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Letter 

100 

Ellie Waller 

July 25, 2016 

 

100-1 The comment duplicates a portion of comment letter 99. Please refer to the responses to 

comments 99-1 through 99-16. 

100-2 The comment duplicates a portion of comment letter 99. Please refer to the responses to 

comments 99-17 through 99-23. 

100-3 The comment requests clarification as to whether the disturbed SEZ restoration for the 

Tahoe City Golf Course Special Planning Area (SPA) shown in Table 3-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

must be completed by the Tahoe City Lodge project or the golf course independently. The 

comment suggests that SEZ restoration should be at a greater ratio, that proof of restoration 

to a functioning SEZ be required, and requests clarification as to whether commercial floor 

area (CFA) is being transferred.  

The Tahoe City Golf Course SPA includes the Tahoe City Town Center boundary adjustment 

area shown on the proposed Zoning Map. Page 266 of the Draft Implementing Regulations 

addresses the requirements for property owners to be eligible for Town Center Overlay 

District standards. The SEZ restoration requirement applies to the Tahoe City Lodge project 

and any other project that would utilize remaining portions of the Tahoe City Golf Course SPA. 

The project area referenced in Table 3-1 refers to the project site area of individual projects, 

such as the Tahoe City Lodge project, that utilize the Tahoe City Golf Course SPA. 

The comment’s suggestion that a greater SEZ restoration ratio is warranted is an opinion; it 

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

completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during project 

review. With respect to proof of restoration, both Placer County and TRPA would condition 

permit issuance or acknowledgement on completion of this element of the project.  

Page 3-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS discusses sources of allocations for the Tahoe City Lodge 

project. The lodge project does not propose to transfer CFA. Instead, as described on page 3-

30, the project applicant proposes to obtain the required tourist accommodation units (TAUs) 

for the project in part through the Area Plan’s pilot program allowed for the conversion of on-

site CFA to TAUs.  

100-4 The comment excerpts Table 51.5.3-3 of the TRPA Code (Transfer of Existing Development 

Rights to Centers) and asserts that the table provides a reasonable basis to change the 

minimum SEZ restoration requirement to 1:2 for the Tahoe City Lodge and Tahoe City Golf 

Course clubhouse relocation. The excerpted table refers to transferable development rights; 

it does not pertain to SEZ restoration.  

100-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS must clearly identify how the Tahoe City Lodge 

project would obtain residential unit commodities for condo-type units. The Draft EIR/EIS 

described the ownership structure of the Tahoe City Lodge on page 3-23, as follows: “The 

project would operate as a condo hotel, meaning that the 1- and 2-bedroom suites would be 

sold to private individuals. For the proposed project, this means that 78 suites (66 percent of 

the total units) would be sold, and 40 hotel units would be retained by the lodge. The sold 

units would have restrictions on the number of nights a buyer can occupy the unit, which 

would be addressed in a deed restriction as a condition of project approval. A condo hotel is 

a building that is legally a condominium, but operated as a hotel, offering short-term rentals.” 

Because the units would operate as hotel units providing short-term rentals, they would 
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require TAUs pursuant to TRPA Code, not residential commodities. The anticipated sources of 

the required TAUs are described in the Draft EIR/EIS in Section 3.6.2 on page 3-30. 

100-6 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS provide a table detailing how land coverage 

and capability of the various Tahoe City Lodge project components allow for 118 units on 1.4 

acres, versus including the Tahoe City Golf Course property boundaries to equal 3.9 acres. It 

is unclear what the comment is suggesting. Table 14-7 in the Draft EIR/EIS includes detailed 

coverage calculations by land capability district (LCD) for existing conditions and each of the 

Tahoe City Lodge project alternatives. The coverage calculations for Alternatives 1 and 3, 

each of which include 118 units, utilize a portion of the Tahoe City Golf Course SPA for a total 

project area (defined in Chapter 30 of the TRPA Code) of 3.9 acres. Alternative 2 reflects an 

alternative whereby the project area used to estimate the maximum TAUs (56 units) and to 

calculate coverage by LCD would be approximately 1.4 acres. The coverage by LCD for 

Alternative 2 is also shown in Table 14-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

100-7 The comment suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS provide information on the proposed CFA and 

TAU bonus unit program. The comment excerpts portions of Sections 50.10.7 and 50.10.8 of 

the TRPA Code. It is unclear what the comment is suggesting. Table 5-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

includes a commodities summary to include existing, banked, and remaining commodities; it 

includes residential units, CFA, and TAUs, as well as a summary of remaining bonus units. 

