance with Placer County Noise 

Ordinance daytime noise standards of 50 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax and nighttime noise 

standards of 40 dB Leq and 60 dB Lmax include but are not limited to the following:  

 Adjust volume settings and orient speakers away from the Tahoe Marina Lakefront 

property.  

 Install a noise-reduction barrier along the edge of the rooftop terrace. This barrier 

may consist of a transparent material to maintain views of the lake. This barrier 

may also serve to limit the level of traffic noise on the rooftop terrace.  

 Outdoor generators shall not be operated on the rooftop terrace.   

 Orient or relocate the rooftop terrace activity area on the Tahoe City Lodge project 

site such that other buildings serve as a sound barrier to project off-site noise-

sensitive receptors.  
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 Prohibit music after 10:00 p.m., if necessary to ensure compliance with Placer 

County Noise Ordinance nighttime noise standards of 40 dB Leq and 60 dB Lmax.  

 Prohibit music at all times, if necessary. 

Prior to groundbreaking for the Tahoe City Lodge project, a qualified acoustic specialist 

shall be selected by the county hired at the project applicant’s expense to verify the 

effectiveness of all selected noise reduction measures. The qualified acoustic 

specialist shall also provide the findings to the county.  

Mitigation Measure 13-5b: Implement measures to ensure compliance by 

outdoor events at the golf course clubhouse with exceedance of Placer County 

Noise Ordinance Sstandards at nearby residential land uses 
The following mitigation measure applies to Lodge Alternatives 1 and 3.  

The Tahoe City Public Utility District shall ensure that noise generated by the 
clubhouse will not expose off-site sensitive receptors, such nearby residences, to 
noise levels that exceed the nighttime noise standards of 40 dB Leq and 60 dB Lmax 
established by the Placer County Noise Ordinance between the hours of 10:00 p.m. 
and 7:00 a.m. The Tahoe City Public Utility District shall prohibit outdoor events near 
the clubhouse or on the golf course between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 
The Tahoe City Public Utility District shall also ensure that Placer County Noise 
Ordinance standards of 50 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax are not exceeded at the property 
line of nearby residences between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 
Subwoofers shall not be used in amplified sound systems at outdoor events.  

Sound level measurements shall be conducted at the property line of the closest 
residential land use during the sound testing of the amplified sound system prior to 
each outdoor event. The sound level meter used for the sound level measurements 
should meet a minimum Type 2 compliance and be fitted with the manufacturer’s 
windscreen and calibrated before use.  

Noise reduction measures that can be implemented to ensure compliance with Placer 
County Noise Ordinance daytime noise standards of 50 dB Leq and 65 dB Lmax include 
but are not limited to the following:  

 Locate outdoor events as far as possible from nearby off-site residences along 
Fairway Drive. If feasible, orient outdoor events such that the new clubhouse serves 
as a sound barrier between the noise-generating outdoor activity and the nearest off-
site residence.  

 Any outdoor generators used during outdoor events shall be located as far as 
possible from nearby off-site residences along Fairway Drive.  

 Adjust volume settings and orient speakers away from off-site residences.  

 If agreed to by nearby homeowners, install a permanent sound barrier (e.g., a wall, 
earthen berm, or berm-wall combination) near the property line of off-site 
residential land uses.  

 If agreed to by nearby homeowners, install a temporary sound barrier during 
outdoor events near the property line of the affected off-site residential land uses. 
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Significance after Mitigation 
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 13-5a would ensure that noise levels 
generated by activity on the rooftop terrace at the Tahoe City Lodge under 
Alternatives 1 and 2 would not exceed Placer County Noise Ordinance Standards at 
the Tahoe Marina Lakefront Property. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 13-5b 
would ensure that noise levels generated by outdoor events near the expanded, 
relocated golf course clubhouse associated with Lodge Alternatives 1 and 3 would 
not exceed Placer County Noise Ordinance Standards at nearby residential land uses. 
Therefore, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level.  

The following source is added to the list of noise references under the heading, “Chapter 13, 
Noise,” which begins on page 22-12 in Chapter 22, “References”. 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 1994 (February). Tahoe City Community Plan. 
Stateline, NV. 

The following noise attenuation calculations sheet is added to Appendix J.  
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19-3 The comment suggests that parking for the Tahoe City Lodge has not been analyzed. This is 

incorrect. Pages 10-48 through 10-55 of the Draft EIR/EIS include a detailed analysis of 

parking demand and supply for the Tahoe City Lodge. A portion of the parking on the golf 

course property would be immediately adjacent to the northwest side of the lodge. Overall, 

approximately 53 percent of the lodge peak parking demand can be accommodated on 

spaces that are more convenient or equally convenient as on-street spaces. Some of the 

shared lodge/golf course parking would require a longer walk to the lodge (up to 

approximately 600 feet) than would use of existing on-street parking (or parking in the public 

lot on the southwest corner of SR 28 and Commons Beach Road). While it is possible that 

some lodge guests or employees could choose to park in these existing public spaces (even 

though parking spaces are available near the golf course clubhouse), parking spaces along 

SR 28 are limited to 2-hours only during the day, in winter overnight parking on SR 28 is 

prohibited, and Tahoe Marina Lakefront parking is already signed and chained to prohibit 

parking by others. See also response to comment 12-42. 
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Letter 

20 

Wally Auerbach 

August 12, 2016 

 

20-1 The comment expresses concern related to parcels located in the Lake Forest area, including 

Assessor’s Parcel Numbers 094-171-004, -005, -009, -010, and -011, and 094-140-066, -

067, and -068. These parcels are classified as Mixed-Use on the TRPA Regional Plan Land 

Use Classification map and the intent of the Area Plan is to adopt the Regional Plan Land Use 

Map with limited modifications. Accordingly, Area Plan Figure 4-5 has classified these parcels 

as Mixed-Use consistent with the TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification map. However, 

it is also the intent of the Area Plan to carry forward existing plan area statement (PAS) 

regulatory provisions outside of town centers. Parcels noted in this area are contained within 

the existing Special Area #1 of PAS 008 (Lake Forest) and have been designated as the Lake 

Forest Subdistrict Special Area #1 in the proposed Area Plan (Area Plan Implementing 

Regulations Chapter 2.03.Q). Under this subdistrict, the current regulatory provisions of PAS 

008 Special Area #1 (i.e., permissible uses and development standards) are being carried 

forward in the Area Plan. This area is recognized as a residential subdistrict, is not 

designated as a Mixed-Use zoning district, and is intended to serve as residential 

neighborhood of the existing type and character as specified in the Area Plan. Because this 

comment is related to the Area Plan and not the Draft EIR/EIS, it does not raise any issue to 

the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for 

consideration during project review.   
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Letter 

21 

Sumy Augenstein 

July 16, 2016 

 

21-1 The comment references the preferred alignment for the shared-use path connecting 

Commons Beach to Fanny Bridge in Tahoe City, as well as other concerns regarding potential 

adverse impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment also 

suggests an alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

22 

Jeffrey Brekas 

August 15, 2016 

 

22-1 The comment expresses opposition to and references potential adverse impacts related to 

the development of the shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge 

through the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina 

Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-15 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-16 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

 

Letter 

23 

Dana Bridgman 

August 14, 2016 

 

23-1 The comment expresses opposition to and references potential adverse impacts related to 

the development of the shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge 

through the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina 

Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

24 

Wayne Bunker 

August 9, 2016 

 

24-1 The comment expresses opposition to and references potential adverse impacts related to 

the development of the shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge 

through the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina 

Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

25 

Thomas and Sherry Campbell 

August 12, 2016 

 

25-1 The comment expresses options to and references potential adverse impacts related to the 

development of the shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge through 

the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront 

Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

26 

Lauren Casparis 

August 15, 2016 

 

26-1 The comment expresses options to and references potential adverse impacts related to the 

development of the shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge through 

the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property. The comment suggests an alternative location for the 

shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use 

Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.  
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Letter 

27 

Doug Cole 

August 14, 2016 

 

27-1 The comment expresses general concerns and questions regarding pedestrian safety, traffic 

congestion, and the Placer County permitting process related to the Tahoe City Lodge. Please 

see Chapter 5, “Land Use,” Chapter 9, “Scenic Resources,” and Chapter 10, “Transportation,” of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, which address in detail the concerns raised in this comment. This comment 

does not raise environmental issues regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

28 

Richard and Alexandra Cooper 

July 12, 2016 

 

28-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. Please see Master 

Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in 

Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

29 

Richard and Alexandra Cooper 

July 18, 2016 

 

29-1 The comment is a duplicate of comment letter 28 above. It expresses opposition to the 

Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of 

Secline Street. Please see Master Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path 

along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

30 

William and Jeanne Cooper 

August 6, 2016 

 

30-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. Please see Master 

Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in 

Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

31 

James Cornell 

July 23, 2016 

 

31-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

32 

Laurie Cornell 

July 22, 2016 

 

32-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential negative 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

33 

Kerry Dantzig 

July 17, 2016 

 

33-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

34 

Christine Davis 

July 13, 2016 

 

34-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. Please see Master 

Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in 

Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

35 

Gary Davis 

No date 

 

35-1 The comment offers support for the project and states that Alternative 1 for the Area Plan 

should be approved because it offers environmental benefits, and provides beneficial policy 

guidance. The comment also states that the Draft EIR/EIS adequately addresses concerns 

regarding any potential environment effects related to the Area Plan. The comment is noted 

for consideration during the review of the merits of the Area Plan and alternatives.    

