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3.4 INDIVIDUALS 

 

Letter 
I1 

Paul Adams 
July 9, 2018 

 

I1-1 The comment does not support shoreline development and expresses support for 
Alternative 4. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which provides details on how comments that express support 
for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed 
Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I2 

Anonymous 
July 5, 2018 

 

I2-1 The comment questions why the beach was not raked/groomed with sand cleaning 
equipment when the lake was low. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I3 

David Antonucci 
June 26, 2018 

 

I3-1 The comment states that the length of Lake Tahoe’s shoreline is incorrectly identified in the 
Draft EIS and should be 75.1 miles. The comment is correct in that the University of 
California, Davis, Tahoe Environmental Research Center identifies the length of shoreline as 
approximately 75 miles in the 2018 State of the Lake Report (Tahoe Environmental 
Research Center 2018). The proposed Shoreline Plan and the Draft EIS state that the 
shoreline is approximately 72 miles long. All analyses that quantify the distance around the 
shoreline or size of the lake incorporate geographic information system analysis based on 
the best available remote-sensing data at the lake level appropriate for each particular 
analysis. The shoreline length varies by lake level, and the difference between 75 and 72 
miles is small. For these reasons, the conclusions would not be affected if the environmental 
analysis assumed that the shoreline was 75 miles long.  
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Letter 
I4 

Karen Bachland 
July 9, 2018 

 

I4-1 The comment notes an observed increase in the number of boats, especially in the shore 
area, over the last 50 years and states that additional docks will only increase boat traffic. 
The Draft EIS analyzes the expected changes in boating activity that would occur under each 
Shoreline Plan alternative. Refer to Master Response 3 – Motorized Boat Use Assumptions, 
in Section 3.1, which provides additional details on expected changes in boating activity. 
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Letter 
I5 

Marguerite Bachand 
July 9, 2018 

 

I5-1 The comment states that there has been an increase in boat traffic and associated noise 
pollution since 1970, which harms the ecosystem. The commenter does not support the 
increase in the number of private piers along the shoreline and supports increased 
enforcement of boating regulations. The Draft EIS analyzes the expected changes in boating 
activity that would occur under each Shoreline Plan alternative. Refer to Master Response 3 
– Motorized Boat Use Assumptions, in Section 3.1, which provides additional details on 
expected changes in boating activity. 

 Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I6 

Philip Bachand 
July 9, 2018 

 

I6-1 The comment states that boats are hazardous to recreationists using nonmotorized 
watercraft, are a source of invasive species introduction to the lake, and cause noise 
pollution. The comment does not support increased pier construction that would increase 
boat use. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of boating on public health and safety, 
recreation, invasive species, and noise in Chapters 15, 8, 5, and 12, respectively.  

 Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered.  
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Letter 
I7 

Thomas Bachand 
July 9, 2018 

 

I7-1 The comment questions the composition of the Steering Committee and why the only private 
groups are the Lake Tahoe Marina Association and the Tahoe Lakefront Owners’ Association. 
This comment pertains to the process used to develop the proposed Shoreline Plan. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I7-2 The comment expresses the opinion that the Shoreline Plan should maintain the moratorium 
on pier development and that private development should not be allowed in publicly owned 
water. It states that the Shoreline Plan accommodates lakefront property owners to the 
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disadvantage of others. This comment also refers to the merits of the plan itself. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. See 
also the response to comment A1-1, which provides additional detail on the purpose of the 
Shoreline Plan relative to private lands. 

 

Letter 
I8 

Laurelee Barnes 
August 12, 2018 

 

I8-1 The comment supports additional buoys, as well as upgrades and additions to public piers. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I9 

Cody Bass 
July 9, 2018 

 

I9-1 The comment recommends that all structures along the shore meet the highest green 
building standards available. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 

I9-2 The comment states that when commercial piers are permitted, public access to the pier 
should be mandatory. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 

I9-3 The comment states that shared piers should be prioritized in the permitting process. 
Prioritization of private pier applications is discussed on page 2-31 of the Draft EIS. Priority 
would be given to applications that serve the greatest number of users. 

I9-4 The comment states that the gas and sanitary waste equipment at the South Shore marinas 
is outdated and needs to be upgraded to the highest environmental standard. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I10 

Veronika Behlmer 
May 9, 2018 

 

I10-1 The comment contends that increasing the number of private piers on Lake Tahoe would 
degrade the beauty of the lake and supports only eight to 10 new public piers. The Draft EIS 
evaluates the scenic effects of new piers under each alternative in Chapter 9, “Scenic 
Resources.” Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition 
to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I11 

Taylor Bennett 
July 9, 2018 

 

I11-1 The comment does not support any increase in the number of shoreline structures or 
increased access for motorized recreation on Lake Tahoe. It suggests that the Shoreline Plan 
does not consider the concerns of those who enjoy nonmotorized use of the lake or the 
consequences of shoreline development. Nonmotorized recreation is analyzed in Chapter 8, 
“Recreation.” The impacts of shoreline development are analyzed in Chapters 4–17. Refer 
also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I12 

Lea Betty 
May 13, 2018 

 

I12-1 The comment supports the protection of Lake Tahoe. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I13 

Kelsi Boyd 
July 9, 2018 

 

I13-1 The comment does not support additional shoreline development or increased boating and 
supports Alternative 4. It suggests that the public comment period on the Draft EIS should be 
extended because it was poorly advertised. Noticing for the Shoreline Plan, Draft EIS 
document release, and public review period included mailing approximately 33,000 fliers to 
all the property owners in the Lake Tahoe Region, publishing or broadcasting seven separate 
stories in local and regional newspapers and on radio and television stations, posting 
information on the TRPA website and the Shoreline Plan website, sending 24 separate 
eblasts to a list of 521 individuals who had expressed interest in the plan, and conducting 36 
briefings with organizations or groups that requested information. These steps exceed the 
noticing requirements for an EIS. 
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Letter 
I14 

Rob Brent 
May 26, 2018 

 

I14-1 The comment asks about the goals of the Shoreline Plan. A description of the goals of the 
plan is provided in Section 2.1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIS, which states that the 
overarching goal of the Shoreline Plan is to enhance the recreational experience along Lake 
Tahoe’s shores while protecting the environment and responsibly planning for the future. 
Additional detail on the objectives of the Shoreline Plan is provided on pages 1-2 and 1-3 of 
the Draft EIS.  

 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-299 

Letter 
I15 

Steve Bridges 
July 9, 2018 

 

I15-1 The comment states that the website’s “Shoreline Plan Map” is very unclear and confusing 
because it has no legend or key identifying what the different marks mean and does not 
show exactly where the “Shoreline Area” is located or what its boundaries are. The shorezone 
is shown clearly in the Draft EIS in Exhibit 2-2.  

