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Letter 

81 

Raine Rude 

July 18, 2016 

 

81-1 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. 

81-2 This comment also expresses concern regarding the lake side shared-use path. 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 3.4-149 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-150 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 3.4-151 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-152 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 3.4-153 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-154 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

 

Letter 

82 

Aaron Rudnick 

August 9, 2016 

 

82-1 The comment raises concerns that the commenter’s property and corresponding property 

lines are not shown on the project maps, and that the project applicant is proposing to build 

on the commenter’s property. See Section 2.1.1, “Description of Tahoe City Lodge Changes,” 

in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR/EIS. Among the changes made, maps included in Appendix D of 

the Draft EIR/EIS are revised to enhance the visibility of property boundaries. No buildings 

are shown or would be constructed on the commenter’s property. However, an easement 

over a portion of the commenter’s property is shown, and would be used pursuant to the 

right granted under that easement. See responses to comments 54-1 and 54A-1 regarding 

the rights within the easement.   

82-2  The comment expresses the opinion that the Tahoe City Lodge SEZ restoration component is 

insufficient. The comment also requests that the Tahoe City Lodge project be required to 

restore an SEZ area equal to the size of the project area (approximately 3.9 acres). As 

described on page 3-29 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the SEZ restoration component of the Tahoe 

City Lodge project is a function of the project’s use of 1.7 acres of land within the proposed 

Tahoe City Golf Course Special Planning Area (SPA). Projects within the SPA would be 

required to restore disturbed SEZ at a ratio of 1 square foot of restored SEZ for each square 
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foot of the SPA included in a project area. Therefore, the conclusion in the Draft EIR/EIS that 

the project requires restoration of 1.7 acres of SEZ land is consistent with TRPA 

requirements.     

82-3 The comment suggests that the proposed Tahoe City Lodge project should be required to 

comply with a twenty-foot setback rather than be granted a variance for a ten-foot setback, 

and that the EIR/EIS must analyze the scenic impacts of the reduced setback. As described 

on page 9-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS “Currently, new or redeveloped buildings along SR 28 or 

SR 89 in the Tahoe City or Kings Beach Town Centers are required to include a minimum 20-

foot setback. This setback can be reduced if TRPA finds that a reduced setback will not 

cause a decrease in the applicable scenic threshold standard, as described in TRPA Code 

Section 36.5.4. Alternative 1 would replace the existing setback requirements with reduced 

setback distances within several subdistricts to promote pedestrian activity. In some cases, 

the new setback standards would include maximum setback distances instead of minimum 

distances to create a consistent active pedestrian space between roadways and buildings.”  

The Draft EIR/EIS goes on to explain that the applicable setback in the Mixed-Use Town 

Center subdistrict of Tahoe City, where the project site is located, is a ten-foot maximum 

setback. Thus, the proposed Tahoe City lodge project is not seeking a variance for a ten-foot 

setback, rather it is designed to comply with the Area Plan standards that are expected to be 

in place at the time of approval. 

The comment states the EIR/EIS must analyze the scenic effects of the reduced setbacks. 

The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the scenic effects of the proposed setback distances in the 

section titled “Building Heights and Setbacks” beginning on page 9-17. The comment 

provides no rationale or evidence that the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS is incomplete or 

technically inadequate. 

82-4 The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS did not analyze the proposed conversion of CFA 

to TAUs. Please refer to the response to comment 12-93 which discusses the analysis of this 

conversion within the Draft EIR/EIS. 

82-5 The comment suggests that the Tahoe City Lodge project would displace a number of local 

businesses that would have no alternative locations to which to relocate. The comment 

states that the Draft EIR/EIS does not mention relocation assistance and that Placer County 

should assist the displaced businesses. The comment also notes that without places to eat 

or things to do, visitors will not wish to stay in Tahoe City. There are no regulations relevant to 

this project that require the applicant or Placer County to provide relocation assistance for 

displaced businesses. Because this comment does not raise significant environmental 

issues and is unrelated to the Draft EIR/EIS environmental analysis, no further response is 

required. The 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. 

82-6 The comment cites comments made by the Tahoe City Lodge project applicant indicating that 

Lodge Alternative 2 would not be built. CEQA requires an EIR to discuss “potentially feasible” 

alternatives that will reduce or avoid a project’s significant effects. (Guidelines Section 

15126.6(a).) The determination of whether an alternative is “feasible” is made in two stages. 

(See Mira Mar Mobile Cmty. v. City of Oceanside (2004) 119 Cal.App.4th 477, 489-90.) The 

first step involves identifying a range of alternatives that will satisfy basic project objectives 

while reducing significant impacts. (See id.) When selecting “potentially” feasible alternatives 

at this stage, the agency must bear in mind that “alternatives need not satisfy all project 

objectives, they must merely meet ‘most’ of them.” (Mira Mar, 119 Cal.App.4th at 489 (citing 

Guidelines Section 15126.6(a).) In addition, potentially feasible alternatives selected at this 

stage need only be environmentally superior to the project in some respects. (Mira Mar, 119 

Cal.App.4th at 490.) Thus, even if an alternative would increase some impacts, it should be 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-156 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

discussed if it would substantially reduce other impacts. (Id.) The second stage occurs at 

project approval, where the decision-maker weighs the relative advantages and 

disadvantages of the project and the alternatives examined in the EIR, and, if it chooses to 

reject the alternatives in favor of the project, finds the alternatives to be infeasible. (Public 

Resources Code Section 21081(a)(3); Guidelines Section 15091.) Alternative 2 was 

determined to be a viable alternative by the lead agencies and was evaluated as such in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. If Alternative 2 is selected as the approved alternative, the project applicant 

would determine whether or not to pursue it. 