35-2 The comment states that Alternative 1 for the Tahoe City Lodge Project should be approved.  

The comment also states that the Draft EIR/EIS adequately addresses concerns regarding 

any potential environment effects related to the Tahoe City Lodge Project. The comment is 

noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the lodge project and alternatives.    
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Letter 

36 

Tray DeGuire 

August 12, 2016 

 

36-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center between Deer Street and Beach Street. The comment is brief and 

presumably is referring to the zoning concerns raised in other comment letters related to the 

area south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. Please see Master Response 4, Kings Beach 

Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

37 

Jeanne Eber 

August 14, 2016 

 

37-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

37-2 The comment expresses concern about the open-air bar, potentially with music, on the 4th 

floor of the Tahoe City Lodge. This comment raises the same issue as comment 19-2. Please 

see the response to comment 19-2 regarding outdoor noise sources related to the Tahoe City 

Lodge. 
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Letter 

38 

Dave and Diane Edwards 

July 27, 2016 

 

38-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

39 

Patsy and Dan Edwards 

July 8, 2016 

 

39-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

40 

Jay Garbarino 

August 12, 2016 

 

40-1 The comment requests a change to the Area Plan secondary residential unit program, noting 

that the proposed standard that only allows a 240-square-foot garage for secondary 

residential units should be modified to provide more site design flexibility and to encourage 

construction of secondary units over garages, thereby reducing coverage area. In response to 

this comment, the Area Plan has been revised to limit secondary residential unit garages to 

the maximum size of 576-square feet. Because this comment is not related to the Draft 

EIR/EIS, it does not raise any issues as to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 

EIR/EIS. This Area Plan change does not alter the conclusions with respect to the 

significance of any environmental impact in the Draft EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

41 

Lorraine and Ralph Gordon 

August 11, 2016 

 

41-1 The comment expresses opposition to adjustment of the Kings Beach Town Center boundary 

and the shared-use path along Brockway Vista Avenue. Please see Master Response 4, Kings 

Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

42 

Lorry Gordon 

August 15, 2016 

 

42-1 The comment expresses opposition to the shared-use path along Brockway Vista Avenue. 

Please see Master Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway 

Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

43 

Lorraine and Ralph Gordon, and Robert Falconer 

August 11, 2016 

 

43-1 The comment expresses opposition to adjustment of the Kings Beach Town Center boundary 

and the shared-use path along Brockway Vista Avenue. Please see Master Response 4, Kings 

Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

44 

Marsha Handley 

July 10, 2016 

 

44-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

45 

Brad Hester 

August 13, 2016 

 

45-1 The comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge Project. The comment is noted for 

consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

46 

Carol Hester 

August 12, 2016 

 

46-1 This comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge Project. The comment is noted for 

consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

47 

Donald and Adrienne Hildebrandt 

July 19, 2016 

 

47-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

47-2 This comment expresses concern that the presence of a bar at the third level of the Tahoe 

City Lodge will create appreciable noise late into the night. The comment also states that the 

noise concern and the proposed parking areas at the Tahoe City Lodge have not been 

adequately evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS. These comments are similar to comments 12-42 

and 19-2 related to parking and rooftop noise, respectively. See responses to comments 12-

42 and 19-2. 
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Letter 

48 

Martin and Suzanne Hirsch 

July 27, 2016 

 

48-1 The comment expresses opposition to adjustment of the Kings Beach Town Center boundary 

and the shared-use path along Brockway Vista Avenue. Please see Master Response 4, Kings 

Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

49 

Debbie Kelly-Hogan 

August 5, 2016 

 

49-1 The comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge Project. The comment is noted for 

consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

50 

June Johnsen 

August 16, 2016 

 

50-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina 

Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

51 

Ross Kaiser 

July 23, 2016 

 

51-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

52 

Renee Koijane 

August 14, 2016 

 

52-1 This comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge Project. The comment is noted for 

consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

53 

Bryan Kreul 

August 15, 2016 

 

53-1 This comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge Project, specifically Alternative 1. 

The comment is noted for consideration during project review.    
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Letter 

54 

Gregg Lien 

August 15, 2016 

 

54-1 These comments express a legal conclusion that the 50-foot easement providing access to 

the Tahoe City Lodge Project is not appurtenant to the project applicant’s property. This claim 

has been withdrawn by the commenter in a subsequent letter dated August 22, 2016 (see 

letter 54A below). The comment further expresses a legal conclusion that use of the 

easements as part of the project would result in an overburden of the easements. The 

project applicant has provided the county with all documentation necessary for the county to 

process the application, including evidence of recorded access rights. Further, the county 

has reviewed pertinent legal authority and disagrees with the legal conclusion expressed in 

this comment. Because this comment does not raise significant environmental issues and is 

unrelated to the Draft EIR/EIS environmental analysis, no further response is required.        

54-2 This comment further articulates concerns about use of the easement across the Bechdolt 

property, describing that this would be a taking. Please see response to comment 54-1 

above. The comment also addresses parking, and appears to claim that no on-site parking is 

proposed. Potential parking impacts are analyzed on pages 10-48 through 10-58 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS, which concludes that the project’s on-site parking supply would meet or 

exceed the parking demand, and the parking impacts would be less than significant.       

54-3 The comment relates to the adequacy of the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS. The TRPA 

TransCAD model forecasts for buildout conditions includes traffic volume and VMT forecasts 

based on land uses that include all potential development within the Tahoe Basin, including 

those projects that have been approved but not yet developed (such as Boulder Bay and 

Homewood Mountain Resort), and other reasonably foreseeable projects, such those listed 

in Table 19-2 in Chapter 19, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft EIR/EIS. As described in 

Appendix G-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the TRPA TransCAD model was found to not fully account 

for the traffic growth entering/exiting the study area via SR 267 and SR 89. Accordingly, the 

greater traffic forecasts reflecting the buildout of potential land uses in the Town of Truckee 

(such as Joerger Ranch and the Railyard Project) and Martis Valley (including the Martis 

Valley West project) contained in the Truckee/Martis model were used to increase the 

volumes and VMT within the Tahoe Region. Absent an existing model in the Squaw 

Valley/Alpine Meadows area, the Draft EIR/EIS analysis used the most-recent available 

forecasts for four proposed developments in the Squaw Valley and Alpine Meadows areas, 

including the Village at Squaw Valley Draft EIR, assuming full development within a 20-year 

period.   