 

Letter 
I16 

Steve Bridges 
July 9, 2018 

 

I16-1 The comment supports Alternative 4 and asserts that there are already too many private 
shoreline structures on Lake Tahoe. It also expresses concern about boat noise, fireworks, 
herbicide use in the Tahoe Keys, and water quality. Fireworks and herbicide use would not be 
regulated by the Shoreline Plan alternatives and are not within the scope of this EIS. Boat 
noise is evaluated in Chapter 12, “Noise,” of the Draft EIS, and water quality is addressed in 
Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.” 
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Letter 
I17 

Jen Bronken 
June 4, 2018 

 

I17-1 The comment asks whether the sand bar area of South Shore could be removed and used to 
replenish private and public beaches. Dredging material from Lake Tahoe, which qualifies as 
jurisdictional waters of the United States, would require permits from many agencies, 
including the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control 
Board, and TRPA. This activity is not part of the Shoreline Plan. Refer to Master Response 1 – 
The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I18 

Robert Byren 
June 7, 2018 

 

I18-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 1, the proposed Shoreline Plan. It asserts 
that placing buoys around the lake to mark the 600-foot no-wake zone could result in a 
safety hazard for water skiers. The alternatives do not include a proposal to place buoys 
along the 600-foot no-wake zone. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I19 

Lisa Cady 
July 9, 2018 

 

I19-1 The comment supports limiting pier construction and Tahoe Keys access to Lake Tahoe. Refer 
to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I20 

Jim Carlson 
July 9, 2018 

 

I20-1 The comment opposes the proposed Shoreline Plan because it would result in more 
development, scenic eyesores, motorized watercraft, noise, pollution, invasive species, and 
traffic. The environmental effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan, including those topics 
raised in the comment, are evaluated in the Draft EIS in Chapters 4–17. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

The comment also expresses disappointment that the alternatives do not include “Motor-Free 
Mondays.” Nonmotorized Mondays are discussed in the Draft EIS in Section 2.10, “Alternatives 
and Features Considered but Dismissed from Further Evaluation” (Draft EIS page 2-52). After 
analyzing this alternative, TRPA staff, Steering Committee members, and representatives of the 
Tahoe Area Sierra Club determined that nonmotorized Mondays would not be enforceable 
because of the numerous private moorings and access points along the shoreline. 
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Letter 
I21 

Simon Cassidy 
July 5, 2018 

 

I21-1 The comment states that implementing Alternative 2 would increase traffic and that boat 
density within a half mile of the shore on weekends is much greater than indicated by the 
boats per acre estimate included in the Draft EIS. The Draft EIS evaluates the traffic effects 
of Alternative 2 in Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and Circulation.” See Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, which addresses the comment related to 
boat density. 

 The comment also states that boats are getting longer and have larger drafts and that 
overcrowded mooring fields lead to increased boat damage during windy periods. The 
comment asserts that increasing the density of mooring fields would exacerbate the 
problem. The Shoreline Plan alternatives do not propose to increase the density of mooring 
fields; current setbacks would be maintained.  
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I21-2 The comment states that the permitting process for alteration of existing piers is too 
complicated and expensive. It supports a streamlined permitting process, especially to allow 
modifications that enable the use of piers during low lake levels. As described in Section 2.1, 
“Introduction,” of the Draft EIS, the Shoreline Plan alternatives also involve refining 
permitting processes for shorezone structures. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that 
express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to 
the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I22 

Heather Castro 
July 9, 2018 

 

I22-1 The comment supports Alternative 4. It expresses the opinion that the Shoreline Plan has not 
been well advertised. Noticing for the Shoreline Plan, Draft EIS document release, and public 
review period included mailing approximately 33,000 fliers to all the property owners in the 
Lake Tahoe Region, publishing or broadcasting seven separate stories in local and regional 
newspapers and on radio and television stations, posting information on the TRPA website 
and the Shoreline Plan website, sending 24 separate eblasts to a list of 521 individuals who 
had expressed interest in the plan, and conducting 36 briefings with organizations or groups 
that requested information. These steps exceed the noticing requirements for an EIS. 
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Letter 
I23 

Sarah Chisholm 
June 7, 2018 

 
I23-1 The comment expresses disappointment that the Draft EIS does not evaluate and consider 

an alternative that includes “Motor-Free Monday.” Nonmotorized Mondays are discussed in 
the Draft EIS in Section 2.10, “Alternatives and Features Considered but Dismissed from 
Further Evaluation” (Draft EIS page 2-52). After analyzing this alternative, TRPA staff, 
Steering Committee members, and representatives of the Tahoe Area Sierra Club determined 
that nonmotorized Mondays would not be enforceable because of the numerous private 
moorings and access points along the shoreline.  
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Letter 
I24 

Crumpton Family 
June 7, 2018 

 

I24-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I25 

Thomas E. Crumpton 
June 8, 2018 

 

I25-1 The comment supports Alternative 2 and questions the amount of noise and development 
that additional boating could generate. Boat-generated noise is evaluated in the Draft EIS on 
pages 12-15 through 12-19, and the effects of shoreline structure development are 
evaluated throughout Chapters 4–17. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I26 

Steven Decea 
July 9, 2018 

 

I26-1 The comment suggests that the total number of private piers should be allocated on the 
basis of total parcels, as opposed to the number of potentially eligible parcels remaining, to 
avoid allocating a disproportionate number of piers to California. Refer to Master Response 1 
– The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I26-2 The comment expresses disbelief that development of more than six piers per year would 
adversely affect fish habitat. It suggests that the pier moratorium that has been in place for 
22 years and the proposed annual cap on pier construction are discriminatory to the senior 
population. The effect of piers on fish habitat is analyzed in detail in the discussions of 
Impacts 5-2 and 5-4, which did not conclude that more than six piers per year would degrade 
fish habitat. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition 
to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

I26-3 The comment questions whether the Draft EIS accounts for parcels located between 
properties that already have multiuse piers. The location of these parcels limits their ability to 
be permitted to construct a pier. The comment states that multiuse piers have the same 
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environmental impact as single-use piers of the same size. Additionally, the comment states 
that in locations where the lake bottom drops off steeply, a pier could be significantly smaller 
than it would be in shallow areas of the lake, which would result in a reduced environmental 
impact compared to the impact of larger multiuse piers. The comment expresses support for 
a new category of single-use short piers to encourage the development of very short piers. 
Refer to Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” of this Final EIS, which 
describes revised pier design standards relative to this comment. 

I26-4 The comment suggests that parcels that do not have reasonable access from the shore to 
the water because of steep terrain should be prioritized for pier permits. The comment 
recommends that short piers constructed in deep water be counted as a half pier or that 
small, floating docks that provide safe access to the lake be allowed. The comment 
recommends adopting a streamlined preliminary private pier application process to 
determine whether there is a reasonable chance of securing the permit before requiring a 
complete application, which is often very costly. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how suggested changes 
to a Shoreline Plan alternative are considered. 
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Letter 
I27 

Geoff Elmore 
May 8, 2018 

 

I27-1 The comment is in favor of increasing access to and storage of motorized boats on the lake 
because it asserts that such a large lake can support more capacity. It states that natural 
conditions should not limit lake access when ramps can be extended and buoys can be moved. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how suggested changes to a Shoreline Plan alternative are considered. 