The proposed Area Plan program allowing for the limited conversion of CFA to TAUs is 

described on pages 3-17 and 3-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS, and evaluated in the Draft EIR/EIS 

resource chapters (Chapter 5 through 18), where relevant. 

100-8 The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS does not provide information on how the 

proposed Tahoe City Lodge project would meet the coverage reduction requirements for 

transfers of development as required by TRPA Code Section 51.5.2.I.1. TRPA Code 

Section 51.5.2.I.1 requires that one of several conditions be met for projects that transfer 

development commodities into a building site that is not within high capability lands (LCD 4 

through 7). As shown in Exhibit 3-12, the building site is within LCDs 1b and 5. Prior to TRPA 

permit acknowledgement, the site plan must be refined and evaluated for consistency with 

TRPA coverage limitations, as required by Mitigation Measure 14-1. Furthermore, response 

to comment 100-3 and page 3-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS discuss sources of allocations for the 

Tahoe City Lodge project. The proposed lodge project does not propose to transfer CFA. 

Instead, as described on page 3-30, the project applicant proposes to obtain the required 

tourist accommodation units (TAUs) for the project in part through the Area Plan’s pilot 

program allowed for the conversion of on-site CFA to TAUs. Other TAUs could be assigned to 

the site from the county’s limited supply, or could be purchased and transferred to the site. 

Any transfers of development commodities would need to meet the requirements of TRPA 

Code Section 51.5.2.I.1 prior to TRPA permit acknowledgement. 

100-9 The comment states that the Tahoe City Lodge project would not qualify for density and 

coverage benefits if the boundary line adjustment is not approved, and that it would not 

comply with non-contiguous project area benefits. The comment is acknowledged. 

100-10 The comment states that the Final EIR/EIS must be corrected to provide an alternative that 

accurately reflects the Tahoe City Lodge per current TRPA ordinances, and Tahoe City 

Community Plan and PAS restrictions. Alternative 4 in the Draft EIR/EIS (described on pages 

3-5 and 3-38) reflects a scenario in which the Area Plan would not be adopted and the 

existing Regional Plan, six community plans, 51 PASs, and Placer County zoning regulations 

would remain unchanged. Under this scenario, the lodge project applicant would not move 

forward with a lodge proposal, but rather would renovate the existing commercial center to 

increase occupancy relative to existing conditions. 
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100-11 The comment pertains to parking at the Tahoe City Lodge. Impact 10-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS 

identifies the summer parking demand by land use and activity, as requested by the 

comment. The response to comment 12-42 updates this analysis to include evaluation of 

winter conditions. See also the discussion in Section 2.1.1, “Description of Tahoe City Lodge 

Changes,” in the Final EIR/EIS. 

100-12 The comment expresses concern regarding the accuracy of the land coverage calculations 

prepared for the Tahoe City Lodge. The concern results from a misinterpretation of Plan 

Sheet C3.1 in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS, which shows the project area and existing 

land coverage. This exhibit shows coverage outside of the project area for information 

purposes. Only existing land coverage located within the project area was included in land 

coverage calculations. Additionally, Area 3 identified on Plan Sheets C3.2 and C3.3 

separately addresses the easement area. 

100-13 The comment states that the Tahoe City Lodge project should provide an MOU demonstrating 

the partnership agreement between TCPUD and the project applicant. A Non-Binding Letter 

of Intent was entered into on April 21, 2014 between TCPUD and Kila Properties, the Tahoe 

City Lodge proponent (TCPUD and Kila Properties 2014). This letter indicates that the two 

parties are willing to negotiate a future agreement which addresses the development of the 

Tahoe City Lodge, deed restriction of portions of the Tahoe City Golf Course, shared parking, 

and shared or restored land coverage in order to comply with TRPA regulations. The Letter of 

Intent is a public document and is included in the administrative record of this Final EIR/EIS. 

100-14 The comment inquires as to why the Tahoe City Golf Course has not done the proposed SEZ 

restoration prior to the joint project area proposal. The comment offers no specific 

information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate; 

therefore, no further response can be provided. 