 While the regional VMT issue is a textbook example of cumulative impacts, it is useful to 

consider the relatively small impact of the Tahoe City Lodge proposal on the attainment of 

the region-wide VMT threshold. The Tahoe City Lodge project would generate 8,570 VMT (see 

Table 10-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS), while the existing uses on the site (absent any additional 

use of existing floor space) would generate 5,879 VMT, a net increase of 2,691 VMT. The 

available VMT capacity under the proposed Area Plan (Alternative 1) would be 99,304 (see 

Table 10-12 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The Tahoe City Lodge would therefore reflect 2.7 percent 

of the available capacity. See also Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 

of this Final EIR/EIS.   
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Letter 

54A 

Gregg Lien 

August 15, 2016 

 

54A-1 This comment expresses that one of the concerns raised in a previous comment letter dated 

August 15, 2016 (see letter 54) about the 50-foot easement providing access to the Tahoe City 

Lodge project, has been allayed. However, the comment notes continued concern about use of 
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the easement across the Bechdolt property. Please see the response to comment 54-1. Also, 

note that the project applicant has revised the project to meet the on-site parking demand 

without using any parking spaces within the easement area (see revised Exhibit 3-12 

included in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,” or Appendix A of this 

Final EIR/EIS).   
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Letter 

55 

Amy Loebl 

August 14, 2016 

 

55-1 This comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. Please see Master 

Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in 

Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

55-2 This comment expresses concern with the effect of increased height and density in the Kings 

Beach Town Center on water quality, scenic resources, and transportation. These comments 
are acknowledged. The comment offers no specific information about the analysis presented 

in the Draft EIR/EIS so no further response can be provided. The commenter is encouraged 

to review the appropriate chapters of the Draft EIR/EIS pertaining to these specific 

resources. 

55-3 This comment expresses concern with the response time of emergency vehicles and the 

ability of communities to evacuate in the event of a natural disaster. Please see Master 

Response 6, Emergency Access and Evacuation, of this Final EIR/EIS for a discussion of 

emergency response and evacuation within the Plan area. 

55-4 The comment requests that the portion of the Kings Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and 

west of Secline Street be excluded from Mixed-Use zoning. Please see Master Response 4, 

Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this 

Final EIR/EIS. The commenter also requests notification of any plan changes and public 

meetings and to have additional time for public comment submittal.  
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Letter 

56 

Fred and Amy Loebl 

August 11, 2016 

 

56-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. Please see Master 

Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in 

Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

57 

Robert Loebl 

August 11, 2016 

 

57-1 The comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. This comment also requests 

an extension of the public comment period. Please see Master Response 4, Kings Beach 

Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

58 

Ridge Lundwall 

August 9, 2016 

 

58-1 The comment expresses opposition to and concern regarding the potential environmental effects 

of the shared-use path along the Tahoe Marina Lakefront property. See Master Response 5, 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

59 

Kevin and Faye Madigan 

August 11, 2016 

 

59-1 The comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge project and discusses the 

deterioration of the existing structure on the site. The comment is noted for consideration 

during project review. 

59-2 The comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge project and suggests that visitors 

staying at the Tahoe City Lodge would generate lower greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions than 

if they were to stay at other, existing accommodations where wood burning fireplaces are the 

primary source of space heating. The comment suggests that the GHG analysis accounts for 

this beneficial effect of building the Tahoe City Lodge. The comment provides no evidence, 

however, that operation of the Tahoe City Lodge would result in lower visitor occupancy at 

other accommodations that rely solely on wood burning for space heating. 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-77 

 

Letter 

60 

Todd Mather 

August 15, 2016 

 

60-1 This comment expresses overall support for the Tahoe City Lodge, but concern with the 

locations of access and parking. The comment is noted for consideration during project 

review. 
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Letter 

61 

John and Janet McClave 

August 7, 2016 

 

61-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. In addition, the comment suggests 

using the existing sides of the road as an alternative. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina 

Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

62 

Robert and Brady McClintock 

No date 

 

62-1 The comment expresses support for the Area Plan and the Tahoe City Lodge project, 

specifically Alternative 1. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

63 

Billy and Aileen McDonald 

July 27, 2016 

 

63-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. In addition, the comment suggests 

an alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

64 

Richard McDonald 

July 28, 2016 

 

64-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. In addition, the comment suggests 

an alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

65 

Rebecca McFadden 

August 15, 2016 

 

65-1 The comment pertains to the existing roundabouts recently constructed on SR 28 in Kings 

Beach in association with the Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project. The 

configurations of the two roundabouts in Kings Beach were constrained by the available 

right-of-way, and represent the best possible use of the available land area. The location of 

the cross-walks is the standard recommended location for roundabouts (one car length from 

the yield point), which allows drivers to choose an adequate gap in the circulating traffic 

while pedestrians pass behind them. This comment does not pertain to the Area Plan or the 

Tahoe City Lodge and does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 

adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS.  
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Letter 

66 

Gary Mendivil 

July 24, 2016 

 

66-1 The comment requests simplified summaries of the air, noise, GHG, and traffic sections and 

additional discussion of the regulatory environment. These chapters of the EIR/EIS contain 

analyses that are, to the extent possible, written in a manner understandable to the lay 

reader. For a summary of the impact conclusions described in these for these resources, 

please refer to Table 2-1 in Chapter 2, “Executive Summary,” of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

66-2 The comment expresses concern regarding secondary dwellings being used as vacation 

rentals, specifically questioning the capability of the county to enforce a prohibition on use as 

tourist accommodation units. This concern is acknowledged. Given the number of residential 

units in the Plan area, regulating the way in which an individual owner uses his/her 

residence is inherently difficult. To address this concern, policies have been added to the 

Area Plan’s secondary residential unit program. Further, provision to allow secondary 

dwelling units would be implemented in conjunction with a TRPA-Certified Housing Program. 

With this program, the county would be required to document, monitor, and submit annual 

reports to TRPA and enforce the provision of the deed restrictions. All the secondary dwelling 

units would be deed restricted and subject to these reporting and enforcement 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-104 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

requirements. Please see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS.   

66-3 The comment expresses concern regarding the sufficiency of in-lieu fees to adequately 

mitigate employee housing impacts. As set forth in Master Response 3, in-lieu fees provide 

important support for the county’s workforce housing program. In-lieu fees are held in a 

Housing Trust Fund and can only be used for housing. In-lieu fees are used to build 

affordable housing projects through partnerships (such as the Domus project in Kings Beach) 

as a priority, assist first time homebuyers with loans, and rehabilitate housing, among other 

things. Moreover, the county generally allows an applicant to satisfy the workforce housing 

policy by means of an in-lieu fee only if the applicant demonstrates, and the county agrees, 

that other means of complying with the policy are infeasible based on site-specific 

conditions. The comment’s concern about whether in-lieu fees are sufficient is noted, and 

will be forwarded to county decision makers for their consideration. Please see Master 

Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

66-4 The comment requests that the environmental analysis consider the effect of low lake levels 

on boat ramp use and related traffic congestion and suggests additional boat ramps or boat 

ramp extensions as a mitigation measure. The Area Plan makes no changes to shoreline 

regulations nor would any element of the Area Plan contribute to a change in boat ramp use. 

The comment has been forwarded to TRPA staff involved in the Shoreline Planning Initiative 

for its consideration. 

66-5 The comment suggests that visual impacts should not be given the same weight as impacts 

to other natural resources (such as water and air). The comment requests that visual 

impacts be separated from the discussion of environmental impacts to make it easier to 

determine whether the Area Plan has successfully addressed the TRPA environmental 

thresholds. The scenic quality of the landscape and the built environment is a protected 

resource under both CEQA and TRPA regulations. Additionally, scenic resources are one of 

the resources for which TRPA has established threshold standards. The purpose of the 

EIR/EIS is to provide the public and decision-makers with information regarding the 

environmental impacts of the project. The EIR/EIS does not attempt to establish a hierarchy 

of resources appropriate for protection; rather, the EIR/EIS uses adopted thresholds at TRPA 

and the county, without regard to the particular resource at issue. The balance struck by 

decision-makers of the relative environmental impacts will be reflected in their findings 

under CEQA and the Compact. 

66-6 The comment seeks clarity about the statement in Table 2-1 of the Executive Summary on 

page 2-29 that climate change is projected to potentially result in “changes to snowpack 

conditions that could be more favorable for avalanche formation.” The potential for 

avalanche formation is discussed in the third full paragraph on page 12-33 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. How climate change could affect avalanche risk in the Tahoe Basin is an issue that 

is not clearly understood. Steep terrain without dense forest cover, such as those located at 

ski resorts, could be more susceptible to avalanche formation because warm temperatures 

and rain events could create less stable snow conditions.  