I27-2 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2 and contends that there are already too 
many building and development restrictions on and around the lake. It asserts that 
Alternative 2 provides adequate environmental protection. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I28 

Geoff Elmore 
July 2, 2018 

 

I28-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2 because it asserts that the lake’s size can 
accommodate the additional development with all the environmental protection efforts that 
are in place. The comment recommends construction of one more marina on the lake, along 
with additional buoys, slips, ramps, and piers. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that 
express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to 
the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I29 

Fabian 
July 5, 2018 

 

I29-1 The comment expresses the opinion that the shoreline in front of the commenter’s 
homeowners association (HOA) office is too restricted and would like to see more access. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I30 

Julia Feldman 
July 9, 2018 

 

I30-1 The comment expresses the strongest support for Alternative 4 and the next strongest 
support for Alternative 3. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I31 

Lee Frederiksen 
June 19, 2018 

 

I31-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 4 because it meets the objectives of 
protecting and enhancing the environment and providing a fair and reasonable system of 
access while preserving high-quality recreation and public safety. Refer to Master Response 
1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I31-2 The comment states that private piers do not provide a system of fair and reasonable access 
because private piers cross the public trust easement and have not been constructed to 
allow the public to readily and safely cross over them. The comment states that if 
Alternative 1 remains the selected plan, then provisions need to be included to maintain 
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private piers in a way that will ensure safe and reasonable access along the public trust 
easement. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of each alternative on public access along the 
public trust easement in California in the discussion of Impact 8-3, Change access to or 
along the shoreline, on pages 8-28 through 8-30. Additional information on access along the 
public trust easement is included in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation. 

 

Letter 
I32 

Ray Garland 
July 9, 2018 

 

I32-1 The comment states that the Shoreline Plan is well thought out, and the commenter 
recommends it for approval. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning 
Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I33 

Michelle Genosick 
July 3, 2018 

 

I33-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 4 because, in the commenter’s opinion, 
more boating will lead to more people, more noise, more alcohol consumption, more traffic 
backups, and more problems. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I33-2 The comment asks how many trees would be cut down under the proposed Shoreline Plan. 
The exact number of trees that would be removed during future projects permitted under the 
Shoreline Plan cannot be known at this time. The Draft EIS addresses tree removal on page 
14-1, which summarizes the effect as follows: 

 None of the Shoreline Plan alternatives would generate construction or uses that 
would affect old growth forest ecosystems; and, any future tree removal required for 
the construction of new facilities (e.g., marinas, boat ramps) in the shorezone would 
be relatively minor and likely similar in magnitude to potential effects that could 
occur under current ordinances. Additionally, modification of the shorezone chapters 
of the TRPA Code under any of the alternatives would not change existing policies, 
code provisions, project-level environmental review procedures and permitting 
requirements, sensitive design practices, and standard conditions of approval that 
address tree removal…. 

I33-3 The comment states that there is not enough infrastructure around the lake to support the 
increased number of people. The Shoreline Plan alternatives consider various levels of 
shoreline access infrastructure that could be developed in the future, the effects of which are 
evaluated in Chapters 4–17 of the Draft EIS. The effects of the Shoreline Plan on public 
service facilities is evaluated on pages 15-24 through 15-28 of the Draft EIS.  
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Letter 
I34 

Ron and Sally Grassi 
July 4, 2018 

 

I34-1 The comment expresses the opinion that the proposed Shoreline Plan does not include 
increased public access to the lake and focuses too much on adding boats to the lake when 
the lake’s infrastructure is in jeopardy. 

 Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, describes the proposed 
Shoreline Plan’s effects on public access. The proposed Shoreline Plan caps the number of 
private structures that could be developed along the shoreline; includes a design review 
process to ensure that new structures preserve public access where it legally exists; and 
allows for new public access infrastructure, including up to 10 new public piers, two new 
public boat ramps, and 630 new public or marina moorings.  

The effects of the Shoreline Plan on public service facilities are evaluated on pages 15-24 
through 15-28 of the Draft EIS.  

Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I35 

Fred Grosser 
June 30, 2018 

 

I35-1 The comment supports the restoration of Meeks Bay Marina through a public/private 
partnership and notes that the marina provides affordable access for visitors and residents 
of Meeks Bay. The restoration of Meeks Bay Marina could occur under any of the Shoreline 
Plan alternatives. An expansion of the existing marina under the proposed Shoreline Plan 
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would need to be consistent with the marina requirements described on pages 2-34 and 2-
35 of the Draft EIS. 

 

Letter 
I36 

Alice Grulick-Jones 
May 18, 2018 

 

I36-1 The comment opposes the proposed Shoreline Plan and expresses concern that structures 
allowed under Alternative 1 would cause the shoreline to no longer be pretty, peaceful, or 
clean. The effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on scenic quality and noise are evaluated 
in Chapter 9, “Scenic Resources,” and Chapter 12, “Noise,” of the Draft EIS. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I37 

Amber Hall 
June 3, 2018 

 

I37-1 The comment urges that the erosion of a private dirt road (Ham Lane) be considered in the 
Shoreline Plan to protect the lake from further sediment and downstream erosion. The 
comment suggests establishing a mandatory property tax shared by each homeowner to 
recoup the road upgrade costs. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I38 

Karin Hoida 
July 9, 2018 

 

I38-1 The comment urges TRPA to consider accepting applications for HOA buoy permits. It notes 
that HOA buoy fields would serve more users than individually owned, private littoral buoys. 
On page 2-25, the Draft EIS explains how HOA applications would be accepted under the 
proposed Shoreline Plan:  

HOAs would be allowed to apply for new buoys in buoy fields. In the first five years of 
Shoreline Plan implementation, HOAs that have buoys for 50 percent or more of the 
applicable housing units would not be eligible to apply for new buoys. For HOAs that 
are eligible to apply in the first five years, the request for new buoys could be up to a 
20 percent increase of the total number of existing TRPA-permitted moorings (buoys, 
slips, boat lifts, and boat houses). After the first five years, HOAs with buoys for 50 
percent or more of the applicable housing units could apply for additional moorings, 
provided the total number of moorings does not exceed the number of units. Through 
an adaptive management review process, allocation of all buoys, including the 
reserve pool and allocation to associations, would first be revisited the year after the 
2019 Threshold Evaluation Report is issued. Future evaluation of buoy allocations 
would occur at a minimum interval of every 8 years after the first evaluation. 

Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I39 

Katherine Jordan 
July 9, 2018 

 

I39-1 The comment refers to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area (KBSRA) General Plan and 
Pier Rebuild Project. The comment states that KBSRA is a crowded park during summer and 
that the beach cannot support more visitation generated by a pier extension. The Draft EIS 
considers the effects of the KBSRA General Plan and Pier Rebuild Project in Chapter 17, 
“Cumulative Impacts.” 

Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

 

Letter 
I40 

Kathryn Kowalewsxki 
July 9, 2018 

 

I40-1 The comment does not support the proposed Shoreline Plan and expresses concern that it 
could threaten the health of the lake and enjoyment of visitors. The Draft EIS evaluates the 
effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on the environment and recreation in Chapters 4–17. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides 
details on how comments on the merits of a Shoreline Plan alternative are considered, and 
Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which addresses the comment related to the 
recreational enjoyment of visitors. 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-327 

 

Letter 
I41 

Robert Lambie 
May 23, 2018 

 

I41-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 4 because it meets the goals of enhancing 
recreation for the public and protecting the environment. It asserts that additional buoys 
mostly serve private property owners and provide little recreational benefit to the public. 

Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, describes the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on public recreation. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of 
additional buoys in Chapter 8, “Recreation,” including the distribution of recreation capacity 
between private and public users (Draft EIS pages 8-31 through 8-34). Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I42 

Paola Lancellotti 
June 13, 2018 

 

I42-1 The comment expresses support for dog-free beaches and would prefer if all beaches at 
Lake Tahoe were open for public access and use. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I43 

Brian Loring 
May 14, 2018 

 

I43-1 The comment opposes the proposed Shoreline Plan because of the increased amount of 
boat use and expresses concern about boating accidents associated with the alternative. 
The estimated change in boat use under the proposed Shoreline Plan is described in Chapter 
2 of the Draft EIS, and the risk of an increase in watercraft accidents attributable to 
increased boating and navigational hazards is discussed on pages 15-16 through 15-20. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I44 

Mike Marini 
June 7, 2018 

 

I44-1 The comment addresses the number of geese that migrate to Lake Tahoe and occupy areas 
around the lake. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition 
to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 

 

Letter 
I45 

Carol Mazerall 
July 6, 2018 

 

I45-1 The comment observes that visitation to Lake Tahoe is increasing and expresses support for 
more public access to the lake. The comment opposes an increase in buoys and piers and 
notes that regulations regarding illegal buoys should be enforced. The comment contends 
that the plan focuses on increased access for a small group of users (owners of motorized 
boats) and expresses support for AIS control and measures to reduce noise. 

Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1, describes the proposed 
Shoreline Plan’s effects on visitation and public access. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects 
of additional buoys and piers, including the distribution of recreation capacity between 
private and public users, in Chapter 8, “Recreation” (Draft EIS pages 8-31 through 8-34). The 
proposed Shoreline Plan includes an illegal buoy enforcement program (Draft EIS page 2-26), 
and more details on the program are provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation 
Program,” of this Final EIS. See also the response to comment I62-1, below, which addresses 
enforcement related to unpermitted buoys. 

The proposed Shoreline Plan includes measures to reduce AIS and noise as described in 
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS, and evaluated in Chapter 5, “Fish and Aquatic Biological 
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Resources,” and Chapter 12, “Noise.” Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, which provides details on how comments that express support for, or 
opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline 
Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I46 

Mel Meyers 
July 9, 2018 

 

I46-1 The comment identifies the composition of the Steering Committee and expresses support 
for reduced regulation for building at Lake Tahoe, including within the context of the 
Shoreline Plan. The comment also opposes mitigation and building fees. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I47 

Richard Neubauer 
June 22, 2018 

 

I47-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 2 because it would provide the greatest 
number of new structures. It supports the proposed Shoreline Plan as a secondary choice. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I48 

Janet Norcott 
June 7, 2018 

 

I48-1 The comment asks how the Shoreline Plan would be funded. Information on program fees 
and funding sources is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this 
Final EIS.  

 

Letter 
I49 

B. Renzi 
July 9, 2018 

 

I49-1 The comment states that the natural beauty and environmental sensitivity of Lake Tahoe 
have greater value than motorized recreation. It suggests that noise and water quality 
impacts from plan implementation would be significant and notes that scenic impacts would 
vary depending on implementation and by alternative. The comment ranks the alternatives 
from most to least desirable based on the number of structures each would allow, in the 
following order: Alternative 4, 3, 1, and 2. 

 The Draft EIS evaluates the water quality and noise effects of each alternative in Chapter 6, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality,” and Chapter 12, “Noise.” The comment is correct that the 
scenic effects of the Shoreline Plan would vary by alternative and based on the details of 
project implementation, which is consistent with the analysis in Chapter 9, “Scenic 
Resources.” Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in 
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Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, which provides details on how comments that express support 
for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed 
Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I50 

S. Rising  
July 9, 2018 

 

I50-1 The subject of this comment is the Incline Village to Sand Harbor Bike Path Project, which is 
not affected by the Shoreline Plan.  
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Letter 
I51 

Jim Roberson 
May 24, 2018 

 

I51-1 The comment expresses support for Alternative 3. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how 
comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or 
recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I52 

Sara Schmitz 
June 22, 2018 

 

I52-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Shoreline Plan because it would 
increase the number of motorized boat facilities and the amount of boating activity. The 
comment expresses support for efforts to prevent plastic from polluting the lake and 
supports TRPA’s efforts to combat invasive species. The effects of the proposed Shoreline 
Plan related to plastic pollution are summarized on page 5-46 of the Draft EIS. Refer to 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which 
provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline 
Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I53 

David Simon 
June 23, 2018 

 

I53-1 The comment is opposed to the proposed Shoreline Plan. It asserts that implementing the 
plan would increase the amount of development, traffic, and pollution. The comment 
supports environmental preservation through limiting development. The Draft EIS discloses 
and evaluates the amount of shoreline development that could occur under the proposed 
Shoreline Plan in Chapters 2 and 4. The effects of the plan on traffic are evaluated in 
Chapter 13, “Roadway Transportation and Circulation.” The effects related to pollution are 
evaluated throughout the Draft EIS, including in Chapters 5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 17. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I54 

Steve Smith 
June 27, 2018 

 

I54-1 The comment supports adding the safety provisions of Alternative 4 to Alternative 1 to 
protect nonmotorized watercraft from the impacts associated with motorized boats. Refer to 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, which describes how 
additional provisions to protect nonmotorized watercraft from the impacts associated with 
motorized boats have been added to the proposed Shoreline Plan. See also Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides describes how 
comments on the merits of the Shoreline Plan alternatives are considered, and Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which provides additional detail on the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation.  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-344 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

Letter 
I55 

Steve Smith 
July 2, 2018 

 

I55-1 The comment suggests that there is a growing movement toward healthier recreation that 
does not contribute to global warming, such as swimming, kayaking, paddle boarding, and 
canoeing. The comment contends that implementing Alternative 1 would increase the 
burning of fossil fuels and boating. The comment urges that the protections of nonmotorized 
watercraft identified for Alternative 4 be adopted.  