100-15 The comment questions whether the Tahoe City Lodge Project has an easement that allows 

for ingress and egress to the site. The lodge alternatives propose to make use of the 

easement on the Bechdolt property in a manner pursuant to the right granted under that 

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

100-16 The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS does not address affordable and employee 

housing for the Tahoe City Lodge. The affordable and employee housing requirements for the 

Tahoe City Lodge are discussed on pages 6-17 and 6-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS. As described, 

the lodge project would be required to provide for employee housing for 50 percent of the 

project’s increase in full-time equivalent employees (FTEE). 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). Lodge Alternative 1 would increase FTEE by 4.78 over the 

employment potential of the project site under full occupancy. Consistent with the County’s 

Housing Element Program C-2, the project is required to mitigate potential impacts to 

employee housing by housing 50 percent of the FTEEs generated by the project.  Therefore, 

the applicant would be responsible for providing housing for the equivalent of 2.39 FTEEs 

which 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.   

100-17 The comment excerpts the last full paragraph on page 3-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS, which 

describes the mechanism by which the Tahoe City Lodge could be approved even if the 

County and TRPA do not adopt the Area Plan. The text describes that to do so, however, the 

Tahoe City Lodge would require amendments to the Regional Plan and Code, as well as 

several planning documents associated with the 1987 Regional Plan. The comment requests 

clarification as to the specific amendments that would be required to provide assurance to 

the reviewers that all environmental analyses have been accurately and adequately 
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completed. A scenario in which the lodge project would move forward absent an Area Plan 

alternative being approved is not included as part of any of the alternatives evaluated in the 

Draft EIR/EIS. If none of the Area Plan alternatives are approved, and the Tahoe City Lodge 

project applicant proposed to move forward with the aforementioned amendments, then 

such a proposal would be subject to a subsequent environmental review and approval. 

100-18 The comment addresses LOS, Area Plan parking standards, and the TART Systems Plan. The 

comment regarding LOS pertains to the change in LOS standards in the proposed Area Plan 

policies (Policy T-P-6), and not to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 

environmental document. The Draft EIR/EIS does analyze LOS at key roadway elements 

(Impacts 10-1 and 10-3). 

Regarding the analysis of parking at the Area Plan level, the actual parking demand and 

supply that would occur in each SPA would depend on specific project design, specific land 

uses (as specific types of commercial land uses, for example, have differing levels of parking 

demand), future shared parking arrangements, the degree to which future developers take 

advantage of in-lieu fee programs, and other factors. It would be speculative to identify a 

specific number of future parking spaces needed or supplied. What can be concluded at an 

appropriate Area Plan level of analysis is that the parking standards that would be adopted 

as part of the Area Plan would result in a lower number of additional future parking spaces in 

town centers associated with new development than would occur if the new parking 

standards are not adopted. Specific development proposals would be required to adhere to 

the standard county development review process, which would provide a review of parking 

impacts based upon detailed specific land uses and parking strategies. The provision of 

structured versus surface parking is also dependent upon project- and site-specific factors, 

and cannot be evaluated at the Area Plan level. 

A detailed quantitative analysis of the traffic/parking/air quality impacts of the TART Systems 

Plan would be necessary if it were identified as fully mitigating a significant traffic impact. 

However, as Impact 10-1 (roadway LOS) is found to be significant and unavoidable even with 

additional transit funding that helps to support the TART Systems Plan, a detailed analysis of 

impacts would not change the findings of the environmental document. 

100-19 The comment claims that the Draft EIR/EIS does not analyze the increased growth that could 

result from allowing secondary dwelling units, and requests that the EIR/EIS include an 

analysis based on a modeled estimate of the number of secondary dwelling units. 

The Draft EIR/EIS (on page 3-18) summarizes the proposed Area Plan provision that would 

allow secondary dwelling units on certain residential parcels less than 1 acre in size, and the 

full text of the applicable requirements for secondary units is provided in Section 3.01 of the 

proposed Area Plan Implementing Regulations. As described in the Draft EIR/EIS and 

proposed Area Plan, secondary dwelling units would be subject to TRPA Code provisions 

including the requirement for each dwelling unit to receive residential development 

commodities under the TRPA growth control system. As a result, secondary dwelling units 

would not result in additive growth. Instead, they would represent a portion of the limited 

residential development commodities authorized by the TRPA Regional Plan and analyzed in 

the 2012 Regional Plan Update EIS.  

The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the effects of the secondary dwelling units in Chapters 5 through 

20. The analysis summarizes the anticipated growth in residential units consistent with the 

TRPA growth control system as follows: “Development of commercial and tourist uses and 

residential units in the Plan area are limited by commodity allocations set forth by the 

Regional Plan. Between 11 and up to 37 residential units could be issued by TRPA each year 

for residential development in the Plan area. Through the Bonus Unit Incentive Program, 

TRPA has a limited number of bonus units that could be allocated for development of 
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affordable housing or to incentivize transfer of development rights into town centers (TRPA 

Code Section 52.3). Within these limitations, the maximum number of housing units, 

including bonus units that could be developed under the Area Plan by 2035, would be 

12,206, an addition of 1,016 over the existing number of housing units (see Table 6-1).” 