66-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS did not have a clear statement of purpose. See 

Section 3.3, “Project Objectives,” beginning on page 3-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS and Section 

1.3, "Agency Roles and Purpose of the EIR/EIS," on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

66-8 The comment restates the concern regarding secondary dwellings being used as vacation 

rentals. Please see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 
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66-9 The comment questions why underground parking was not considered for the Tahoe City 

Lodge project. This option was considered and rejected as infeasible due to the excessive 

cost to construct underground parking. Additionally, the project has proposed parking that 

meets the requirements as defined by the shared-parking demand analysis, while also 

reducing overall coverage in the project area. See Impact 10-8 and Table 10-18 in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. 

66-10 This comment questions the intent of a statement in Chapter 3, Section 3.7.6, “Alternatives 

and Alternative Components Considered but Dismissed from Further Evaluation” at page 3-

39 of the Draft EIR/EIS, related to density modifications in town centers. The statement in 

question addresses a specific type of density modification that was contemplated for town 

center areas in previous versions of the Area Plan. A policy was proposed that would allow 

increased density on parcels within town centers (beyond that allowed for development 

within town centers), provided the increase was balanced by a reduction in density in another 

area of the town center. In response to concerns expressed by the public, this policy was 

eliminated from the Area Plan released concurrently with the Draft EIR/EIS and was 

therefore not included in the environmental analysis.   

66-11 The comment suggests that it would be informative to discuss changes in developed 

recreation and undeveloped recreation lands that could occur because of the Area Plan. As 

described on page 3-9 in Chapter 3, “Proposed Project and Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR/EIS 

and illustrated in Figure 4-5 in the Area Plan, the Area Plan includes limited changes to 

recreation designations. Proposed changes include: (1) those that would occur at the Tahoe 

City Golf Course as a result of the Tahoe City Town Center boundary changes (i.e., the land 

use designation of the Wetlands Basin and area adjacent to the golf course would be 

changed from Mixed-Use to Recreation, and the remaining portion of the golf course [outside 

the town center boundary] would be changed from Residential to Recreation); and (2) the 

change in land use classification of approximately 61 acres in PAS 174 (64-Acre Tract) from 

Residential to Recreation. These changes were made in the Area Plan to reflect the existing 

developed recreation sites in these locations. These changes would not substantially change 

the existing land use patterns in the Plan area. Developed and undeveloped resources within 

the Plan area are discussed in detail and mapped in Exhibit 17-1 in Chapter 17, 

“Recreation.” In responses to this comment, a cross-reference to Chapter 17 has been 

added to the setting discussion in Chapter 5, “Land Use.” This change is presented in 

Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.” The addition does not alter the 

EIR/EIS conclusions or the significance of any impact. 

 A sentence has been added following the first sentence on page 5-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS: 

In Tahoe City tourist accommodations are located along SR 28, clustered near the 

“Wye” and Granlibakken Resort. More detailed information on recreation resources, 

including developed and undeveloped recreation sites, is included in Chapter 17, 

“Recreation.” 

66-12 The comment questions how the reclassification of the golf course as open space would 

align with the partnership goal of the purchasing agencies. As described in Chapter 3, 

page 3-28 the deed restriction for the portions of the golf course outside of the proposed 

town center boundary would prevent further expansion of the town center boundary but 

would not hinder public service, recreation, and conservation uses. The goals of the Tahoe 

City Golf Course MOU align with these land uses. 

66-13 The comment reiterates concern regarding use of secondary dwellings as vacation rentals. 

Please see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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66-14 The comment expresses concern that deed restriction of the golf course to allow only 

recreation, public service (e.g., local public health and safety facilities, pipelines and power 

transmission facilities, and transportation routes), and conservation uses would conflict with 

the Tahoe City Golf Course MOU. Heliports or Helipads (emergency use only) are classified as 

public service uses and would not be eliminated by the adoption of the proposed deed 

restriction. A complete list of permissible uses is included in Table 2.07.I-1 of the Area Plan 

Implementing Regulations.  

66-15 The comment posits that a lack of affordable housing on the North Shore and West Shore of 

Lake Tahoe and the effect of short-term vacation rentals forces in-Basin employees to live 

outside the region and commute to their jobs, which increases VMT. While availability of 

affordable housing is an issue in the Plan area and in the Tahoe Basin generally, 

implementation of any of the action alternatives would reduce VMT relative to the no project 

alternative, and Alternatives 1 and 3 would reduce VMT below existing levels. Moreover, as 

set forth in the EIR/EIS, TRPA is currently in compliance with the VMT threshold. 

The comment also points out that the Tahoe Basin portion of Placer County was assigned 

328 units of affordable housing by the Tahoe Regional Housing Needs Report, however, as 

reported in the Draft EIR/EIS, only 103 units current exist within the Plan area. This comment 

identifies an error in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 328 housing units cited in the Draft EIR/EIS are 

the total number of units across all income levels. Approximately 64.8%, or 213, of these 

units would be very-low-income, low-income, or moderate-income units (Placer County 2013, 

page 49). State law requires that Placer County identify sites that can be developed for 

housing for each income category within the planning period (2013 to 2021). As described in 

the Placer County General Plan Housing Element (Placer County 2013), the county has 

identified an inventory of vacant land suitable for residential development and demonstrated 

that the county has residential capacity in excess of the “Fair Share” assigned in the Tahoe 

Regional Housing Needs Report.  

 

In response to this comment, the third paragraph on page 6-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS is 

modified as follows:  

 

State law requires each community in California to address its “fair share” of the 

region’s housing needs through its Housing Element. Sacramento Area Council of 

Governments (SACOG) is responsible for allocating the “fair share” of this total to the 

counties and cities in the Sacramento region, including Placer County. In allocating 

each jurisdiction’s share of housing, SACOG assessed factors such as job growth, 

water and sewer capacity, land availability, proximity to transit, and market demand. 

According to SACOG, between 2013 and 2021, Placer County must provide enough 

land for a total of 5,031 housing units to be built that are affordable at very-low, low, 

moderate, and above-moderate income levels (Placer County 2013c:62). (Although 

there is not a specific allocation identified for eastern Placer County or the Sierra 

specifically, the Housing Background Report assumes 328 of the 5,031 affordable 

total housing units for the Tahoe Basin.) The Plan area currently contains 15 

extremely low, 39 very-low income units, 21 low-income units, and 2 moderate-

income/manager’s units (see Table 6-6). 

66-16 The comment questions the conclusion that the change in the number of jobs resulting from 

the lodge alternatives would not result in any physical, adverse environmental effects 

considering the high percentage of employees that reside outside the Tahoe Basin. The 

comment states that an increase in employees would create an increase in vehicle miles 

traveled. Full-time equivalent employee (FTEE) numbers are provided for each of the lodge 

alternatives in Table 6-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Relative to existing conditions, Lodge 

Alternative 1 would generate an additional 33 FTEEs, Lodge Alternative 2 would generate five 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-107 

fewer FTEEs, Lodge Alternative 3 would generate an additional 21 FTEEs, and Lodge 

Alternative 4 (No Project) would generate an additional 25 FTEEs. Relative to the No Project 

condition (Alternative 4), Lodge Alternative 1 would generate eight additional FTEEs. The 

increase in FTEEs relative to existing conditions under any of the alternatives is not 

substantial and would not contribute substantially to any physical, adverse environmental 

effects.   

 

The analysis in Impact 10-1 characterizes the types of trips that would be generated by a 

lodge project and recognizes on page 10-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS that, “much of the trip 

generation of a lodge consists of employee trips, or guest trips made while the guest is 

staying at the lodge.” The analysis also explains on page 10-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS that the 

traffic analysis considered project traffic, including employee trips, that traveled on SR 89 

north of Tahoe City and, therefore, trips between the project site and the Truckee area. 

Impact 10-4 contemplates the vehicle miles traveled (VMT) associated with trips generated 

by the lodge that travel on SR 89 north of Tahoe City as shown in Table 10-13 on page 10-40 

of the Draft EIR/EIS. Because the analyses in the air quality, noise, and GHG resource 

chapters relied on traffic volume data developed for the transportation analysis (see pages 

11-12, 12-12, and 13-16 of the Draft EIR/EIS), the effects of new employee trips that travel 

outside of the Tahoe Basin generated by the lodge are considered in the Draft EIR/EIS for 

these resources as well. To clarify that the increase in jobs would not contribute substantially 

to physical, adverse effects, the discussion is revised in the Final EIR/EIS. These changes are 

presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,” and below. The 

correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any impact. 