82-7 The comment makes reference to a Tahoe City Lodge project applicant statement regarding 

ski shuttles that guests of the Tahoe City Lodge may use, and raises concerns over where 

those shuttle buses would park on the project site. The statement by the project applicant 

related to ski shuttles pertains to the possibility of Tahoe City Lodge guests using ski shuttles 

that already operate in the Tahoe Basin; no new shuttle bus service exclusively for Tahoe City 

Lodge guests is proposed. (See Draft EIR/EIS pages 10-10 through 10-12, and 10-24.) 

These shuttles are operated by third parties, would not be stored at the Tahoe City Lodge 

project site, and would likely load and unload passengers at the lodge entrance, rather than 

parking. As explained on page 10-51 of the Draft EIR/EIS, under certain specific conditions of 

high peak usage where an event takes place utilizing the golf course conference room space, 

the lodge or the organizer of the event may choose to provide shuttle service or a number of 

other measures to mitigate parking impacts, however, the chance that an event with high 

non-lodge guest usage coincides with a peak golf day is very remote and the use of such 

shuttles would help reduce traffic generated by Tahoe City Lodge guests.   

82-8 The comment states that the only recreation provided by the Tahoe City Lodge project itself 

would not be available to the public. The comment asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS must 

assess water use for the pool, hot tubs, and other recreation uses in addition to the water 

used by the hotel and restaurant. The recreation facilities, which include the fitness center, 

are part of the lodge buildings; therefore, the water demand for these facilities are included 

in the total estimated water demand for the lodge alternatives identified in Table 16-4 of 

Chapter 16, “Public Services and Utilities.” The comment is correct with respect to the need 

for specific analysis of pool and spa water demands; therefore, analysis of pool and spa 

water demands for the Tahoe City Lodge were provided in a memorandum prepared by 

Auerbach Engineering Corporation on September 9, 2016. This change is presented in 

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

not alter the conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS with respect to the significance of any 

environmental impact related to water supply because this information does not change 

demand for water supplied by TCPUD and there would still be a reduction in use of water 

supplied by the on-site well from existing conditions. The correction does not alter the 

conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact related to 

wastewater because the preliminary modeling analysis conducted by T-TSA based on the 

number and types of connections proposed as part of the lodge project included connections 

for the pool and spas (Auerbach Engineering 2016a:18). 

The first sentence of the impact summary on page 16-19 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to 

read as follows: 

Implementation of Tahoe City Lodge Alternatives 1 through 3 would result in a net 

increase in water demand over existing conditions that ranges between 6,962 gpd 

(2.5 mgy) 7,208 gpd (2.6 mgy) and 14,700 14,789 gpd (5.4 mgy). 

The last paragraph on page 16-21 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Total water demand for full occupancy of the lodge and clubhouse is shown in Table 

16-4. These estimates are conservative since they assume full occupancy at the 
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lodge; however, the anticipated average occupancy rate for the year is 69 percent 

(Placer County 2015). Water demand for the lodge and clubhouse under Alternative 

1 would be 18,915 19,004 gpd (6.9 mgy) under full occupancy, which includes water 

demand for irrigation, pool, and spas. This would be a net increase in water demand 

at the lodge project site of 14,700 14,789 (5.4 mgy) over existing conditions. 

Table 16-4 on page 16-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Table 16-4 Tahoe City Lodge Project Water Demand and Wastewater Flows 

Alternative 

Water Demand Wastewater Flows 

Estimated 

Demand 

(gpd/mgy) 

Net Change from 

Existing Conditions 

(gpd/mgy) 

Estimated 

Flows1 

(gpd/mgy) 

Net Change from 

Existing Conditions 

(gpd/mgy) 

Existing Conditions2 4,215 (1.5) NA 4,215 (4.7) NA 

Alternative 1: Proposed 

Lodge 

18,915 19,004 

(6.9) 

14,700 14,789 

(5.4) 

18,315 18,404 

(6.7) 

14,100 (5.1) 

14,189 (5.2) 

Alternative 2: Reduced Scale 

Lodge3 

11,423 (4.2) 7,208 (2.6) 10,823 (3.9) 

10,875 (4.0) 

6,608 6,660 (2.4) 

Alternative 3: Reduced 

Height Lodge4 

18,915 (6.9) 14,700 (5.4) 18,315 (6.7) 14,100 (5.1) 

Alternative 4: No Project 9,231 (3.4) 5,016 (1.8) 9,231 (3.4) 5,016 (1.8) 
1 Sewer flows are assumed to mirror domestic water usage without irrigation. 
2 Estimated existing water demand and wastewater flows for the commercial uses on the project site are 3,561 gpd (1.3 mgy). 

Existing flows for the golf course clubhouse are 654 gpd (0.2 mgy). The golf course clubhouse demand does not include golf course 

irrigation. 
3 Demand is based on ratio of gross square footage between Alternatives 1 and 2 of 68,950:116,683 gross square feet. 
4 Assumes same amenities and fixture counts leading to equal water demand for Alternatives 1 and 3, except there would be no pool 

or spas.  

Source: Auerbach Engineering 2016; Tuma, pers. comm., 2016 

The first sentence of the first paragraph on page 16-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read 

as follows: 

Water demand for irrigation and the pool at the lodge would be served by the onsite 

well and would represent a net decrease in demand of 3,615 gpd (1.3 mgy) 3,526 

gpd (1.2 mgy) for water from this source. Alternative 1 would result in a reduction in 

use of the water from the onsite well over existing conditions. 

The first sentence of the third paragraph on page 16-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to 

read as follows:  

The net increase in water demand at the lodge site would be 14,700 gpd (5.1 mgy) 

14,789 gpd (5.4 mgy), 600 689 gpd of which would come from a private well, which 

is not part of TCPUD’s supply. 

Pertaining to Alternative 2, the second sentence of the last paragraph on page 16-22 of the 

Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in construction of a 56-unit hotel with 

associated amenities, similar to what would occur under Alternative 1. Alternative 2 

would not include reconstruction of the golf course clubhouse. Water demand for 

lodge Alternative 2, including irrigation, pool, and spa demand, which would be 

supplied from well water outside of TCPUD supplies, would be 11,423 gpd (4.2 mgy), 
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which would be a net increase in water demand at the project site of 7,208 gpd (2.5 

mgy) over existing conditions. Alternative 2 would have a lower demand for water 

than described above for lodge Alternative 1. 