The effect of the Shoreline Plan alternatives on climate change is evaluated in the Draft EIS 
in Chapter 11, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” which summarizes the 
effect as follows (Draft EIS page 11-14): 

Implementation of the Shoreline Plan would result in GHG emissions associated with 
the construction and demolition of boating facilities and on-road motor vehicle trips 
to and from new boating facilities. Under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, implementation of 
the Shoreline Plan would also result in an increase in GHG-emitting boating activity. It 
is not feasible to know whether the fleet of motorized boats on Lake Tahoe will 
become more GHG efficient and, if it does, whether the improvement in GHG 
efficiency would be enough to offset the GHGs associated with construction activity, 
the increase in on-road motor vehicle travel, and the projected increase in boating 
activity. Therefore, this impact would be potentially significant. 



Ascent Environmental  Comments and Responses 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
Shoreline Plan Final EIS 3-345 

 Refer to Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, which 
describes how additional provisions to protect nonmotorized watercraft from the impacts 
associated with motorized boats have been added to the proposed Shoreline Plan. See also 
Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes how 
comments on the merits of the Shoreline Plan alternatives are considered, and Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which provides additional detail on the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation.  
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Letter 
I56 

Steve Smith 
July 9, 2018 

 

I56-1 The comment states that implementing Alternative 1 would increase motorboat traffic and 
do nothing to protect recreationists participating in human-powered activities, which could 
result in conflict occurring between motorized and human-powered groups. The comment 
urges TRPA to add a few protections for the human-powered groups and to consider adding 
buoys to certain areas to remind recreationists in motorboats of the no-wake zone.  

 The Draft EIS presents the expected change in motorized boating activity that would occur 
under the proposed Shoreline Plan in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and 
Alternatives.” Conflicts between recreationists participating in motorized and nonmotorized 
activities are evaluated in the Draft EIS on pages 8-11 through 8-24 and 15-16 through 15-
20.  

 See also Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which describes 
how comments on the merits of the Shoreline Plan alternatives are considered; Master 
Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, which provides additional detail on the effects of the 
proposed Shoreline Plan on nonmotorized recreation; and Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS, which provides more information on enforcement 
and education related to the no-wake zone under the proposed Shoreline Plan. 

 

Letter 
I57 

Anthony Spatucci 
July 9, 2018 

 

I57-1 The comment urges TRPA to extend the comment period on the Draft EIS by 2 weeks. The 
comment expresses opposition to Alternatives 1 and 2 and opposes more piers and more 
buoys, which the comment contends will lead to more boats, more pollution, and the 
potential for more invasive species.  
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 Noticing for the Shoreline Plan, Draft EIS document release, and public review period 
included mailing approximately 33,000 fliers to all the property owners in the Lake Tahoe 
Region, publishing or broadcasting seven separate stories in local and regional newspapers 
and on radio and television stations, posting information on the TRPA website and the 
Shoreline Plan website, sending 24 separate eblasts to a list of 521 individuals who had 
expressed interest in the plan, and conducting 36 briefings with organizations or groups that 
requested information. These steps exceed the noticing requirements for an EIS. 

The Draft EIS identifies the number of new shoreline structures and associated boating that 
would occur under the Shoreline Plan alternatives in Chapter 2. The effects of the 
alternatives related to pollution are evaluated throughout the Draft EIS, including in Chapters 
5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 15, and 17. The effects related to invasive species are evaluated in the 
Draft EIS on pages 5-21 through 5-26. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 

Letter 
I58 

Tom Spencer 
July 7, 2018 

 

I58-1 The commenter wishes to preserve his right to comment during the EIS planning process. 
Comments on the Shoreline Plan will continue to be accepted by TRPA until a decision is 
rendered. In addition, the public is invited to comment orally about the plan and EIS at 
meetings of the RPIC on September 26, 2018; Advisory Planning Commission on October 10, 
2018; and TRPA Governing Board on October 24, 2018. 
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Letter 
I59 

Alison Stanton 
July 9, 2018 

 

I59-1 The comment states that the Draft EIS does not adequately describe Tahoe yellow cress 
(TYC) (Rorippa subumbellata) ecology or habitat in the Lake Tahoe shorezone and that 
discussion of other Rorippa species that co-occur with TYC, TYC reproductive strategy, 
appropriate survey periods for detecting TYC, and additional details about microhabitat use 
should be included.  

The discussion of TYC in Section 14.3, “Affected Environment,” of Chapter 14, “Terrestrial 
Biological Resources (Wildlife and Vegetation),” was intentionally limited to the points most 
salient to supporting the impact analysis at a program level while balancing document 
length. The comment provides accurate additional detail on TYC ecology and distribution; 
however, the TYC discussion in the Draft EIS is adequate, and the additional detail suggested 
is not necessary to support the TYC impact analysis and conclusions for the Shoreline Plan. 
The additional information is noted for consideration in the review of individual projects, as 
appropriate. 

I59-2 The comment suggests revisions to Mitigation Measure 14-2 (Conduct preconstruction 
surveys, avoid potential construction impacts, and avoid potential recreation impacts to 
Tahoe yellow cress plants), including removing reference to a 2009 survey protocol and 
instead referencing the 2015 Conservation Strategy, and adding mitigation requirements for 
potential unavoidable effects. In response to this and other comments, Mitigation Measure 
14-2 has been revised. Refer to Chapter 4, “Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS,” in 
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this Final EIS and the response to comment O6-4, in Section 3.3, which include the revised 
text of the mitigation measure. 

I59-3 The comment provides suggested revisions to the proposed TRPA Code amendments to 
more accurately describe TYC survey requirements. The proposed amendments have been 
revised as suggested in the comment (see TRPA 2018a). 

I59-4 The comment suggests additions to the proposed TRPA Code amendment to include 
mitigation strategies identified in the 2015 TYC Conservation Strategy. TRPA defers to the 
2015 Conservation Strategy in the development of site-specific mitigation strategies. 
Because the mitigation strategies are already described in the Conservation Strategy, it is not 
necessary to incorporate them into the code. 

 

Letter 
I60 

Paul Turney 
July 6, 2018 

 

I60-1 The comment states that invasive weeds are still present and thriving, especially in Tahoe 
Keys and Marina. It recommends making an accelerated effort to eradicate the weeds before 
they infest the entire shoreline. Effects related to invasive species are evaluated in the Draft 
EIS on pages 5-21 through 5-26. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 
3-352 Shoreline Plan Final EIS 

 

Letter 
I61 

Garrett Villanueva 
June 14, 2018 

 

I61-1 The comment states that the recreation chapter does not discuss the effect of buoys on 
nonmotorized recreation and notes that buoy fields create large areas that are not available 
for nonmotorized recreation. The comment expresses the opinion that additional buoys and 
private piers create an unequitable distribution of public resources and that further private 
development would not protect Lake Tahoe’s pristine and iconic landscape.  