 

The last sentence on page 6-17 is revised to read as follows: 

There is no evidence to suggest that the increase in number of jobs as a result of 

Lodge Alternative 1 would result in substantialany physical, adverse environmental 

effects. 

 The second to last sentence of the second full paragraph on page 6-18 is revised to read as 

follows: 

There is no evidence to suggest that the loss of businesses and number of jobs 

would result in substantial any physical, adverse environmental effects. 

The Draft EIR/EIS describes the Tahoe Lodge projects’ workforce housing proposal as 

follows: 

As required by Placer County General Plan Policy C-2, the lodge project would provide 

for employee housing for 50 percent of the projects increase in FTEE when compared 

to the employment potential of the existing development at the site. Although FTEE at 

the project site is 36.94 under existing conditions, the FTEE of the site under full 

occupancy is 61.41 (see Alternative 4 in Table 6-9 below). The Alternative 1 lodge 

would increase FTEE by 4.78 over the employment potential of the project site under 

full occupancy. The applicant would be responsible for the equivalent of 2.39 

employee housing units, which they have indicated would be provided via in-lieu fees 

paid to the county in support of moderate and low income housing programs. The fee 

amount would be determined by the county and paid by the applicant prior to final 

permit approval. 

  (Draft EIR/EIS, page 6-17.) 

The lodge project proposes to pay an in-lieu fee, rather than provide on-site workforce 

housing, in view of the small number of units required for the project, and the difficulty of 
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accommodating them on-site in view of other restrictions imposed on redevelopment of the 

site (e.g., restrictions on coverage, height limitations, set-backs from SR 28). These 

restrictions make it infeasible to provide on-site work-force housing. With respect to how in-

lieu fees are used to satisfy workforce housing needs, please see Master Response 3. 

66-17 The comment reiterates concern regarding use of secondary dwellings as vacation rentals, 

specifically questioning the capability of the county to enforce a prohibition on use as tourist 

accommodation units. Please see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of 

this Final EIR/EIS. 

66-18 The comment questions how the in-lieu fee program used to meet the employee housing 

requirement will mitigate employee housing impacts over time. Please see Master 

Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

The comment cites the Tahoe Vista Partners project. The Tahoe Vista project has not been 

constructed, and therefore has not provided on-site workforce housing, although such 

housing is required. It should be noted that the Tahoe Vista site is a larger property, and is 

not subject to the same development constraints as the lodge location. 

66-19 The comment questions the conclusion that none the Area Plan alternatives would induce 

substantial demand for housing such that an adverse physical effect on the environment 

would occur. As described in Chapter 6, because overall development is capped through 

TRPA’s system of marketable rights for residential, commercial, and tourist units, only 

modest growth in population, jobs, and tourist uses can be accommodated, along with 

environmental improvements, increases in walkability, and transit and bicycle usage. The 

Tahoe Basin is very nearly built out to the extent allowable. Moreover, because the 

marketable rights system is already in place through the Regional Plan, and the Area Plan is 

proposed to implement with the Regional Plan, the Area Plan cannot be characterized as 

inducing substantial population growth. Regarding VMT specifically, see response to 

comment 66-15. 

66-20 The comment reiterates concern regarding secondary dwellings being used as vacation 

rentals. Please see the responses to comments 66-2 and 66-3, and Master Response 3, 

Affordable Housing, of this Final EIR/EIS. 

66-21 The comment offers clarification about population growth and the jobs-to-occupied-housing 

ratio associated with Alternative 2. Based on this suggestion, this section is revised in this 

Final EIR/EIS. These changes are presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to the 

Draft EIR/EIS.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance 

of any impact. 

 The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 16-21 is revised to read as follows: 

 Implementation of Area Plan Alternative 2 would result in an increase in the a 

buildout (2035) population up to 10,083, an increase of 375 people over existing 

conditions, and generate up to 5,062 jobs, an increase of approximately 1,500 jobs 

over existing conditions. 

 The fourth sentence of the third paragraph on page 16-21 is revised to read as follows: 

 If this increase in the jobs-to-occupied housing ratio created were to create additional 

housing demand (e.g., not be filled by in-Basin residents), the residential allocations 

issued by TRPA would not allow additional housing to be constructed to meet this 

demand within the Plan area or elsewhere in the Basin. 
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 The third sentence of the fifth paragraph on page 16-21 is revised to read as follows: 

 However, the potential for population growth jobs-to-occupied housing ratio projected 

for under Area Plan Alternative 2 is identical to the potential growth jobs-to-occupied 

housing ratio projected for Alternative 4 (the no-action alternative) and future specific 

housing projects would be required to undergo project-level environmental review 

and implement mitigation to minimize potential adverse effects on the environment. 

66-22 The comment requests clarification of the difference between the additional 894 jobs 

described for Alternative 4 on page 6-22 of the draft EIR/EIS and the discussion on page 6-

16, which notes that 704 more jobs would be generated. The 704 more jobs referenced on 

page 6-16 pertains to the number of jobs created by Alternative 4 over those created by 

Alternative 1. The comment is correct and clarification about the number of jobs associated 

with Alternative 4 has been revised in this final environmental document. This change is 

presented in Chapter 4, “Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.” The correction 

does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any impact. 

 The second to last sentence of the sixth paragraph on page 16-22 is revised to read as 

follows: 

 Because there would be an estimated 5,062 jobs and 4,168 occupied housing units 

associated with Alternative 4, tThe housing demand created by 894 jobs would be 

unmet in the Plan area. 

66-23 This comment discusses potential future changes to the CEQA Guidelines currently being 

considered by the Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) that would recommend 

use of VMT as a measure of transportation impacts rather than LOS. Chapter 10, 

“Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft EIR/EIS addresses both roadway LOS 

(Impacts 10-1 and 10-3) and VMT impacts (10-4). TRPA LOS standards are defined in the 

TRPA Code of Ordinances. As the OPR guidelines to implement the shift from LOS to VMT 

standards are currently in the draft stage, it would be speculative to apply potential future 

guidelines to a current CEQA analysis. Whether LOS will be prohibited from inclusion in CEQA 

analyses in the future is still uncertain. Moreover, absent changes in TRPA policies, LOS 

would remain a standard of significance for evaluating transportation and circulation impacts 

with respect to TRPA regulations, regardless of whether it is prohibited from consideration 

under CEQA. The comment’s recommendation that the county and TRPA shift from a 

significance threshold focused on LOS, to a threshold focused on VMT, in advance of the 

shift anticipated under SB 743, will be forwarded to decision-makers for their consideration. 

66-24 The comment is requesting an analysis of the total annual use of the meeting space, and 

posits that the parking analysis may be overly conservative. The question as to the number of 

meetings per year is not meaningful, as there are no applicable standards regarding traffic 

generation on a yearly basis. The assumptions were identified to yield a reasonably 

conservative worst-case on a peak day of site activity. 

66-25 The comment provides anecdotal perceptions of the various sources of traffic delays in the 

Tahoe City area. The comment’s observations may be correct in that they may help explain 

the congestion that has been noted at the SR 28 / Grove Street intersection reported in the 

EIR/EIS. The lack of beach parking on the south side of SR 28 in Tahoe City may be one 

factor in the overall pedestrian crossing activity at SR 28/Grove Street. Another, larger factor 

appears to be the fact that there is a concentration of commercial attractions on the north 

side of the highway to the west of Grove Street and on the south side of the highway to the 

east; those traveling from one attraction to another in this area are likely to attempt to cross 

SR 28 at Grove Street.  
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Increasing public parking on the lake side of SR 28 east of the Wye to any substantial degree 

would require a parking structure. Whenever such a proposal has been made in the past, the 

proposal has encountered wide-spread criticism, likely because of the extent to which a 

structure could block lake views or degrade the visual character of the area. Over- or 

underpasses in this setting would not be effective (as it is not possible to physically prohibit 

at-grade crossings due to the presence of cross-streets and on-street parking) and would 

have visual impacts and require land acquisition.  

Other means of addressing pedestrian crossing impacts were considered as part of the 

recently-complete Tahoe City Mobility Plan, which identified the Pedestrian Hybrid Beacon as 

the preferred strategy. In addition, the approved SR 89/Fanny Bridge Community 

Revitalization Project will address traffic and pedestrian conditions in the Wye area, through 

roundabouts and improvements to pedestrian facilities. 