With respect to Alternative 3, the first sentence of the second paragraph on page 16-23 of 

the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would result in the same approximately 90 mgd less 

water demand as that described above for Alternative 1. 

With respect to wastewater, first sentence of the second paragraph in the impact summary 

on page 16-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Implementation of Alternatives 1 through 3 for the lodge project would result in a net 

increase in wastewater flows over existing conditions that ranges between 6,608 

6,660 gpd and 14,100 14,189 gpd. 

The last two sentences of the third paragraph on page 16-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS are revised 

to read as follows: 

The Tahoe City Lodge project site currently includes commercial uses, the Tahoe City 

Golf Course, and its access, parking, and accessory uses. Wastewater collection at 

the project site is provided by TCPUD infrastructure, which carries wastewater flows 

to the TRI for export out of the basin. Existing wastewater generated on the lodge 

project site from commercial use is 3,561 gpd and from the golf course clubhouse is 

654 gpd for a total existing wastewater demand of 4,215 gpd (see Table 16-4). 

Implementation of Alternative 1 would result in construction of 118 hotel units, a 

restaurant, and reconstructed golf course clubhouse, resulting in an increase in 

demand for wastewater conveyance facilities. The peak day wastewater discharge 

generated by the lodge would be approximately 18,315 18,404 gpd (Auerbach 

Engineering 2016). Lodge Alternative 1 would result in a net increase in wastewater 

flows of 14,100 14,189 gpd at the project site. 

With respect to wastewater flows from Alternative 2, third sentence of the sixth paragraph on 

page 16-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Implementation of Alternative 2 would result in construction of a 56-unit hotel with 

associated amenities, similar to what would occur under Alternative 1. Alternative 2 

would not include reconstruction of the golf course clubhouse. Wastewater flows 

generated by Alternative 2 would be 10,823 10,875 gpd, which would be a net 

increase in wastewater generated at the project site of 6,608 6,660 gpd over existing 

conditions. 

With respect to wastewater flows from Alternative 3, the first sentence of the seventh 

paragraph on page 16-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Implementation of Alternative 3 would generate the same amount approximately 90 

gpd less of wastewater as that described above for Alternative 1. 

82-9 The comment raises concerns regarding the impact of the Tahoe City Lodge project on the 

commenter’s property values, and that the Tahoe City Lodge project would use up all of the 

“new commodities” being created. The statement regarding value of the commenter’s 

property is not supported and does not raise environmental issues regarding the adequacy, 

accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. While it is not clear as to what 

commodities are referenced in the comment, the Tahoe City Lodge is using a portion of the 
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density from the Tahoe City Golf Course property being brought into the Tahoe City Town 

Center. The total area being brought into the Town Center is 4.2 acres, and the Tahoe City 

Lodge is using approximately 1.7 acres of that area, or about 40 percent of the density 

attributable to that acreage. The remaining density would remain with the Tahoe City Golf 

Course for that entity to use as it deems appropriate. The density being used by the Tahoe 

City Lodge does not preclude future projects from using the balance of the density or 

“commodities” associated with the Town Center segment of the Tahoe City Golf Course.  

With respect to using the easement as the entrance to the lodge for all alternatives, the 

design follows the recommendations of the county’s Tahoe City Mobility Plan (June 2016) 

that encourages fewer driveway entrances in downtown Tahoe City to improve the safety and 

mobility of pedestrians. The comment also states that no alternative shows a hotel that does 

not use the easement. See response to comment 85-1. 

82-10 The comment pertains to current traffic activity on the existing easements adjacent to the 

Tahoe City Lodge project site. The statement regarding a ten-fold traffic increase is incorrect. 

The LOS (Impacts 10-1 and 10-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS) analysis under CEQA pertains to the 

operation and traffic delays specifically at the site access/SR 28 intersection, and does not 

pertain to the volume of traffic, appropriate users, or the allocation of maintenance costs 

along the easement. The traffic counts of existing conditions at this location reflect all 

existing uses using the easement access, including the golf course clubhouse. The changes 

in traffic volumes at the driveway intersection reflect all proposed uses under each 

alternative (including a conservative estimate of event traffic at the clubhouse) and reflects 

the proposal under the lodge alternatives to rely on the single access point on the easement. 

LOS at the site access would be acceptable (LOS B or C) under all alternatives. As the ice rink 

would generate less traffic in winter than would the golf course in summer, there is no 

potential that winter traffic volumes would be greater than those analyzed in Impacts 10-1 

and 10-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 In addition, the comment on ‘cut through’ traffic that may exist today will be lessened by a 

more organized parking arrangement and circulation layout as designed in each of the lodge 

alternatives, and that no vehicular circulation or cut through will occur east of the project as 

recommended by the county’s Tahoe City Mobility Plan (2016) that encourages enhanced 

pedestrian mobility in downtown Tahoe City with a trail and/or sidewalk infrastructure that 

connects downtown along the south side of the golf course. 

82-11 This comment focuses on the parking supply proposed for the Tahoe City Lodge, and the 

alternatives considered in the environmental analysis. See responses to comments 12-42 

and 19-3, and the revised site plans discussed in Section 2.1.1 of the Final EIR/EIS that 

show all parking spaces outside of the referenced easement.  

The comment expresses a preference for Alternative 2, citing reduced VMT and pollutant 

loads. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. The alternatives 

identified for consideration in the Draft EIR/EIS were defined by Placer County and TRPA, and 

represent a reasonable range of options for the Tahoe City Lodge project site required under 

CEQA. See Draft EIR/EIS Chapter 3, “Alternatives” for a discussion of alternative selection 

and a list of alternatives that were considered but ultimately dismissed from further 

evaluation.  