(Draft EIR/EIS page 6-19). Notably, the analysis of the effects of secondary dwelling units in 

the Draft EIR/EIS is based on a modelled estimate that approximately five percent of these 

new residential units would be secondary dwelling units. This estimate is based on data on 

the actual development of secondary dwelling units under a similar program in the City of 

South Lake Tahoe, and from elsewhere in Placer County (see page 3 of Draft EIR/EIS 

Appendix G-1). As described above, the Draft EIR/EIS appropriately analyzed the effects of 

secondary dwelling units. 

100-20 The comment requests clarification as to how view corridor standards in the proposed Area 

Plan would be applied, and suggests that the EIR/EIS should include simulations of future 

buildings that could be proposed in the Plan area to evaluate their effects on scenic views. 

The comment also suggests additional view corridor requirements for inclusion in the 

proposed area plan. 

Please refer to the responses to comments 12-44 and 12-46, which provide clarification on 

how the proposed view corridor standards would be applied, and address the suggestion to 

include simulations of possible future buildings that could be proposed within the Plan area.  

The comment’s suggested additional view corridor requirements are noted for consideration 

during finalization of the proposed Area Plan, but these comments refer to the content of the 

Area Plan, not the Draft EIR/EIS. 

100-21 The comment excerpts a portion of Chapter 13 of the TRPA Code and asserts that 

“considering” ridgeline protection is not a requirement and that TRPA Code must be 

amended to include language that “must protect” by providing visual simulation analysis; the 

comment also states that the Final EIR/EIS must provide detailed criteria to meet the 

requirements of Section 13.6.6.C.1 of the TRPA Code, which requires that: 

Area Plans that contain town centers… shall include policies, ordinances, and other 

implementation measures to: 

1. Include building and site design standards that reflect the unique character of 

each area, respond to local design issues, and consider ridgeline and viewshed 

protection; 

Area Plan Policies SR-P-1 through SR-P-9 meet the requirements of Code Section 13.6.6.C.1. 

Policy SR-P-9 specifically addresses ridgeline and viewshed protection. The comment is 

noted for consideration during project review. 

100-22 The comment suggests that there is an inconsistency between the lodge room counts 

presented in Tables 3-5 and 3-8 for Alternative 3. The total unit count for Alternative 3 is 

correctly shown in both tables as 118 units. Table 3-5 presents the information in a slightly 

different way than Table 3-8, and is intended to show the unit sizes for comparative 

purposes. Table 3-8 combined the units with dens with the traditional 1- and 2-bedroom 

suites. While Alternative 3 is correctly shown in both tables, it is true that the numbers are 

shown incorrectly for Alternative 1 in Table 3-5. The table has been revised in this Final 

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

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

environmental impact. 
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Table 3-5 on page 3-25 is revised as follows: 

Table 3-5 Tahoe City Lodge Unit Development Summary by Alternative  

Lodge Unit Type 

Alternative 1  

(Proposed Project) 
Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Alternative 4 
Number of 

Units 

Average 

Size 

Number of 

Units 

Average 

Size 

Number of 

Units 

Average 

Size 

Hotel units  

1-bedroom suites  

2-bedroom suites  

1-bedroom with den/Type 1 

1-bedroom with den/Type 2 

2-bedroom with den/Type 1 

2-bedroom with den/Type 2 

 

Total Units 

40  

31  

5047  

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

 

118  

390 sf 

650 sf 

1,000 sf 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

 

 

20 

16 

20 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

 

56 

375 sf 

676 sf 

1,014 sf 

-- 

-- 

-- 

-- 

 

40 

31 

35 

3 

3 

3 

3 

 

118 

375 sf 

676 sf 

1,014 sf 

1,138 sf 

1,036 sf 

1,310 sf 

1,333 sf 

NA 

Square feet = sf 

Source: Kila Tahoe, LLC 2015 

 

100-23 The comment requests clarification of the text on page 3-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS where the 

text describes the lodging unit sizes depicted in Exhibit 3-12 as ranging from approximately 

390 to 1,000 square feet, which is true for the project as proposed. Table 3-5, which depicts 

unit sizes contemplated in all alternatives, includes unit sizes up to 1,333 square feet. 