 The proposed Shoreline Plan would not authorize new or expanded private buoy fields (see 
proposed Code Section 84.3.E.1.a [TRPA 2018a]). Existing buoy fields could add additional 
buoys, and individual parcels could add buoys outside of buoy fields subject to the numeric 
caps, location standards, and permitting process described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS. The 
Draft EIS evaluates the recreational effect of new buoys on nonmotorized recreation in the 
discussion of Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational experiences or create user 
conflicts, on pages 8-11 through 8-24. It presents standards that would apply to new buoys 
and describes how new buoys would tend to be placed in areas with existing development so 
that they would not affect undeveloped areas that are popular for nonmotorized recreation or 
change the character of recreational experiences.  

The Draft EIS found that “there would be sufficient distance between buoys (50 feet from 
nearby buoys) and between the buoy and the shoreline such that nonmotorized watercraft 
users and swimmers could navigate through the buoys fields or landward of individual 
buoys” (Draft EIS page 8-13). The Draft EIS determined that “new buoys under Alternative 1 
would not create conflicts between motorized watercraft and nonmotorized watercraft or 
swimmers or affect navigation for nonmotorized recreation activities” (Draft EIS page 8-14).  
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 The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the alternatives on public access and the fair-share 
distribution of recreation capacity on pages 8-28 through 8-34. Additional information is 
provided in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS.  

The comment expresses the opinion that new private piers and buoys would permanently 
take public waters for private use with no compensation to the public and would not protect 
Lake Tahoe’s pristine and iconic landscape. The California State Lands Commission and 
Nevada Division of State Lands lease or permit the use of sovereign state lands for the 
construction of piers and placement of buoys. These agencies manage state lands for the 
benefit of the public and preserve numerous public uses of state lands. The proposed 
Shoreline Plan includes a fee program that requires that private pier and buoy owners pay 
fees that directly fund projects and programs that benefit the public. More information on the 
fee program is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 
Refer also to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides 
details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan 
alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I62 

Ellie Waller 
June 13, 2018 

 

I62-1 The comment refers to Section ES.3, “Areas of Controversy,” in the Draft EIS and notes that 
illegal buoy enforcement is an area of controversy.  

 The Draft EIS acknowledges that there are many topics of concern. The comment is correct 
that illegal buoy enforcement, or the lack of enforcement, is an area of controversy. Section 
ES.3, “Areas of Controversy,” on pages ES-2 and ES-3 of the Draft EIS, is hereby revised as 
follows: 

3.5 AREAS OF CONTROVERSY 

The consensus-based planning process incorporated broad public input and led to a 
plan and alternatives that were agreed upon by the Steering Committee. However, no 
plan that governs development along the shore of Lake Tahoe will be without 
controversy. While there are currently no known issues to be resolved, many public 
comments received during the EIS scoping period (see Appendix B) identified topics 
of concern. Based on public comments and areas of controversy during previous 
shoreline planning initiatives, it is anticipated that the following topics may be areas 
of controversy: 

 the number and location of new shoreline structures, 

 processes for allocating new shorezone structures, 

 effects of structures and boating on non-motorized water recreation, 

 visual effects of shoreline structures, 

 water and air pollution from boating, and 
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 effects on public access along the shoreline., and 

 enforcement of regulations regarding unpermitted buoys and the removal of 
these buoys. 

The comment also provides support for a buoy enforcement program and contends that the 
program must be in place before new buoys are permitted. It requests more details on the 
proposed Shoreline Plan’s buoy enforcement program. 

The proposed Shoreline Plan includes an illegal buoy enforcement program consistent with 
the recommendations in the comment. The Draft EIS summarizes the enforcement program 
as follows (Draft EIS page 2-26): 

After the first call for buoy permits that would allow applications for existing buoys, 
TRPA, in coordination with state and federal agencies that have jurisdiction over the 
lake, would implement a buoy enforcement program. This program would prioritize 
the identification and removal of buoys that were placed on the lake after 1972 and 
do not have permits from TRPA, state agencies, or the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  

More detail on the proposed illegal buoy enforcement program is provided in Appendix A, 
“Shoreline Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS, which clarifies that the program would 
be in place before permits for new buoys are issued. 

The comment also states that it is unclear how the conversion between slips and buoys has 
been analyzed and asks if the conversions could allow for marina expansions to 
accommodate new slips. 

The Draft EIS summarizes how the proposed Shoreline Plan would regulate the number of 
moorings on pages 2-23 through 2-26. It notes that the total number of moorings (i.e., buoys, 
slips, and boat lifts) would be capped and that moorings at public facilities and marinas 
could be converted between slips and buoys. The conversion of buoys to slips could allow for 
the physical expansion of marina facilities. Any expansion of the number of moorings at a 
marina would be within the total mooring cap. All marina expansions would be consistent 
with the marina expansion requirements summarized on pages 2-34 and 2-35 of the Draft 
EIS. The Draft EIS considers the existing proportion of mooring types and information from 
marina operators to make reasonable assumptions about the proportion of moorings that 
would be buoys, slips, and boat lifts at buildout of the proposed Shoreline Plan (Draft EIS 
pages 2-15 through 2-17 and Appendix A). The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of these 
moorings, including boating activity patterns associated with each mooring type and the 
effects of slip construction, in Chapters 4–17.  

162-2 The comment asks if pier design standards were evaluated for effects on scenic resources 
and conflicts with swimmers and users of nonmotorized watercraft. The Draft EIS presents 
the proposed Shoreline Plan’s pier design standards on pages 2-26 through 2-30. The effect 
of pier design standards on scenic resources is evaluated on pages 9-19 through 9-69, and 
the effects of pier design standards on nonmotorized recreation and navigation are 
evaluated on pages 8-11 through 8-24 and 15-16 through 15-20. 

 The comment also provides recommended changes to the Shoreline Plan regarding the 
allocation of piers to tourist accommodation uses and the conversion of piers. It also notes that 
the location-specific effects of relocated or converted piers should be analyzed. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides 
information on how comments on the merits of the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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The Draft EIS explains the scope of the environmental analysis and how location-specific 
effects, such as the ones the comment refers to, would be analyzed (Draft EIS page 1-3): 

The widespread geography to which the Shoreline Plan applies, the long horizon over 
which it will be implemented, and the policy-oriented nature of its guidance are such 
that the EIS analysis is prepared at a program level—that is, this document 
constitutes a general analysis commensurate with the level of detail in the plan. As 
such, the EIS focuses on the potential effects of policies and ordinances, which—
because they are to be implemented through yet unknown projects—do not provide a 
high level of detail or degree of specificity. It is important to understand that 
assumptions about projects at a general level, such as their broad location, timing, 
and magnitude, are projected in this EIS, but that individual projects are not 
identified or assumed. Consequently, this EIS is not intended to replace the project-
specific environmental review required to implement site-specific projects that may 
be proposed in the future consistent with the adopted alternative. All of TRPA’s 
existing procedures requiring environmental review of projects to determine their 
potential for significant impacts, feasible and effective mitigation to address those 
impacts, findings pertaining to project effects on threshold attainment, and other 
environmental safeguards are still in place and will continue to ensure that individual 
projects are fully evaluated prior to approval and implementation.   