82-12 The comment suggests that the EIR/EIS should include an analysis of the scenic, and public 

health and safety effects of shadows and shading from the proposed Tahoe City Lodge 

project on adjacent properties. As described in Section 3.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the proposed 

Tahoe City Lodge project would replace an existing two-story commercial building with four-

story lodging buildings. The proposed Tahoe City Lodge buildings are shown in relation to 

adjacent buildings in Exhibit 3-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The effects of the proposed Tahoe 
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City Lodge project on scenic resources, and public health and safety are analyzed in 

Chapters 9 and 18 of the Draft EIR/EIS, respectively. 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, and the 

significance criteria that apply to the public health and safety analysis are listed on pages 18-

13 to 18-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS. At four stories, changes in building shadows or shading that 

could result from the proposed Tahoe City Lodge project would not affect the significance 

criteria for public health and safety or scenic resources. Therefore, changes in building 

shading or shadows would not result in a significant effect related to these resources 

pursuant to CEQA or TRPA regulations. 

82-13 The comment pertains to the provision of ADA spaces at the Tahoe City Lodge project site. 

ADA requirements are not a matter for the environmental analysis, but rather for the 

standard county plan review process and more detailed improvement plans submitted once 

a project is approved. Proposed accessible parking space locations are shown on revised 

project site maps discussed in Section 2.1.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

82-14 The comment requests that the Draft EIR/EIS evaluate a Tahoe City Lodge alternative that 

places the main entrance outside of the easement on the adjacent property, which would 

reduce the number of units to provide the necessary entry. A reduced density alternative 

(Alternative 2) was analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. The lodge alternatives propose to make use 

of the easement in question in a manner pursuant to the right granted under that easement. 

See responses to comments 54-1 and 54A-1.  

82-15 The comment speaks to the adequacy of fire and emergency vehicle access to serve the 

Tahoe City Lodge project. Emergency access at the proposed Tahoe City Lodge is discussed 

in the Draft EIR/EIS on pages 16-41, 16-42, and 18-25. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS, 

the North Tahoe Fire Protection District (NTPFD) provided a conditional will serve letter to Kila 

Tahoe, LLC dated January 20, 2016 in response to the Notice of Preparation stating that 

plan review (for both building permit and improvement plans) would be completed by the 

District for approval. In addition, Michael S. Schwartz, Fire Chief for NTFPD, provided a 

comment letter on the Draft EIR/EIS (letter 6 of this Final EIR/EIS) that did not raise specific 

concerns to providing emergency services to the project alternatives evaluated in the Draft 

EIR/EIS. For additional discussion see Master Response 6, Emergency Access and 

Evacuation, of this Final EIR/EIS.  

82-16 This comment requests that the Final EIR/EIS provide additional information regarding how 

snow removal would be accomplished for the Tahoe City Lodge project. The Draft EIR/EIS 

analyzed the potential water quality impact of snow melt and snow management at the 

Tahoe City Lodge site (Impact 15-2). The project would be required to manage snow removal 

in accordance with Section 60.1.4 of the TRPA Code. See also the Conceptual Snow 

Management Plan, which is Sheet C6 of Appendix A, Revised Tahoe City Lodge Concept 

Plans, of this Final EIR/EIS.  

82-17 The comment expresses dissatisfaction with the design of the Tahoe City Lodge and 

encourages Placer County not to approve the project. The comment is noted for 

consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

83 

Antoinette Rudnick 

August 9, 2016 

 

83-1 The comment expresses opposition to the use of portions of the Tahoe City Golf Course by 

the Tahoe City Lodge project within its project area, and the resulting density of the project. 

The 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. 

83-2 The comment cites comments made by the Tahoe City Lodge project applicant indicating that 

Lodge Alternative 2 would not be built. Alternative 2 was determined to be a viable 

alternative by the lead agencies and was evaluated as such in the Draft EIR/EIS. If 

Alternative 2 is selected as the approved alternative, the project applicant would determine 

whether or not to pursue it. See also response to comment 82-6. 

83-3 The comment raises issues regarding parking at the Tahoe City Lodge and concern with the 

location of the entrance. This comment is similar to comment 82-11. See response to that 

comment above. This comment also questions whether a traffic study was prepared. Such a 

traffic study was conducted, and the results are provided in Chapter 10, “Transportation and 

Circulation,” of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

83-4 The comment expresses general opposition and concerns to the Tahoe City Lodge Project 

and suggests that demolition and construction activities be kept out of the easement located 

on the commenter’s property. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 
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Letter 

84 

Rachel Rudnick 

August 15, 2016 

 

84-1 The comment urges Placer County to consider the cumulative effects of projects within the 

Plan area and the vicinity. An analysis of these potential effects is included in Chapter 19, 

“Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

84-2 The comment requests that Placer County decision makers spend time in Tahoe City to 

experience the traffic congestion first hand. The comment is noted for consideration during 

project review. 

84-3 This comment raises concerns regarding location of signage, retention of large specimen 

poplar trees, lighting, and snow storage on the Tahoe City Lodge site. The project applicant 

plans to erect signage on the project property, and not on the adjoining property to the west. 