100-24 The comment questions the Draft EIR/EIS conclusion that the environmental impacts 

associated with the Tahoe City Lodge alternatives are roughly equivalent. As described on 

page 20-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, Tahoe City Lodge Alternatives 1 and 3 have significant and 

unavoidable traffic-related impacts, while Alternative 2 is projected to have beneficial traffic 

impacts. However, the margin between the beneficial impacts of Alternative 2 and the 

significant and unavoidable impacts of Alternatives 1 and 3 are small. For example, at the 

Grove Street/SR 28 intersection, Alternative 2 would result in a 1.3 percent decrease in 

traffic volume while Alternatives 1 and 3 would increase traffic volume by 1.6 percent. While 

Alternative 2 would be considered to have a beneficial impact, Alternatives 1 and 3 would be 

considered to have a significant and unavoidable impact, even though the difference 

between the alternatives is less than 3 percent. Additionally, Alternatives 1 and 3 would 

result in environmental benefits that are not shown by a review of the impact conclusions 

such as restoration of SEZ areas, preservation of open space, and environmental 

enhancement requirements for development within special planning areas. Therefore, as 

described in the Draft EIR/EIS, although the action alternatives are environmentally superior 

to Alternative 4, the potential environmental effects or benefits that would result from 

implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are roughly equivalent.  

100-25 The comment proposes the consideration of a fifth alternative for inclusion in the Final 

EIR/EIS. It is difficult to read and understand the handwritten notes included in this 

comment. The features described for this fifth alternative appear to be the same as 

Alternative 2 (see Table 3-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS), except as it relates to building height. The 

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

accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS and does not provide evidence that the 

suggested alternative would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects (CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15126.6) of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR/EIS. The 

comment is noted for consideration during project review. 
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100-26 The comment suggests that the sentence preceding Table 3-5 in the Draft EIR/EIS should be 

corrected; however, the bedroom count number provided in the comment is not correct. The 

sentence has been revised in this Final EIR/EIS. The change is presented in Chapter 2, 

“Corrections and Revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS.” The correction does not alter the 

conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

The sentence preceding Table 3-5 on page 3-25 is revised as follows: 

The total number of bedrooms associated with the proposed project is 171165. 

100-27 The comment notes that Tahoe City Lodge Alternative 3 includes 12 lodging units that would 

include dens. The comment suggests that if additional beds were placed in the dens it could 

result in additional environmental impacts from additional people.  

The number of individuals staying in any lodging unit can vary substantially from night to 

night. The Draft EIR/EIS analyzes the effects of the Tahoe City lodge alternatives using 

assumptions imbedded in the TRPA transportation demand model. This model includes 

estimates of typical occupancy rates for hotels in Tahoe Region. This analysis accounts for 

the actual monitored variation in the number of occupants. Thus, if a den were occasionally 

used to accommodate an additional guest, it would not affect the environmental analysis, 

because the analysis already accounts for this type of variation in the number of occupants. 

100-28 The comment cites the need for a detailed inventory of parking needs for the Tahoe City 

Lodge. The requested details are provided for peak summer conditions (at 100 percent lodge 

occupancy) in Tables 10-17 through 10-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS. The response to comment 

12-42 provides similar information for peak winter conditions. 

100-29 The comment states that Tahoe City Lodge Alternative 2 should be the chosen lodge 

alternative for all Area Plan alternatives. The comment is noted for consideration during 

project review. 

100-30 This comment repeats the concerns stated in comment 100-16 regarding the analysis of 

employee or affordable housing for the Tahoe City Lodge. Please refer to the response to 

comment 100-16 above. 

100-31 The comment requests additional data related to five subareas within the Plan area, as well 

as information related to land uses in portions of the Plan area that would not experience 

changes through implementation of the Area Plan. While the information requested would 

provide an interesting assessment of various conditions throughout the Plan area, it is not 

necessary for evaluating the potential environmental effects of the changes in policies, land 

uses, and regulations proposed by the Area Plan that collectively represent the whole of the 

action consistent with Section 15378 of the CEQA Guidelines.  

100-32 The comment refers to Draft EIR/EIS page 3-15 and suggests that Special Planning Areas 

(SPAs) proposed in the Area Plan alternatives would allow town center height, density, and 

coverage standards to apply outside of town centers, which is not analyzed in the Draft 

EIR/EIS.  