66-26 The comment asks how the criterion of 35,111 vehicles per hour passing through an 

intersection can serve as the basis for concluding that emissions of carbon monoxide (CO) 

from motor vehicles using the intersection would not result in localized concentrations of CO 

that exceed applicable ambient air quality standards (i.e., a CO “hot spot”). As explained on 

pages 11-33 and 11-34 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the criterion of 35,111 vehicles per hour that is 

used to evaluate the potential for CO hot spots in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin is based on a 

similar criterion developed by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District 

(SMAQMD) in its CEQA Guidance for evaluating the potential for CO hot spots in the 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SMAQMD 2009:4-7 to 4-9). SMAQMD’s screening criterion of 

31,600 vehicles per hour is based on the Transportation Project‐Level Carbon Monoxide 

Protocol published by UC Davis (Garza et al. 1997)—this is stated in SMAQMD’s CO 

dispersion modeling guidance (SMAQMD 2014:1). In brief, the more vehicles that idle near 

and pass through a congested intersection, the more likely the levels of CO emitted by those 

vehicles would result in a CO hot spot. Some adjustments were made to this vehicles-per-

hour screening criterion for use in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin that account for the different 

vehicle fleet mix and different meteorological conditions in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, as well 

as the fact that the 8-hour California Ambient Air Quality Standard (CAAQS) in the Lake Tahoe 

Air Basin of 6 parts per million (ppm) is more stringent than the CAAQS of 9 ppm for the 

Sacramento Valley Air Basin and the rest of California. The same vehicle-per-hour screening 

criterion was also used to analyze RPU Alternative 4 in the RPU Draft EIS (TRPA 2012:3.4-37 

to 3.4-38) and in the Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Draft EIS (TRPA 

2012:5.15-32 to 5.15-33). 

 

The comment also asks what will happen if one county is not successful in curbing air 

pollution but other counties and municipalities are. The comment also states that it is 

unclear whether the Area Plan incorporates eight principals outlined in a book written by 

political economist Elinor Ostrom. This comment does not raise environmental issues or 

concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 

document. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

66-27 The comment refers to “Chapter 11, page 11-33, table 11-7 and paragraph 3.” Table 11-7 

does not appear on page 11-33 of the Draft EIR/EIS; it is assumed that the comment refers 

to Table 11-17, which appears on page 11-33. The comment expresses confusion about the 

pounds-per-day carbon monoxide (CO) emission level presented in Table 11-17 and the 

statement in a subsequent paragraph on the same page that “All proposed project 

alternatives would be well within the North Shore CO emissions budget.” 

 

To address the confusion expressed in the comment, paragraph 4 on page 11-3-3 is revised 

to read as follows:   



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-111 

 As described above under Impact 11-1 3.4-1 regarding transportation conformity for 

regional CO, mobile-source CO emissions would be reduced substantially over the 

plan implementation period and through the 2035 build-out year. All proposed 

project alternatives would be well within the North Shore CO emissions budget. None 

of the project alternatives would conflict with CO maintenance planning efforts. 

 The pounds-per-day emission levels presented in Table 11-17 above Impact 11-4 are part of 

the analysis under Impact 11-3, which examines long-term operational daily emissions of 

criteria air pollutants and precursors using the pounds-per-day thresholds of significance 

recommended by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). PCAPCD 

recommends pounds-per-day thresholds for evaluating CO (PCAPCD 2012:23); however, as 

noted in Note 1 of Table 11-17 (as wells as Tables 11-14, 11-15, and 11-16) maximum daily 

CO levels are shown for informational purposes only.  

 

The tons-per-day level of CO emissions associated with implementation of the Area Plan is 

discussed under Impact 11-1, which begins on page 11-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

comment also requests that a citation be included indicating where the CO emissions budget 

can be found. In the fourth paragraph on page 11-14 the Draft EIR/EIS states, “The 2018 

motor vehicle emissions budget for the Lake Tahoe Eastern Placer County (North Shore) 

maintenance areas is 11 tons of CO per day (TMPO 2011:2).” The citation at the end of this 

sentence refers to the following source, which is also listed in Chapter 22, “References,” of 

the Draft EIR/EIS: “Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization. 2011 (December). 2012 RTP 

Conformity Analysis Interagency Consultation Memorandum from Keith Norberg to Interested 

Parties.” This document explains the origin of the CO emissions budget of 11 tons per day for 

the Lake Tahoe Eastern Placer County (North Shore) maintenance area.  

 

The comment also requests how the CO emissions budget of 11 tons per day equates to the 

TRPA threshold evaluation of CO in parts per million (ppm). Simply put, through ambient air 

quality measurements and basin-wide modeling, the California Air Resources Board has 

determined that ambient concentrations of CO will not exceed the California Ambient Air 

Quality Standard of 6 ppm if the daily mass emissions of CO in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin do 

not exceed 11 tons per day. 

66-28 The comment expresses concern about the implementation of Mitigation Measure 11-5, 

which begins on page 11-38 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Mitigation Measure 11-5 requires 

proponents of individual development and redevelopment projects to work with PCAPCD staff 

to determine if project-related construction would result in excessive exposure of nearby 

sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants (TACs), particularly diesel exhaust. It also 

requires a determination using PCAPCD’s published guidance about whether a health risk 

assessment should be performed to evaluate the level of health risk exposure from 

construction-generated diesel exhaust. The comment expresses concern that individual 

proponents of individual projects under the Area Plan will ignore or not follow these 

requirements. It is important to note that the requirements outlined in Mitigation 

Measure 11-5 would be conditions of approval for all projects in the Plan area if TRPA and 

the Placer County Board of Supervisors approve one of Area Plan Alternatives 1, 2, or 3 and 

certify this EIR/EIS. Also, Mitigation Measure 11-5 is a program-level mitigation measure that 

is part of a plan-level environmental impact analysis. This means that individual projects 

proposed under the Area Plan would be subject to project-level environmental review by 

TRPA and Placer County in which project-specific measures will be identified for fulfilling the 

requirements Mitigation Measure 11-5. Detailed measures cannot be identified at the plan-

level at this time because the design, layout, and location of individual projects is not known.  

 

The comment also expresses confusion about why mitigation is not required of Area Plan 

Alternative 4, the no project alternative. Under CEQA and TRPA regulations, the no project 
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alternative is evaluated to provide decision makers and the public with the information 

necessary to understand the consequences of doing nothing. In other words, under the no 

project alternative, Placer County would not approve an Area Plan, there would be no 

discretionary action, and without such an action, there would be no mechanism to require 

conditions of approval. There would be no nexus for requiring the implementation of 

mitigation measures.  

 

The comment also asks how implementation of Mitigation Measure 11-5 would reduce the 

level of construction-related TAC exposure to a less-than-significant level. The comment 

points out that Mitigation Measure 11-5 should require that a particular performance 

standard be met.  

 

Mitigation Measure 11-5, which begins on page 11-38, is revised to read as follows to 

include a performance standard that must be achieved by the mitigation:   

Mitigation Measure 11-5: Reduce short-term construction-generated TAC 

emissions 

Mitigation Measure 11-5 is required for Area Plan Alternatives 1, 2, and 3. 

TRPA shall require proponents of every individual land use development project 

proposed in the Plan area to demonstrate that its construction activities would follow 

PCAPCD’s recommended BMPs and to ensure that construction-generated TAC 

emissions would not expose nearby sensitive receptors to TAC emissions that would 

exceed 10 in 1 million for the carcinogenic risk (i.e., the risk of contracting cancer) or 

a non-carcinogenic Hazard Index of 1 for the maximally exposed individual). To 

ensure sensitive receptors are not exposed to substantial TAC concentrations, eEvery 

project applicant shall require its prime construction contractor to implement the 

following measures prior to project approval:  

 Work with PCAPCD staff to determine if project construction would result in release 

of diesel emissions in areas with potential for human exposure, even if overall 

emissions would be low. Factors considered by PCAPCD when determining 

significance of a project include the expected emissions from diesel equipment 

including operation time, location of the project, and distance to sensitive 

receptors. (PCAPCD 2012:2-6). 

 Use PCAPCD’s guidance to determine whether construction of an individual project 

would require detailed evaluation with a health risk assessment (HRA) (PCAPCD 

2012: Appendix E). If an HRA is required, model emissions, determine exposures, 

and calculate risk associated with health impacts, per PCAPCD guidance. 