Most of the large specimen poplars are on the project applicant’s property, and are planned 

to be retained. Lighting would comply with dark sky and all other applicable regulations, 

consistent with any other development proposals in the Tahoe Basin. Concerns regarding use 

of the easement on the commenter’s property are addressed in response to comment 54-1.    
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84-4 The comment states that mitigation measures should be identified that achieve LOS 

standards. Traffic congestion is a region-wide issue that is a result of decades of decisions 

regarding land use, the desire to limit the size of roadways, limitations on transit funding, and 

other factors. Standard traffic engineering approaches to mitigating impacts to non-

significant levels (such as widening area roadways to four travel lanes) are precluded by 

TRPA policies and other environmental considerations. Alternatives to greatly expand public 

transit services have to date been infeasible due to the lack of transit operating subsidy 

funding. Adoption of the Area Plan would result in lower overall traffic levels (through 

concentration of land uses to spur additional non-auto travel) in comparison with 

development under the currently adopted community plans. The mitigation measures 

identified in the Draft EIR/EIS (beyond payment of traffic/transportation impact fees) include 

concrete steps to improve mobility conditions, including construction of a pedestrian hybrid 

beacon at Grove Street to reduce the impact of pedestrians on traffic flow and expansion of 

transit service. 
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Letter 

85 

Sam Rudnick 

No date 

 

85-1 The comment states that a traffic study should be performed to determine the flow of traffic 

through the easement over the commenter’s property. Such a traffic study was conducted, 

and the results are provided in Chapter 10, “Transportation and Circulation,” of the Draft 

EIR/EIS. The comment goes on to suggest that the entrance to the Tahoe City Lodge should 

be relocated to the east side of the project site. This option was studied and rejected by the 

project applicant for the several reasons. First, the Implementing Regulations for the Area 

Plan state that curb cuts should be “[m]inimized and in areas least likely to impede 

pedestrian circulation.” See Table 2.04.A-5 of the Implementing Regulations. Adding a 

second driveway on the east side of the project would necessitate a second curb cut into a 

sidewalk used heavily by pedestrians. Additionally, page 123 of the Implementing 

Regulations discusses shared access, encouraging “…shared parking and shared access 

points on public streets, new parking facilities should be designed to accommodate cross-

access to/from adjacent properties to allow parking areas to become joint use facilities….” 

The current design with access through the easement is consistent with this discussion while 

access to the east side of the project site and creating a second access point would not be. 

Finally, moving the driveway to the east side of the project would have significant adverse 

impacts on the project, eliminating much of the buildable area of the site, and turning the 

central courtyard into a roadway. As a result, and because a driveway on the east side of the 

property would not reduce any of the project impacts, the project applicant chose not to 

pursue a driveway on the east side of the property.   

 This comment also raises concerns regarding fire/EMT access, deliveries, and snow removal. 

Deliveries would be accomplished via the designated access at the rear of the property. See 

response to comment 82-15 regarding fire/EMT access. Snow from the interior courtyard 
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would remain in that courtyard for snow storage purposes. See also the Conceptual Snow 

Management Plan, which is Sheet C6 of Appendix A, Revised Tahoe City Lodge Concept 

Plans, of this Final EIR/EIS.  

 This comment also raises the concern regarding a sewer easement. The project applicant is 

working with TCPUD to develop an alignment that is acceptable to the project applicant and 

TCPUD, and the alignment would be resolved as part of the final design and improvement 

plan approval by Placer County.   

 The comment also raises concerns regarding parking capacity. See the responses to 

comments 12-42 and 19-3.  

85-2 The comment states that noise abatement will be important, that the increase in traffic noise 

will be measurable, and that the noise-generating activities on the rooftop terrace of the 

Tahoe City Lodge could be a detriment to the peaceful setting of Lake Tahoe.  

 Traffic noise impacts, including increases in traffic noise levels along highway segments in 

the Plan area, are addressed under Impact 13-1, which begins on page 13-18. The program-

level analysis of traffic noise for the Area Plan concludes that, because TRPA would only 

approve individual projects that can demonstrate compliance with TRPA’s CNEL thresholds 

(TRPA 2012c:3.6-16), this impact would be less than significant for the purposes of TRPA 

and CEQA environmental review. The project-level analysis of the Tahoe City Lodge 

Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 explains that development of the lodge would generate fewer vehicle 

trips than under existing conditions, which means lodge operations would not result in any 

traffic noise increases. For the no project alternative, Alternative 4, an increase in vehicle 

trips from the site would result due to expected renovation of the existing commercial center, 

resulting in increases in traffic noise levels.  

 Please refer to response to comment 19-2 for discussion about the potential impact of noise-

generating activities on the rooftop terrace of the lodge. This includes revisions to Impact 13-

5, as well as noise abatement measures under Mitigation Measure 13-5.  

85-3 The comment raises concerns regarding the location of signage, retention of large specimen 

poplar trees, lighting and snow storage. The project applicant plans to erect signage on its 

property, and not on the adjoining property to the west. The majority of the large specimen 

poplars are on project applicant’s property, and are planned to be retained. Lighting would 

comply with dark sky and all other applicable regulations as is consistent with any other 

development proposals in the Tahoe Basin. Snow from the interior courtyard would remain in 

that courtyard for snow storage purposes. See also the Conceptual Snow Management Plan, 

which is Sheet C6 of Appendix A, Revised Tahoe City Lodge Concept Plans, of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 

 The comment proposes a block fence along the west side of Kila Tahoe LLC property. Such a 

fence would impede access to the project site and interfere with existing easement rights.   

 The portion of the comment referring to the relationship between the project applicant and 

the TCPUD does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 

accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. 
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Letter 

86 

Nancy Ryan 

August 3, 2016 

 

86-1 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 

87 

William Sage 

July 26, 2016 

 

87-1 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 

88 

Stuart Seiler 

August 1, 2016 

 

88-1 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. 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-174 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

 

Letter 

89 

Mary Anne Semrau 

August 15, 2016 

 

89-1 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 

90 

Elizabeth Semrau 

August 12, 2016 

 

90-1 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 

91 

Laurence Shaw 

August 10, 2016 

 

91-1 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 

92 

Leonard and Judith Shaw 

July 27, 2016 

 

92-1 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 

93 

Harold Slear 

August 15, 2016 

 

93-1 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 

94 

Clark Sperry 

August 11, 2016 

 

94-1 The comment pertains to parking impacts of the Tahoe City Lodge. See response to comment 

12-42. The parking supply available for the Tahoe City Lodge would total 132 spaces. These 

spaces would be shared with the golf course/winter sports park. Evaluation of the summer 

uses on the golf course (detailed in Impact 10-8, beginning on page 10-48 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS) indicates that parking demand (peaking in the middle of the day when hotel parking 

needs would be relatively low), would be up to 26 spaces, leaving at least 105 spaces for 

hotel uses. The Tahoe City Winter Sports Park Seasonal Ice Rink Initial Study MND (TCPUD 

2016) indicates that a maximum of 23 spaces would be required for winter uses, again 

peaking in the middle of the day. Restrictions have been developed for conference uses to 

such that they occur either when adequate parking is available, or that parking management 

strategies (such as off-site parking) are instituted. With these restrictions, the overall project 

would provide parking equal to or exceeding the shared parking demand at all times and in 

all seasons. 