The Draft EIR/EIS summarizes the SPAs on pages 3-15 to 3-16, and the full text of 

regulations governing SPAs is included in the proposed Area Plan Implementing Regulations 

in Section 2.09.B. The majority of the SPAs are within town centers and would only allow the 

applicable town center height, density, and coverage standards to apply to projects that meet 

specific performance standards related to restoration and mobility. One SPA is located 

outside of town centers (the Truckee River Corridor SPA). This SPA would not allow town 

center standards to apply outside of the town centers. Instead, this SPA calls for the county 
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to prepare a focused plan for the Truckee River corridor area that recognizes existing uses 

and establishes zoning and development standards that promote Regional Plan goals and 

policies. 

This comment has identified language in the last full paragraph on page 3-15 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS that is inaccurate and this language has been corrected in this Final EIR/EIS. This 

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

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

environmental impact. 

The last full paragraph on page 3-15 is revised to read as follows: 

“No changes to existing development standards (e.g., height, density, and coverage) 

apply in these areas unless specific performance standards are met in which case 

town center redevelopment incentives would apply to the SPAs within town centers. 

Applicable performance standards for the six SPAs are summarized below (Table 3-

1). The full text of SPA performance standards is included in Section 2.09.B of the 

Area Plan Implementing Regulations.” 

100-33 The comment states that the Final EIR/EIS must assess impacts of the proposed incentives 

for the three Tahoe City SPAs as compared to existing physical conditions, the baseline for 

analysis. The impact of the project (including the incentives included in the SPAs) is 

compared to an existing conditions baseline. Because the Area Plan is a long-term guidance 

document, the document also discloses comparisons to the no project alternative, that is, 

continuation of existing policies and zoning.  

 The comment also states that the modification of the Tahoe City Town Center would require a 

Regional Plan amendment. This statement is correct. If TRPA and Placer County approve an 

Area Plan alternative that includes a town center modification, an amendment to the TRPA 

Regional Plan would be required. This Draft EIR/EIS would support the amendment process. 

100-34 The comment requests that the Draft EIR/EIS executive summary include a summary table to 

assist reviewers in determining the environmentally superior alternative. Table 20-1, on page 

20-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS provides a summary of impact conclusions by alternative for each 

resource. An additional table is not necessary. 
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Letter 

101 

Ellie Waller 

July 27, 2016 

 

101-1 The comment expresses disagreement with the Draft EIR/EIS findings related to the Tahoe 

City Lodge project’s obligation to provide affordable and employee housing. This comment 

echoes concerns that the commenter previously raised in comment 100-16. Please refer to 

the response to comment 100-16. An important detail to note in this discussion is that the 

Tahoe City Lodge is required to provide employee housing for 50 percent of the increase in 

FTEEs when compared to the employment potential of the existing site (Placer County 

General Plan Housing Element, Policy C-2). 

 

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-299 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-300 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 3.4-301 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-302 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 3.4-303 

Letter 

102 

Ellie Waller 

July 28, 2016 

 

102-1 This comment cites statements 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, it would be within the rights of the 

project applicant to determine whether or not to pursue it. 

102-2 This comment states that the Tahoe Basin needs creative solutions for traffic issues and 

cannot rely only on mitigation fees. The comment is noted for consideration during project 

review. 

102-3 This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS is full of inconsistencies, but does not provide 

any specific examples. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the 

analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be 

provided. 

102-4 This comment states that Tahoe Vista is referred to inconsistently throughout the Draft 

EIR/EIS. This comment raises the same concern as comment 99-2. See response to 

comment 99-2.  

102-5 This comment requests clarification regarding the acreage of the SEZ restoration component 

of the Tahoe City Lodge project. Please see the response to comment 82-2, which addresses 

this issue. 

102-6 The comment states that the TRPA RPU EIS should not be used exclusively to evaluate the 

potential effect of local zoning changes. The Draft EIR/EIS did not rely solely on tiering to 

evaluate zoning changes. Zoning and land use classification changes resulting from Area 

Plan implementation are evaluated in Impact 5-2 beginning on page 5-18 of the Draft 

EIR/EIS.  

102-7 This comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS did not appropriately cite environmental 

documents when tiering. This statement is incorrect. The Draft EIR/EIS cited the appropriate 

document and page number or section number when tiering from the TRPA RPU EIS. 

Examples are provided in many technical chapters of the Draft EIR/EIS. Specific examples of 

where page numbers were cited when tiering include, but are not limited to the following 

Draft EIR/EIS pages: 5-14, 5-16, 5-23, 6-1, 6-2, 6-10, 6-14, 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 11-15, 11-19, and 

11-28. 

102-8 The comment states that they did not receive a copy of the Tahoe City Lodge application from 

the county for review. 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. 