Coordinate with PCAPCD to determine the significance of the estimated health 

risks.  

66-29 The comment concerns the discussion of odor impacts under Impact 11-6 on page 11-39 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS, specifically the sentence that states, “Diesel exhaust from the use of on-

site construction equipment would be intermittent and temporary, and would dissipate 

rapidly from the source with an increase in distance.” The comment refers to this sentence 

as “a passing mention of diesel exhaust” and states that the TRPA Code treats odor and 

visibility as a proxy for diesel exhaust and emissions of PM10 and PM2.5. However, the 

comment does not specify where the TRPA Code of Ordinances refers to odor and visibility as 

a proxy for diesel exhaust. The comment’s reference to the TRPA Code is confusing because 

the word “diesel” occurs in two parts of the TRPA Code of Ordinances and neither part refers 

to odor and visibility as a proxy for diesel exhaust. The sole occurrence of the word “visibility” 

in the TRPA Code lists visibility as one of the threshold-related elements that should be 
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analyzed upon approval of a community plan. Moreover, the words “odor” and “proxy” are 

not used anywhere in the TRPA Code of Ordinances.  

 

The impact of diesel exhaust is discussed in greater detail as the primary toxic air 

contaminant (TAC) of concern under Impact 11-5, which begins on page 11-35 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS.  

 

Adverse effects to visibility are discussed under Impact 11-3, which begins on page 11-23 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS. Emissions from long-term operation of the Area Plan Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 

and 4 is discussed on pages 11-27 through 11-30. 

66-30 The comment purports that some of the statements in the discussion of atmospheric 

nitrogen deposition into Lake Tahoe are unclear under Impact 11-7, which begins on page 

11-40 of the Draft EIR/EIS.  

 

The comment requests clarity about why the discussion states, “TRPA adopted a threshold 

indicator for nitrogen deposition to the Lake related to total maximum daily load (TMDL) 

requirements from EPA for nitrogen (LRWQCB 2011).” This sentence is included to convey 

that TRPA is concerned about the quantity of nitrogen in Lake Tahoe.  

 

The comment also requests clarity about the magnitude of atmospheric deposition of mobile-

source nitrogen into Lake Tahoe. According to the 2013 State of the Lake Report 55 percent 

of nitrogen deposition into the lake is atmospheric deposition (TERC 2014:9.1).  

 

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis regarding nitrogen 

deposition presented under Impact 11-7 EIR/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further 

response can be provided. 

66-31 While environmental improvement efforts are still ongoing in the Tahoe Basin to attain and 

maintain TRPA’s environmental threshold carrying capacities, TRPA has determined that 

from a land use perspective (e.g., controlling growth through limiting the number of 

development rights and allocations, concentration of development on high-capability land, 

and environmental improvements [e.g., SEZ restoration, sensitive land acquisition]), there is 

no existing adverse cumulative land use condition in the region. (See TRPA, Regional Plan 

Update EIS [2012], page 4-11 and 4-12) 

66-32 The comment states that high numbers of second homes combined with the county’s limited 

enforcement of the tourism occupancy tax for peer-to-peer vacation rentals would increase 

traffic and congestion and continue the existing problem with affordable housing. Please see 

Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS that addresses 

affordable housing and peer-to-peer short-term vacation rentals. 

66-33 The comment questions the efficacy of in-lieu fees to provide a sufficient amount of 

affordable housing. Please see Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this 

Final EIR/EIS that addresses affordable housing and in-lieu fees. The Placer County 2013 

Housing Element identifies goals, policies and programs geared at addressing affordable 

housing in the Tahoe Basin. Policy C-2 outlines how land development projects in the Tahoe 

area are required to mitigate potential impacts to employee housing. This policy applies to 

the Tahoe Basin and allows options for how land development projects meet their employee 

housing obligation and one option is payment of an in-lieu fee. However, the policy also 

outlines three other options that include construction of on-site employee housing, 

construction of off-site employee housing, and dedication of land to construct units.  

Accordingly, as new development occurs within the Tahoe area, the county requires 

compliance with this policy and the county has seen projects in the Tahoe area opt for 
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construction onsite and offsite, as well as payment of lieu fees. Table A-1 of the Placer 

County Housing Element includes a list of affordable housing projects in Tahoe that have 

been constructed. In addition, Table A-3 in the Placer County Housing Element identifies 

vacant parcels within the Tahoe area that would allow multi-family residential development 

that could accommodate future affordable housing sites. 

66-34 The comment requests additional discussion of potential cumulative effects on developed 

recreation facilities, including boat ramps and piers. A brief discussion of public boat ramps 

is added to Cumulative Impact 17-1. These changes are presented in Chapter 2, “Corrections 

and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS,” and below. The corrections do not alter the conclusions 

with respect to the significance of any impact. 

The first full sentence on page 19-29 is revised to read as follows:  

These resources include, but are not limited to, the Tahoe Rim Trail, Burton Creek 

State Recreation Area, Tahoe National Forest, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, 

Fibreboard Freeway, Martis Creek Lake Recreation Area, Tahoe State Recreation 

Area, and Kings Beach State Recreation Area, as well as public boat ramps and piers 

along the shores of Lake Tahoe. 

The following sentence is added before the last sentence in the second paragraph on 

page 19-29:  

Any new public boat ramps or piers could not be permitted or constructed until that 

time that updated shorezone ordinances are adopted.  

66-35 The comment requests that the Nevada Stateline-to-Stateline Bike Path project be included 

in the cumulative projects list, specifically to address potential air quality impacts of the 

project. The Nevada Stateline-to-Stateline Bike Path is located approximately 4 miles from 

the Placer County boundary, and not within the cumulative project range for localized 

pollutant emissions (defined as the immediate project vicinity in Table 19-1). Additionally, the 

Environmental Assessment completed for the Nevada Stateline-to-Stateline Bike Path found 

that the project would not have a potentially significant short-term or long-term impact on air 

quality (FHWA and TRPA 2014).  
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Letter 

67 

Alexander Mourelatos 

August 15, 2016 

 

67-1 The comment is related to Assessor’s Parcel Number 112-050-001 and a request to re-

designate the parcel to allow for multi-family/workforce housing and resort lodging and 

recreational facilities. Under the TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification Map, this parcel 

is currently classified as Residential and is included in PAS 021 (Tahoe Estates Residential). 
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Accordingly, Area Plan Figure 4-5 has classified this parcel as Residential, consistent with the 

TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification Map. It is the intent of the Area Plan to carry 

forward existing PAS regulatory provisions outside of town centers and therefore this parcel 

is contained with the Area Plan’s Tahoe Estates residential subdistrict and all existing 

regulatory provisions remain unchanged for this site. The comment is noted for consideration 

during project review. 
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Letter 

68 

Carolyn Myrmel 

July 8, 2016 

 

68-1 The comment expresses opposition to adjustment of the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of 

the Kings Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street and the shared-use 

path along Brockway Vista Avenue. Please see Master Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and 

Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

69 

Vicki O’Gara 

August 2, 2016 

 

69-1 The comment is related to Assessor’s Parcel Number 093-130-015 and a request to re-

designate the parcel to allow for commercial uses, similar to neighboring parcels in the Lake 

Forest Glen area, which are designated Mixed-Use on the TRPA Regional Plan Land Use 

Classification Map and allow for commercial uses. While the comment notes that this parcel 

is located directly next to a Mixed-Use district and that it has historically been designated and 

used as commercial, under the TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification Map, this parcel 

is currently classified as Residential and is included in the PAS 007 (Lake Forest Glen). 