 As some of the shared Tahoe City Lodge/golf course parking spaces are a substantial 

distance from the lodge, some drivers can be expected to park in more convenient, existing 

public parking spaces along SR 28 and in the public parking lot across the highway from the 

site, and be tempted to park in nearby existing parking areas (as occurs today). Note that 

SR 28 curb spaces are limited to 2 hours only during the day, overnight parking on SR 28 is 

prohibited in winter, and Tahoe Marina Lodge parking is already signed and chained to 

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

94-2 The comment expresses an opinion that the rooftop facilities associated with the Tahoe City 

Lodge need to be eliminated or enclosed so residents at the Tahoe Marina Lakefront 

property are not exposed to noise. This comment is similar to comment 19-2. See response 

to comment 19-2 regarding outdoor noise sources related to the Tahoe City Lodge.  
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Letter 

95 

Clark Sperry 

No date 

 

95-1 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 

96 

Dan Tester 

August 2, 2016 

 

96-1 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and suggests that additional alternatives be 

analyzed. 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 

97 

Karen Wagner 

August 15, 2016 

 

97-1 The comment expresses concern about the noise coming from the Tahoe City Lodge’s open-

air restaurant at night. This comment is similar to comment 19-2. See response to 

comment 19-2 regarding outdoor noise sources related to the Tahoe City Lodge. 

97-2 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 

98 

Ellie Waller 

June 21, 2016 

 

98-1 The comment expresses dismay regarding the timing of the Area Plan environmental 

process, considering other projects that are undergoing concurrent environmental review. 

The comment is noted for consideration. 

98-2 The comment includes an excerpt from Section 13.6, “Conformity Review Procedures for 

Area Plans,” of the TRPA Code and inquires as to the lead agency for the Area Plan pursuant 

to Section 13.6.1. Placer County is the proponent of the Area Plan. Following consideration of 

approval of the Area Plan by the Placer County Board of Supervisors, TRPA would consider its 

adoption. As described on page 1-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Placer County is the lead agency for 

the project pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Public Resources 

Code Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations 

Section 15000 et seq.) and TRPA is the lead agency pursuant to the Tahoe Regional 

Planning Compact (Public Law 96-551, as revised), Code of Ordinances, and Rules of 

Procedure.  

98-3 The comment excerpts a portion of the Title Page of the Draft EIR/EIS and expresses dismay 

that Planning Commission hearings were scheduled during a holiday week and on the same 

day as the local high school graduation. The comment is noted for consideration. 

98-4 The comment includes an opinion letter authored by the commenter and published in the 

Sierra Sun on June 21, 2016. The letter reiterates concerns raised in Comment 98-1 about 

overlapping environmental review schedules for several projects, provides a list of upcoming 

Placer County and TRPA public hearings, and provides links to environmental documents. 

The comment is noted for consideration.  
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Letter 

99 

Ellie Waller 

July 10, 2016 

 

99-1 The comment suggests that little to no community/team input was used to develop the 

proposed Area Plan and that none of the alternatives reflect what the Plan teams requested. 

The comment refers to the 118-unit Tahoe City Lodge, implying that additional alternatives 

without a lodge project or with a smaller lodge project should have been included. Alternative 

2 includes a reduced-scale lodge with 56 units, and the no project alternative contemplates 

no lodge project and no Area Plan. The comment is noted for consideration during project 

review. 

99-2 The comment references comments submitted in response to the Notice of Preparation 

(NOP) as an attachment to the Draft EIR/EIS comment letter, and requests that the 

comments and questions contained therein be addressed in the Final EIR/EIS. The State 

CEQA Guidelines do not require lead agencies to respond in writing to comments on a NOP. 

All comments received on the NOP are included in the Scoping Summary Report in Appendix 

A of the Draft EIR/EIS, and were considered in the preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS and 

development of alternatives evaluated.  

99-3 The comment reiterates a request previously submitted in response to the NOP for each sub-area 

of the Plan area to be addressed separately in the Draft EIR/EIS so reviewers can focus on the 

analysis of that sub-area, and requests that the Final EIR/EIS provide separate sections for the 

four sub-areas. The Area Plan Implementing Regulations were prepared to include a separate 

section related to the North Tahoe West mixed-use subdistricts. Page 11 of the Draft 

Implementing Regulations lists the five North Tahoe West mixed-use subdistricts and the existing 

plan area statements (PASs) that would be superseded. Proposed land use regulations, 

permissible uses, development standards (density, building height, and noise standards), 

building placement standards and guidelines, parking and access standards and guidelines, and 

design guidelines are included on pages 162 through 178 of the Draft Implementing 

Regulations. The request for a different format for the Final EIR/EIS is acknowledged, but the 

county has determined that the format of the Draft EIR/EIS is sufficient as prepared. The Final 

EIR/EIS includes the Draft EIR/EIS, excerpted text identifying revisions to the draft document, 

and responses to comments; its content is not conducive to organization by sub-area. 

99-4 The comment suggests that the Area Plan for which the Draft EIR/EIS was prepared is not 

consistent with other documents, describes that the NOP comments cited several 

inconsistencies, and asserts that these comments were ignored, and that for these reasons 

the Draft EIR/EIS requires recirculation. Recirculation is required when significant new 

information, as defined in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5, is added to an EIR after notice 

of public review but before certification. None of the requirements for recirculation have 

been triggered and recirculation is not required. See also Response to Comment 99-2 

regarding consideration of NOP comments.  