102-9 The comment requests information on the timing in which the environmental analysis will be 

performed. The specific timing is unknown at this time. 

102-10 The comment states that the lodge project is dependent on the golf course mixed-use 

overlay, and questions whether the extent of SEZ restoration to be completed as part of the 

Tahoe City Lodge project is sufficient. 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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102-11 The comment requests that the Draft EIR/EIS list the characteristics of the existing hotels 

within the Plan area to compare them with the incentives provided to the proposed Tahoe 

City Lodge. 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. 

102-12 The comment requests additional affordable housing information and expresses 

disagreement with the description of the affordable and employee housing requirements for 

the Tahoe City Lodge in the Draft EIR/EIS. Please refer to the responses to comments 100-

16 and 101-1. Additional information regarding the secondary residential unit program and 

in-lieu fees can be found in Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this 

Final EIR/EIS. 

102-13 The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS does not identify a superior alternative and 

questions how reviewers can comment on the comparison of alternatives. Section 20.5, 

(pages 20-4 and 20-5) of the Draft EIR/EIS provided a discussion of the alternatives to 

determine whether an environmentally superior alternative is apparent from the analysis. 

This discussion found that the action alternatives are environmentally superior to 

Alternative 4 (i.e., taking no action), and the potential environmental effects or benefits that 

would result from implementation of Alternatives 1, 2, and 3 are roughly equivalent. 

102-14 The comment states that comments provided on the NOP were not addressed in the Draft 

EIR/EIS and should be included in the Final EIR/EIS. Please see the response to comment 

99-2 of this Final EIR/EIS, which addresses comments received on the NOP. 

102-15 This comment references a section of the Draft EIR/EIS that states that the Tahoe City Lodge 

could be approved without the adoption of the Area Plan, but would require amendments to 

the TRPA Regional Plan and Code of Ordinances. The comment expresses concern that these 

types of revisions are not consistent with the intentions of the Regional Plan. Please see the 

response to comment 100-17 regarding independent approval of the Tahoe City Lodge 

project absent the Area Plan. 

102-16 The comment requests that the presentation materials from the TRPA Advisory Planning 

Commission and Governing Board meetings related to the Area Plan be made available. 

These materials are available on the TRPA and Placer County websites. This comment also 

requests that Placer County and TRPA provide presentation materials and transcripts of the 

oral comments heard at public meetings for inclusion in the Final EIR/EIS. Comment 

summary notes from the five public meetings that occurred during review of the Draft 

EIR/EIS are included as letters 112 and 116. Audio recordings of the TRPA Advisory Planning 

Commission, Governing Board, and Regional Plan Implementation Committee meetings are 

available on TRPA’s website.  In addition, audio recordings of the Placer County Planning 

Commission and Board of Supervisor meetings are available on Placer County’s website. 
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Letter 

103 

Ellie Waller 

August 1, 2016 

 

103-1 This comment states that the proposed Area Plan program to allow the limited conversion of 

TRPA regulated Commercial Floor Area (CFA) to Tourist Accommodation Units (TAUs) would 

conflict with the TRPA Regional Plan. The comment also states that this program would 

conflict with Area Plan Policy LU-P-2, which requires development to comply with the TRPA 

growth control system and Area Plan programs. The TRPA Regional Plan allows Area Plans to 

develop substitute standards provided that these standards are consistent with the TRPA 

Ordinances that remain in effect and the Goals and Policies of the Regional Plan (TRPA Code 

Section 13.5.1). The proposed CFA-to-TAU conversion program is unique to the Area Plan and 

was not previously contemplated by the Regional Plan. However, as described in the Draft 

EIR/EIS analysis, this program would mirror the existing TRPA program which allows TAU-to-

CFA conversion (described in Section 50.10.1 of the TRPA Code). Additionally, the proposed 

program would be limited to 400 TAUs, which must be used within town centers and within 

0.25 miles of a transit stop, and would encourage redevelopment in alignment with TRPA’s 

mixed-use development goals. Finally, the Area Plan consistency review required prior to 

TRPA approval would not allow the adoption of the Area Plan unless it was found to be 

consistent with TRPA’s growth management system (TRPA Code Section 13.6.5).   

103-2 This comment points out inconsistencies between how the Area Plan and the Draft EIR/EIS 

refer to the CFA to TAU conversion program. These errors have been corrected in the revised 

Area Plan released concurrently with this Final EIR/EIS.  

103-3 This comment restates the concerns previously raised regarding the Area Plan’s TAU 

conversion policies conformance with TRPA’s Regional Plan. Please see the response to 

comment 103-1 above.  