I62-3 The comment states that swim platforms must be analyzed for effects on scenic resources 
and conflicts with navigation and users of nonmotorized watercraft. The Draft EIS describes 
the proposed Shoreline Plan’s regulations regarding swim platforms on pages 2-26 through 
2-30. The effect of pier design standards on scenic resources is evaluated on pages 9-19 
through 9-69 (see, for example, Exhibit 9-15, which depicts a new swim platform). The Draft 
EIS evaluates the effects of shoreline structures, including swim platforms, on nonmotorized 
recreation and navigation on pages 8-11 through 8-24 and 15-16 through 15-20. 

I62-4 The comment requests more specific requirements for and analysis of jet ski concessions. 
Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, 
which describes how suggested revisions to the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. The 
Draft EIS describes how the proposed Shoreline Plan would regulate boat rental concessions, 
including jet ski rentals, on page 2-38. Jet ski rental operations do not currently require a 
TRPA permit. The proposed Shoreline Plan would establish new requirements for jet ski 
rental concessions, including requiring that they are placed only in areas allowed by local 
plans, restricting new jet ski concessions to within marinas, and mandating the use of best 
management practices. These requirements would generally have the effect of reducing 
environmental impacts associated with jet ski rentals compared to existing conditions. The 
effects of motorized boating, including the use of rented jet skis, are analyzed in Chapters 4–
17. The comment does not provide evidence or rationale to suggest that the analysis in the 
Draft EIS in incomplete or inadequate. 

I62-5 The comment refers to the description of the expanded nearshore water quality adaptive 
management included in the proposed Shoreline Plan and asserts that establishing a 
mitigation fee would not correct nearshore degradation. Section 2.6, “Related Regional Plan 
Provisions and Policy Issues Not Subject to Change,” of the Draft EIS summarizes TRPA’s 
approach to addressing nearshore water quality. It explains that nearshore water quality 
monitoring and research are underway and that TRPA and other agencies are working 
collaboratively to understand and manage nearshore conditions. Nearshore research and 
policy development consider issues beyond the scope of the Shoreline Plan, such as land 
coverage, stormwater runoff, and fertilizer use. 
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 As described in the Draft EIS on page 2-39, the proposed Shoreline Plan includes a proposed 
expanded nearshore water quality monitoring program, and TRPA has the ability to implement 
adaptive management actions based on the results of monitoring. Such adaptive management 
actions could include future policy and code amendments or program changes that address 
no-wake zone regulations; watercraft mitigation fees; or actions unrelated to the Shoreline 
Plan, such as programs and policies that address stormwater management, land coverage, 
relic septic tanks, or fertilizer use. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan on nearshore water quality in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.”  

I62-6 The comment requests criteria regarding the environmental analysis of minor variations in 
the implementation of the proposed Shoreline Plan. As described on page 2-51 of the Draft 
EIS, “[t]he TRPA Governing Board could adopt minor refinements to the implementation of 
the alternatives described in this EIS without resulting in environmental impacts that are 
different from those analyzed in this EIS.” Changes to the implementation of the Shoreline 
Plan would be reviewed and considered when a specific change is proposed. Future changes 
to an adopted Shoreline Plan would be considered consistent with TRPA’s Rules of Procedure 
and Code of Ordinances, including the required environmental review and findings described 
in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Code of Ordinances. Depending on the nature of a proposed 
change, TRPA would determine the appropriate level of environmental analysis, which could 
incorporate information and analysis from this EIS, where appropriate. See also Chapter 2, 
“Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” in this Final EIS, which describes proposed 
changes to the Shoreline Plan and describes the effects associated with those changes. 

 The comment also refers to the concentration of land uses in town centers and asserts that the 
effects of concentrated use of the shoreline was not analyzed. It asserts, too, that the presence 
of large groups of people on beaches could degrade nearshore conditions. As described in the 
Draft EIS in Chapter 4, “Land Use,” the proposed Shoreline Plan would not change the allowed 
land uses, density, or other requirements that apply to upland areas outside of the shorezone. 
Nor would the plan alter the capacity of, or access to, public beaches or induce growth that 
would contribute to increased use of beaches. The effects of upland land use patterns on the 
shoreline are evaluated during the environmental review of plans or projects that would affect 
land use patterns. The Draft EIS evaluates the effects of the proposed Shoreline Plan on 
nearshore water quality in Chapter 6, “Hydrology and Water Quality.”  

 The comment also refers to the description of the area plan in Section 4.2, “Regulatory 
Setting,” in Chapter 4, “Land Use.” It asserts that TRPA must not delegate permitting 
authority for projects in the shorezone to local jurisdictions. As required by TRPA Code 
Section 13.7.3.A.3, all development in the shorezone of Lake Tahoe must be approved by 
TRPA. No changes to this code provision are proposed under the Shoreline Plan alternatives. 
Thus, the comment is correct that TRPA must not, under the Shoreline Plan, delegate 
permitting authority for projects in the shorezone to local jurisdictions.I62-7 The comment 
asserts that enforcement of regulations regarding illegal concessions must be prioritized. 
Additional detail on enforcement programs is included in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan 
and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

 The comment also notes that piers and expanded marinas could affect fair access. The Draft 
EIS evaluates the effects of the Shoreline Plan alternatives on public access and the fair-
share distribution of recreation capacity on pages 8-28 through 8-34, and additional 
information is provided in Master Response 2 – Effects on Recreation, in Section 3.1.  
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 The comment questions how TRPA administers allocations of Persons At One Time (PAOTs). 
The Shoreline Plan alternatives do not propose changes to the administration of PAOTs. 
Additional information on PAOTs is available in the 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report in 
Chapter 11, “Recreation” (TRPA 2016). Refer to Master Response 1 –The Shoreline Plan and 
Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I62-8 The comment addresses the enforcement of regulations regarding concessionaires on 
beaches and the concentration of land uses outside of the shorezone. Refer to the response 
to comment I62-7, above, which addresses these topics. 

The comment also contends that the discussion of Impact 8-4: Affect fair-share distribution 
of recreation capacity, in the Draft EIS, does not adequately evaluate conflicts between 
motorized and nonmotorized recreation. The Draft EIS evaluates conflicts between motorized 
and nonmotorized recreation in the discussion of Impact 8-1: Alter the quality of recreational 
experiences or create user conflicts (Draft EIS pages 8-11 through 8-24) and in the 
discussion of Impact 15-1: Increases in watercraft accidents due to increased boating and 
navigational hazards (Draft EIS pages 15-16 through 15-20).  
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Letter 
I63 

Ellie Waller 
June 13, 2018 

 

I63-1 The comment requests that the EIS include a beach capacity study to address potential 
cumulative effects of the Shoreline Plan.  

The Draft EIS evaluates the potential increase in recreational capacity created by each 
alternative and analyzes the potential resource impacts of the potential increase. Expanding 
water-based recreational opportunities while ensuring implementation of natural resource 
protection measures is consistent with TRPA Policy R-4.3. Additionally, as described in 
Section 8.2.2 of the Draft EIS, new marinas and boat-launching facilities would be subject to 
TRPA’s PAOT allocations, which manage recreational capacity. As of 2015, more than 74 
percent of allocated summer day use PAOTs remained available (see Draft EIS Table 8-1).  