99-5 The comment asserts that the correct number of PASs that would be superseded by the Area 

Plan should be listed as 57 in the Draft EIR/EIS, not 51; the comment also provides a list of 

the PASs from TRPA’s website. Page 1-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS correctly identifies that 51 PASs 

would be superseded. Six of the items listed in the commenter’s attachment are community 

plans; these include the following: 001A – Tahoe City CP; 017– Carnelian Bay Community 

Plan; 022 – Tahoe Vista CP; 026 – Kings Beach Industrial CP; 029 – Kings Beach CP; and 

California North Stateline CP.  

99-6 The comment notes confusion related to the Tahoe Vista designations in the Area Plan. As 

depicted on the Area Plan Land Use Diagram, Figure 4-5, Tahoe Vista is considered a Village 
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Center, as are other Mixed-Use-designated communities within the Placer County portion of 

the Tahoe Basin that are not TRPA-designated town centers. As depicted in Chapter 2 of the 

Area Plan Implementing Regulations, Tahoe Vista also contains zoning districts that are 

intended to implement the Area Plan Land Use Diagram. The zoning districts are called 

subdistricts and each individual subdistrict within Tahoe Vista has a different name.  

99-7 The comment excerpts Table 2.04.C-1 of the Area Plan and points out an incorrect table 

heading that refers to town center subdistricts. The comment is correct that the table is 

labeled in error. The table has been corrected in the revised Area Plan released concurrently 

with this Final EIR/EIS.  

99-8 The comment expresses the opinion that the Draft EIR/EIS is focused on a single project (the 

Tahoe City Lodge), that the Tahoe City Lodge should have been evaluated in an appendix or 

separate EIR, and that an additional alternative should be provided that is based on what is 

allowed without incentives, as all incentives may not be approved. The proposed action 

includes both the Area Plan and the Tahoe City Lodge project. The impact statements in each 

of the resource chapters (Chapters 5 through 18) of the Draft EIR/EIS separately identify the 

impacts of the Area Plan from the Tahoe City Lodge, so it is incorrect to state that the Draft 

EIR/EIS is focused on a single project. The format of the document is sufficient for the purpose 

of evaluating the environmental effects of the Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge. The selection 

and analysis of alternatives was conducted in accordance with CEQA, State CEQA Guidelines, 

and TRPA Code and regulations. Evaluation of an additional alternative without incentives is 

not necessary for disclosure of information pertaining to environmental effects of the project. 

99-9 The comment summarizes features of Alternatives 3 and 4 analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS, 

and recommends that another action alternative be added for consideration. The suggested 

alternative would reflect Area Plan Team input in its entirety with a Tahoe City Lodge at a 

reduced height (3 and 4 stories), a maximum density of 56 units, no town center boundary 

adjustment, and no new special planning areas. With this alternative, the comment suggests 

that the golf course clubhouse improvements be evaluated in its own environmental 

document. All of the attributes recommended in this comment are reflected in Alternative 2 

(see Table 3-8 on page 3-37 of the Draft EIR/EIS). As shown in Table 3-8, the lodge height 

would be 4 stories, the total number of units would be 56, and there would not town center 

boundary adjustment or new special planning areas. Similarly, there would be no changes to 

the golf course clubhouse.  

99-10 The comment summarizes changes to the Tahoe City Town Center boundary, asserts that the 

net reduction in the town center acreage allows for more coverage for the Tahoe City Golf 

Course as well as the Tahoe City Lodge, and suggests that the related impacts would be 

worse than the benefit of the town center reduction. While it is not entirely clear what the 

comment is suggesting, presumably the comment is referring to land capability and coverage 

changes. With respect to land capability the areas removed from the Tahoe City Town Center 

are SEZ lands (land capability district [LCD 1b]) and the added areas are higher capability 

lands including LCD 3 and 5 (see Exhibit 14-6 on page 14-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS). Existing 

(baseline) land coverage information is compared against the various lodge project 

alternatives in Table 14-8 on page 14-27 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As shown in Table 14-8 and 

discussed on pages 14-26 through 14-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS, all of the lodge alternatives 

(Alternatives 1 through 3) would reduce overall coverage relative to existing conditions, and 

importantly those reductions would also occur in SEZ areas.   

99-11 The comment states that the Tahoe City Lodge is being represented as a separate 

environmental analysis that should have been given 45 to 60 days as a review period by 

itself. It appears that the comment is suggesting that, if the Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge 

had been evaluated in separate environmental documents rather than in one as a hybrid 

program-project proposal, additional time would have been available to focus on review of 
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each project element separately. While this may be true, the county and TRPA determined 

that it was appropriate to evaluate the Area Plan, and a project demonstrating 

implementation of the Area Plan policies, in one environmental document, allowing 60 days 

(in accordance with TRPA longer comment period requirements) for public and agency 

review.  

99-12 The comment expresses the opinion that the Tahoe City Golf Course clubhouse relocation 

and new construction, substitute standards, special planning areas, and a community plan 

boundary line adjustment leave the reviewers to comment on too many components. The 

comment implies that each component should be analyzed separately, and that this triggers 

the need for recirculation. An opinion regarding the complexity of a project under review does 

not meet the criteria for recirculation as set forth in CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. The 

commenter’s opinion is acknowledged. See also response to comment 99-4 regarding CEQA 

requirements for recirculation. 

99-13 The comment excerpts substitute standards discussions from Chapter 1 of the Draft 

Implementing Regulations and Section 36.2.2 of the TRPA Code, asserts that Chapter 36.2.2 

must be amended to add Area Plans before substitute standards can be approved, and 

suggests that the amendment needs to be added to the approvals in the Final EIR/EIS. Not 

only is this not a comment on the adequacy of the of the Draft EIR/EIS, but it is also 

incorrect. Regarding the sequencing of events, substitute standards proposed in the Area 

Plan and adopted by both Placer County and TRPA become effective as Regional Plan 

elements pursuant to Chapter 13: Area Plans of the TRPA Code; Section 36.2.2 need not be 

amended to make the provisions effective. 