103-4 This comment states that the Area Plan policy to modify the LOS standard for roadways 

within town centers would conflict with the TRPA Regional Plan Policy DP-2.2, which requires 

that LOS standards be maintained. The current LOS standard for urban areas within the 

Tahoe Basin is LOS E (TRPA Regional Plan Policy T-10.7). Under 2016 conditions, the 

eastbound portion of the SR 28 roadway in Tahoe City between Grove Street and the Wye 

operates at LOS F during peak hours (see Table 10-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS) and would 

continue to operate at LOS F regardless of which Area Plan alternative is implemented (see 

Table 10-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS), including Alternative 2 which would not implement 

substitute standards. Both directions of traffic would be operating at LOS F by 2035 under 

Alternative 4 and all Area Plan alternatives would improve LOS when compared to taking no 

action. As discussed on page 10-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS, traffic delays in Tahoe City and 

Kings Beach are due in large part to pedestrian crossings, bicycle traffic, and vehicle parking 

maneuvers. Traffic congestion is a natural consequence of roadway user conflicts in these 

town centers. TRPA Regional Plan Policy T-10.7 recognizes this conflict by allowing LOS 

standards to be exceeded when provisions for multi-modal amenities and/or services (such 

as transit, bicycling, and walking facilities) are adequate to provide mobility for users. The 

Area Plan accomplishes this through supporting the development of a network of shared-use 

paths and through mitigation measures such as construction of a pedestrian activated signal 

at the Grove Street/SR 28 intersection, and establishing a County Service Area Zone of 

Benefit to expand transit services. 

103-5 This comment is a continuation of the discussion of LOS standards from comment 103-4. 

Please refer to the response to comment 103-4 above. 
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103-6 This comment states that the Final EIR/EIS must verify that a sufficient amount of CFA is 

available for purchase and conversion to TAUs, to construct the proposed Tahoe City Lodge. 

As with any project, the Tahoe City Lodge project applicant would be required to demonstrate 

the possession of all required development commodities during final design and before TRPA 

permit acknowledgement.  

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Placer County/TRPA 

Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 3.4-323 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-324 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 3.4-325 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-326 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 3.4-327 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-328 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 3.4-329 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-330 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 3.4-331 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-332 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 3.4-333 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-334 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 3.4-335 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-336 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 3.4-337 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-338 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 3.4-339 

 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.4-340 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

 

 

Letter 

104 

Ellie Waller 

August 12, 2016 

 

104-1 This comment states that the Area Plan must include ridgeline protection standards and 

references numerous ridgeline protection ordinances from other municipalities. Ridgeline 

protection was discussed in Impact 9-1 on page 9-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS. This comment 

offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental 

document is inadequate. This comment will be considered during project review.  
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Letter 

105 

Ellie Waller 

August 12, 2016 

 

105-1 This comment states that the Area Plan should contain requirements for Placer County 

projects outside of the Tahoe Basin to assess the potential for that project to exceed TRPA’s 

VMT significance threshold. The comment also states that the Draft EIR/EIS did not evaluate 

these potential impacts. See Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 of 

this Final EIR/EIS. 

 

 

Letter 

106 

Peter Werbel 

August 15, 20160 

 

106-1 This comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge project. 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 

107 

Robert White 

August 13, 2016 

 

107-1 This comment expresses support for the Area Plan, Tahoe City Lodge, and the concept of a 

shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge. 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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107-2 This comment expresses support for the Area Plan, Tahoe City Lodge, and the concept of a 

shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge. 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. 

 

 

Letter 

108 

Dave Wilderotter 

August 13, 2016 

 

108-1 This comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge project. 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 

109 

Jim Williamson 

August 15, 2016 

 

109-1 This comment expresses support for the proposed Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge project. 

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 

110 

Wade Wnuk 

August 3, 2016 

 

110-1 The comment offers support for the Area Plan. It does not raise environmental issues or 

concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 

document. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the 

alternatives. 

 

 

Letter 

111 

Laurie Woods 

August 10, 2016 

 

111-1 This comment expresses general support for the Tahoe City Lodge project, but concern 

regarding the potential for light pollution and the selection of environmentally responsible 

building materials. Please see the response to comment 15-13 related to prevention of light 

pollution. Also, as described on page 3-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS, the Tahoe City Lodge project 

would comply with TRPA dark sky protection standards and proposes the use of Leadership 

in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) standards, including light pollution reduction. 
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