Accordingly, Area Plan Figure 4-5 has classified this parcel as Residential, consistent with the 

TRPA Regional Plan Land Use Classification Map. It is the intent of the Area Plan to carry 

forward existing PAS regulatory provisions outside of town centers and therefore this parcel 

is contained with the Area Plan’s Lake Forest Glen residential subdistrict and all existing 
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regulatory provisions remain unchanged for this site. The comment does not raise 

environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness or the 

Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

 

 

Letter 

70 

Mitch Packard 

August 14, 2016 

 

70-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. In addition, the comment suggests 

an alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

 

  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-122 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-123 

 

Letter 

71 

Eleanor Perazzo 

August 11, 2016 

 

71-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests maintaining 

the existing location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

72 

Gary Peterson 

August 13, 2016 

 

72-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests maintaining 

the existing location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

73 

Robert Quandt 

July 28, 2016 

 

73-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path between 

Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse impacts associated 

with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests maintaining the existing location for the 

shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path 

Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

74 

Arthur Ronat 

August 10, 2016 

 

74-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests maintaining 

the existing location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

75 

Jonny Roscher 

August 15, 2016 

 

75-1 This comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge project. The comment is noted for 

consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

76 

Alan Rosenberg 

July 24, 2016 

 

76-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests maintaining 

the existing location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

77 

Ron Rosenberg 

July 22, 2016 

 

77-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests maintaining 

the existing location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

78 

Sue Rosenberg 

July 23, 2016 

 

78-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and concern regarding the potential adverse 

impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The comment suggests maintaining 

the existing location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

79 

Frank Rosman 

July 26, 2016 

 

79-1 The comment expresses concern that the proposed Tahoe City Lodge would be inconsistent 

with the community character of Tahoe City and would create impacts to scenic resources. 

Please see the response to comment 15-3 related to community character and impacts to 

scenic resources. 

79-2 The comment raises a series of concerns related to transportation. Each concern is 

addressed below: 

 Practicality of Shared Parking at the Tahoe City Lodge: Please see response to comment 

12-42, which addresses shared parking at the Tahoe City Lodge.  

 Effect of Increased Density on Traffic Congestion: Future development, regardless of the 

Draft EIR/EIS alternative, is projected to increase traffic volumes relative to existing 

conditions (Draft EIR/EIS Impact 10-1, pages 10-16 through 10-32). However, the 

overall traffic volumes are projected to be lower under the proposed Area Plan 

(Alternative 1) than if the Area Plan were not approved and the existing community 

plans were to remain in place (Alternative 4).  

 Effect of Traffic Congestion on Emergency Response: Please see Master Response 6, 

Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS for a discussion 

of emergency response and evacuation with the Plan area. 

 Effectiveness of Transit in Reducing Congestion: An increase in transit services and 

transit ridership would reduce traffic volumes and improve vehicle delay conditions on 

SR 28 in Tahoe City. During peak hours, both personal vehicles and transit busses 

would be effected by congestion.  
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79-3 The comment expresses opinion regarding the historical role of TRPA in development in the 

Basin, and suggests that existing issues of blight should be remedied before considering 

additional height and density. This comment does not raise environmental issues or 

concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 

document. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

80 

Frank Rosman 

August 11, 2016 

 

80-1 The commenter is the owner of the home from which the photograph in Viewpoint 4 (Exhibit 

9-14, page 9-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS) was taken. The comment claims that the photograph in 

Exhibit 9-14 does not accurately reflect the view from the property and that Exhibit 9-7 does 

not accurately reflect the location of Viewpoint 4.  

In response to this comment, the viewpoint was revisited and re-photographed with a digital 

camera set at a 50-mm focal length, which most closely reflects the view from the naked 

human eye. Because the revised photograph more accurately reflects the view from the 

viewpoint, Exhibit 9-14 has been replaced in this Final EIR/EIS. The location of the viewpoint 

was also verified, and the comment is correct that Exhibit 9-7 incorrectly identified the 
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viewpoint as being slightly to the south of the actual viewpoint. Exhibit 9-7 has also been 

corrected in this Final EIR/EIS. These corrections do not alter the conclusions with respect to 

the significance of any environmental impact. See also the response to comment 80-3, which 

addresses the applicability of scenic regulations and significance criteria to views from a 

private residence. 

Exhibit 9-7 on page 9-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS is replaced with the following exhibit. 

Exhibit 9-14 on page 9-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS is replaced with the following exhibit. 

80-2 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS does not analyze the effects of interior lights 

within the proposed Tahoe City Lodge project that could be visible through windows. The 

Draft EIR/EIS analyzed the effects of the Tahoe City Lodge alternatives on light and glare on 

in Impact 9-3, page 9-47 and 9-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The proposed Tahoe City Lodge 

project would replace existing two-story commercial buildings in downtown Tahoe City, with 

four-story lodging buildings of up to 56 feet in height. During certain times, when rooms are 

occupied and window shades are open, interior lighting could be visible through windows. 

The project site is within the core area of downtown Tahoe City, and is surrounded on three 

sides by commercial or mixed-use development. The surrounding downtown area is 

completely developed (i.e., there are no vacant private developable parcels), and it includes 

existing buildings of up to 80 feet in height. In addition, the existing buildings on the project 

site were built between 1962 and 1965, and they include light sources that do not comply 

with existing lighting standards. The proposed Tahoe City Lodge project would be required to 

comply with a series of lighting standards that are specifically intended to reduce the effects 

of light and glare (see Area Plan Implementing Regulations Section 3.09.D). In addition to a 

series of exterior lighting standards, the project would be required to comply with standards 

that require that “no use shall be operated such that significant, direct glare, incidental to 

the operation of the use is visible beyond the boundaries of the lot where the use is located”, 

and that “no light, or combination of lights, or activity shall cast light exceeding one foot-

candle onto a public street, with the illumination level measured at the centerline of the 

street. No light, combination of lights, or activity shall cast light exceeding 0.5 foot-candle 

onto a residentially zoned lot, or any lot containing residential uses” (Area Plan Implementing 

Regulations Section 3.09.D). 

While it is possible that interior lights would be visible during certain times, these lights would 

be consistent with and would not be more substantial than other light sources throughout 

the already developed downtown Tahoe City area. With the implementation of required 

lighting standards, the project as a whole, including interior and exterior light sources, would 

not result in a new source of substantial light that would adversely affect views. Thus, the 

Draft EIR/EIS appropriately determined that the proposed Tahoe City Lodge project would 

have a less than significant impact related to light and glare. 

80-3 The comment states that the proposed Tahoe City Lodge project would block a portion of the 

lake view from the commenter’s home, and asserts that this would result in a significant 

impact. The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the effects of the proposed Tahoe City Lodge project on 

scenic quality, including views of Lake Tahoe, on pages 9-24 to 9-33. As described on page 

4-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the significance criteria identified in 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 the analysis of 

effects on views of Lake Tahoe is whether the project would “Block or cause substantial 

degradation of an existing view of Lake Tahoe or other scenic vistas seen from a public 

area”. Consistent with this significance criterion, the proposed project would have a  
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Exhibit 9-14 Viewpoint 4: Alternative 1 
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significant impact if it blocked or substantially degraded a public view of Lake Tahoe. 

However, no significance criteria, or applicable laws or regulations guarantee the protection 

of lake views from private residences. While the proposed project may block a portion of the 

lake view from the commenter’s home, this would not result in a significant impact pursuant 

to CEQA or TRPA regulations. 

80-4 This comment expresses an opinion that condo-hotel units are difficult to sell for a variety of 

reasons. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 

adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 

for consideration during project review. 

80-5 The comment questions the trip generation estimates for existing uses on the Tahoe City 

Lodge site. The trip generation rates used in Table 10-7 are based on the existing land uses 

on-site as of the time of release of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) (June 2015), as well as 

the proposed land uses of the Tahoe City Lodge project (including restaurant and bar uses).  

The trip generation rates reflect all vehicle-trips generated by the land uses, including 

visitors/customers, employees, and service trips. The trip generation rates are based upon 

nationwide studies of actual trip generation for each specific land use type, as is standard 

practice for transportation impact studies. 

80-6 The comment requests clarification regarding how the proposed 118-unit Tahoe City Lodge 

meets TRPA’s density standards. The number of units allowed for any project is a factor of 

the project area and the allowed density. The proposed Tahoe City Lodge project assumes 

the adoption of the Alternative 1 Area Plan and the modification of the Tahoe City Town 

Center boundary. The portion of the project site under Alternative 1 used for the purposes of 

calculating density is shown in yellow on Exhibit 3-11 on page 3-24 of the Draft EIR/EIS; this 

area excludes the easement areas on the project site and the golf course enhancement area 

(Areas 3, 6, and 8 on Exhibit 3-12 on page 3-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS). The total area used for 

calculating density is 130,692 square feet (approximately 3 acres) (see Sheet C3.3 in 

Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS), which would allow for a maximum density of 120 units 

(3.0 acres x 40 units/acre = 120 units). The current proposal includes a total of 118 units. 
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