99-14 The comment asserts that the height and density provisions proposed in the Area Plan Town 

Center Transition Areas are not allowed by TRPA Code, because those height and density 

standards are only allowed within town centers. The comment also requests that the 

proposed Area Plan be revised to include lower height limits. The Draft EIR/EIS describes the 

proposed Town Center Core and Transition areas on page 3-9 as follows: “Within the Kings 

Beach and Tahoe City Town Centers, the Area Plan would establish zoning overlay districts 

for two Community Structure Areas (Exhibits 3-4 and 3-6) that include: Core Areas, in which 

the full range of Regional Plan incentives would apply; and Transition Areas, which include 

requirements for transitional building heights (maximum of three stories) and requirements 

to complete sidewalk or multi-use trail connections to core areas prior to, or concurrent with, 

projects using the Regional Plan redevelopment incentives.” As described in the Draft 

EIR/EIS and shown in Exhibits 3-4 and 3-6, the proposed Town Center Transition Areas are 

within the TRPA designated town centers, not outside of them. The Transition Areas would 

restrict building to lower heights within portions of the town Centers. This provision complies 

with the TRPA Code requirement that, within town centers, building height and density should 

be varied with some buildings smaller and less dense than others (TRPA Code 

Section 13.5.3.F.1.b[iii]). Because the Transition Areas are within town centers, the town 

center density and height provisions apply to these areas; and the Draft EIR/EIS accurately 

describes and analyzes these areas. The commenter’s request for lower height limits within 

portions of the town centers is noted for consideration during finalization of the Area Plan.  

99-15 The comment expresses the opinion that the Draft EIR/EIS’s characterization of the Tahoe 

City Lodge Golf Course clubhouse as being redeveloped, when it is being moved to a different 

location, is misleading. The comment proceeds to state that the new location must be 

analyzed in the Final EIR/EIS, and that the Draft EIR/EIS must be recirculated because this is 

new information and analysis. The Draft EIR/EIS does not characterize the clubhouse as 

remaining in its existing location. Rather, text in the project description of the Draft EIR/EIS 

(page 3-28 and 3-29) describes that the “locations of the reconstructed clubhouse and 

putting green would be swapped…” Exhibit 3-12 shows the location of the reconstructed 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-227 

clubhouse, which is what was analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS.  Because the Draft EIR/EIS 

accurately discloses the potential new location of the clubhouse, recirculation is not 

required. 

 The comment also includes a weblink to an opinion letter submitted by the commenter and 

published in the Sierra Sun. See response to comment 98-4. 

99-16 The comment includes the contents of an opinion letter submitted by the commenter and 

published in the Sierra Sun. See response to comment 98-4. 

99-17 The comment raises the boundary line issues between the Bechdolt Building and the former 

Henriksen Building, now with the proposed Tahoe City Lodge. Please see responses to 

comment 54-1 and 54-1A regarding this issue. The comment also expresses the opinion that 

Alternative 2 is the alternative that complies with TRPA density requirements. 

99-18 The comment excerpts language included in the last paragraph on page 3-1 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS describing the mechanism by which the Tahoe City Lodge could be approved absent 

approval of the Area Plan. The comment identifies specific actions required for 

implementation of the Tahoe City Lodge. The comment expresses confusion about the Tahoe 

City Golf Course Clubhouse and suggests it has not been analyzed in the Draft EIR/EIS. 

Please refer to response to comment 99-15.  

 The comment also states that a parking needs assessment must include the new clubhouse 

and uses, the lodge, golfers, and winter uses. A parking needs assessment was conducted 

for the Tahoe City Lodge project that addresses the uses noted in this comment. Please see 

Impact 10-8 beginning on page 10-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS and response to comment 12-42.   

99-19 This comment excerpts Sheet C3.3 from Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS, which details 

coverage calculations. (See response 99-20, below.)  

99-20 This comment states that, in its assessment of coverage, the Draft EIR/EIS does not consider 

the functionality of the SEZ areas on the Tahoe City Lodge site and the Tahoe City Golf 

Course. The comment also states that the Draft EIR/EIS must show a net gain of 2.9 acres of 

functioning SEZ. For a discussion of the Draft EIR/EIS analysis of SEZ impacts see the 

response to comments 12-54 and 82-2. 

99-21 The comment states that the project is required to provide sufficient snow storage within the 

project area and states that the easement areas may not be used for snow storage. This is 

partially correct. TRPA Code Section 36.5.3(B) requires that commercial and tourist 

accommodation uses provide adequate snow storage within the project area, or make 

arrangements by means of recorded easements or the equivalent to remove and store 

accumulated snow offsite. The project would be required to demonstrate compliance with 

this code provision as a condition of approval. See also the Conceptual Snow Management 

Plan, within Sheet C6 of Appendix A, “Revised Tahoe City Lodge Concept Plans,” of this Final 

EIR/EIS.  

99-22 The comment expresses confusion about the Tahoe City Golf Course Clubhouse. Please see 

responses to comments 99-15 and 99-18. 

99-23 The comment describes concerns with the results of the land capability challenge for the golf 

course and expresses the opinion that only 56 units should be allowed for the lodge, that 

separate environmental review should be conducted for the clubhouse, and that the Tahoe 

City Community Plan boundary adjustment should be denied.  
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 The land capability challenge for the golf course is a separate action from the Area Plan and 

Tahoe City Lodge project. The land capability challenge was approved by TRPA on February 

20, 2014, and was used as the basis for the development of the Tahoe City Lodge project 

site plans as they relate to the golf course property. 

 As described in the third full paragraph on page 3-32 and shown in Table 3-8 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS, Alternative 2 includes a lodge with 56 units and the Area Plan without a town center 

boundary adjustment as requested by the commenter. See also response to comment 99-15 

regarding the clubhouse redevelopment. 
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