I63-2 The comment erroneously states that the Shoreline Plan identifies a future ferry terminal in 
Kings Beach and that the EIS should assess a potential ferry and associated water taxi. The 
Shoreline Plan does not identify a ferry terminal in Kings Beach, and no such terminal is 
currently proposed. An analysis of the cumulative effects of the Waterborne Passenger Ferry 
project is provided in Chapter 17, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft EIS. Project-specific 
effects related to any future waterborne transit project or terminal would be evaluated during 
a separate, project-level environmental review process. 

I63-3 and -4 These comments refer to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan Revision and 
Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIR/EIS, not the Shoreline Plan EIS. A 
response to these comments will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS for that project. 
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I63-5 The comment requests that the Draft EIS include analysis of natural hazards, such as 
earthquakes, tsunamis, and seiches. These potential hazards are addressed in the 
discussion of Impact 7-4: Potential for damage from liquefaction, settlement, tsunami, 
seiche, beginning on page 7-22 of the Draft EIS.  

I63-6 through  
I63-10 These comments refer to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan Revision and 

Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIR/EIS, not the Shoreline Plan EIS. A 
response to these comments will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS for that project. 
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Letter 
I64 

Ellie Waller 
June 13, 2018 

 

I64-1 through 
I64-15 These comments refer to the Kings Beach State Recreation Area General Plan Revision and 

Draft EIR/Kings Beach Pier Rebuild Project Draft EIR/EIS, not the Shoreline Plan EIS. A 
response to these comments will be provided in the Final EIR/EIS for that project. 
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Letter 
I65 

Kelsey Weist 
July 9, 2018 

 

I65-1 The comment questions the public noticing for the Shoreline Plan EIS and requests an 
extension of the public comment period. The Shoreline Plan EIS was sufficiently noticed 
through the mailing of approximately 33,000 post cards to homeowners in the Tahoe Basin, 
eblasts throughout the planning process, multiple public meetings, a website dedicated to 
the project, and articles in the newspaper. 
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I65-2 The comment offers support for Alternative 4. Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1, which provides details on how comments that 
express support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to 
the proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I65-3 The comment opposes additional boats on Lake Tahoe. Refer to Master Response 1 – The 
Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, which provides details on how comments that express 
support for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the 
proposed Shoreline Plan are considered. 

I65-4 The comment expresses concern regarding compliance with the no-wake zone and suggests 
the addition of demarcation buoys. The comment also expresses concern about the 
introduction of invasive plants. Invasive plants are addressed in the Draft EIS in the 
discussion of Impact 5-1: Increased risk of AIS introduction or spread. The Shoreline Plan 
would continue and expand AIS control programs. Mitigation measures identified in the EIS 
would require the implementation of AIS management plans at marinas. Additional 
information on the enforcement of the no-wake zone is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 

I65-5 The comment expresses the opinion that implementing the Shoreline Plan would exacerbate 
traffic and make access to the lake difficult. The Draft EIS considers these issues and 
determines that the proposed Shoreline Plan would have a less-than-significant effect on 
traffic (Draft EIS pages 13-9 through 13-15) and on access to or along the shoreline (Draft 
EIS pages 8-28 through 8-30).  

The comment also inquires whether a future Shoreline Plan could be proposed that would 
increase the number of allowable structures in Lake Tahoe. TRPA is responsible for 
developing and implementing a Regional Plan that achieves and maintains environmental 
threshold standards while allowing for orderly growth and development that is consistent 
with those thresholds. The Shoreline Plan is a component of the Regional Plan intended to 
achieve and maintain environmental thresholds. TRPA is not proposing and does not 
anticipate a future Shoreline Plan. Any future changes to the Shoreline Plan would be 
informed by the status and trends related to environmental thresholds. Refer also to Master 
Response 6 – Monitoring and Adaptive Management of the Shoreline Plan, in Section 3.1 of 
this Final EIS, which provides information on how TRPA considers monitoring data to 
determine whether future changes to the Shoreline Plan are necessary. 

I65-6 The comment expresses support for local, small boat rental and boat charter businesses. 
The comment is noted for consideration. 

I65-7 The comment offers suggestions related to transportation options. It expresses support for 
Alternative 4 and the concept of transferring shoreline development, which is included in the 
proposed Shoreline Plan. As stated on page 2-33 of Chapter 2, “Description of Proposed 
Project and Alternatives,” “piers could be relocated or transferred within the same scenic 
unit or to another scenic unit that is in attainment of scenic threshold standards.… When a 
pier is transferred or relocated, the old pier would be removed, and the area restored to a 
natural condition. In the case of pier transfers, the sending parcel would become deed-
restricted to prevent future pier development.” Refer to Master Response 1 – The Shoreline 
Plan and Planning Process, which provides details on how comments that express support 
for, or opposition to, a Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed 
Shoreline Plan are considered. 
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Letter 
I66 

Lorenzo “Spike” Wimmer 
July 8, 2018 

 

I66-1 The comment expresses concern related to traffic, solid waste, human waste, graffiti, and 
enforcement of boating regulations. The Draft EIS considers these issues and determines 
that the proposed Shoreline Plan would have a less-than-significant effect on traffic (Draft 
EIS pages 13-9 through 13-15) and on hazardous substances (pages 6-27 through 6-31). 
There is no evidence to suggest that the increase in boating activity that would result from 
implementing the Shoreline Plan would result in a substantial increase in graffiti. Additional 
information on enforcement of boating regulations is provided in Appendix A, “Shoreline 
Implementation Program,” of this Final EIS. 
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Letter 

I67 
Gregory Woolley 
July 9, 2018 

 

I67-1 The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Shoreline Plan. Refer to Master 
Response 1 – The Shoreline Plan and Planning Process, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIS, 
which provides details on how comments that express support for, or opposition to, a 
Shoreline Plan alternative or recommend changes to the proposed Shoreline Plan are 
considered. 
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Letter 
I68 

Bill Wynne 
July 9, 2018 

 

I68-1 The comment expresses concern about the quantity of plastic in the lake and about boating 
near drinking water intakes. It also expresses support for an expanded no-wake zone. The 
Draft EIS considers plastic pollution (Draft EIS page 5-46) and drinking water contamination 
(Draft EIS pages 6-27 through 6-31) and determines that the effects of the proposed 
Shoreline Plan would be less than significant. In response to this and other comments, TRPA 
has revised the proposed Shoreline Plan to include additional no-wake zones, including a 
200-foot no-wake zone surrounding all shoreline structures and a 100-foot no-wake buffer 
around all nonmotorized watercraft and swimmers. Additional information is provided in 
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Proposed Shoreline Plan,” and in Master Response 2 – Effects 
on Recreation, in this Final EIS.  
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