Ascent Environmental

Comments

and Responses

3.5 PUBLIC HEARING

Date:
Time:

Location:

Draft EIR-EIS Letter
Meeting Notes 112

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission

Wednesday, July 13, 2016
Beginning at 9:30 a.m.

Meeting Purpose:
Receive oral comments on the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Project Draft

EIR/EIS.

TRPA’s Offices, Stateline, NV

Attendees: TRPA Advisory Planning Commission (APC) members, TRPA staff, Placer County staff, and

interested stakeholders.

#

Commenter

Summary of Comments

1

Carol White

Full-time resident at Tahoe City Marina Lakefront (TML). Residential community
of 48 townhouses. Concerned about trail between Fanny Bridge and Commons
Beach. The preferred alternative for a bike trail connecting Fanny Bridge to
Commons Beach along a shoreline path is shown in the Area Plan. It is buried in
text, but Figure 5.5 of the Area Plan shows it in detail. Not shown or described in
the Draft EIR/EIS. It should be. It also was not included in the NOP. June 2015 EIR
for Fanny Bridge showed a gap in the connection, a missing link. The September
2015 Area Plan showed the shared-use path on the town side of the path. TML
agreed to remove a portion of the reception area to allow the path to be
constructed, which was reflected in a plan TML has worked on with the county
and TCPUD. Alignments that avoid SEZ are not shown. The path shown is on
private property. The Mobility Plan showed 10 to 12 path alternatives. None of
the town side alternatives in the Mobility Plan are shown in the Area Plan and
EIR/EIS. There is no discussion to explain why only the lakeside is shown. The
reasonable range of alternatives required by CEQA is completely missing from the
EIR. There is no analysis of the path impacts. There are multiple alternatives other
than the lake side alignment that meet the basic objective of a safe path. These
alternatives should be included. The waterside path would require recirculation.
There is a failure to provide adequate scoping, alternatives analysis, and an
inconsistency with the Regional Plan for failing to address impacts on threshold
attainment. A decision on which alternative to include the Area Plan and EIR
should not have been included without careful analysis. We are now left with a
deficient EIR. -

Pat Davidson,
Executive
Director of
Contractors
Association of
Truckee
Tahoe

Association has identified affordable housing as a priority for many years. Two
issues with second units. (1) All residential parcels in the Area Plan should be
eligible for second residential units. The change in the Area Plan limits second
units to parcels within % mile of transit. Worked with Placer County staff to
determine how many parcels would not be eligible, and only 10 parcels would not
be eligible. Will need to be some environmental review to add 10 parcels, so all
residential parcels would be eligible for second units.

(2) The second residential units that require full-time time residency should be
able use TRPA pool allocations and bonus units rather than market-rate
allocations. This may need environmental review and analysis. Wants to

1

112-1

112-2
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incentivize second units. These two things should not be considered an
exceedance of the growth caps established for the basin. There is a severe
housing crisis; it affects employers, employees, families, and the community.
Need housing for full-time residences. We believe 2" residential units are an easy
way to address this.

112-2
cont

3 | Robert White

Tahoe City resident. Concern about proposed waterside path between Fanny
Bridge and Commons Beach. Have already heard about the lack of scoping and
alternatives, and not even a basic analysis of issues. There is no analysis of safety
issues. The path would divide the grassy and beach areas with a 10-foot wide
paved path. Children and toddlers run between grass and beach. With path users
crossing this area, this would be significant safety issue. Another issue is the
shoreline disturbance that would be caused by placing a bike path in the SEZ. The
air and water quality issues need to be analyzed under CEQA. The path would
generate significant noise issues (during evening hours and path maintenance),
and crime and tort liability issues that result in significant impacts. The path would
create unintended trespassing. The grassy area would become a public park.
Privacy and tranquility would also be an issue. The path would be highly visible
from the lake; it would not be screened like the town side alternatives. Any path
needs a full socioeconomic analysis that considers impacts to the county and the
homeowners. The mobility plan never went out for public comment.

112-3

4 | Steve Teshara,
APC Member

Will the Mobility Plan bike trail be analyzed in the County Parks and Recreation
Master Plan?

Response from Crystal: The Area Plan talks about three path alignments, and
describes the preferred. The map in the recreation elementincludes the preferred
alternative. Yes, the Parks and Recreation Master Plan team will look at the path.
The path will also be reviewed at a project level.

112-4

5 | Sam Rudnick

Owner of Bechdolt building next door to the Tahoe City Lodge. They were not
aware of the NOP. NOP showed parking and other issues that aren’t true. There
are issues with easements and parking, and this and that. On a weekend we
cannot park our buildings as it is. The golf course users use their parking, because
there is not enough parking at the golf course. Sees real issues in the shared
parking. To say the project would not generate traffic is just wrong. Probably
going to need another 100 parking spaces. A little surprised that the public land
owners most affected by the project were not included in the process. My family
owns the Tahoe Raft Company, and the plan doesn’t even address rafting.

112-5

6 | Ellie Waller

My minor changes in the NOP were not addressed. | want corrections made —
little things like there are 51 plan area statements not 57. The Tahoe City Lodge —
the specificity of the type of units is wrong. It is a 40-unit lodge with 68 condos.
Condos have different impacts. A parking assessment needs to be done. An
assessment of the impacts on the Bechdolt building and winter activities at the
golf course needs to be done. All of these things together will have an effect on
parking. | don’t know what the North Tahoe West area is. Is it a town center or a
community center? The word community center should not be used. It should be
called a village center.

112-6

7 | Jan Mclay

On the Board of Directors of TML. We request based on the comments that
neighbors have made that the path shown along the water be removed from the
map in the Area Plan. There is not room for a bike path on the water side. A 10-
foot wide path would take out units. Requests that their zoning remain a
residential mixed-use property.

112-7

8 | Ann Nichols,
North Tahoe

The Tahoe City Lodge has captured this process, and made it confusing. Ascent
has not analyzed an environmentally superior alternative that is available. They
have mixed and matched alternatives. With Alternative 3 the desire for reduced

112-8
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Preservation height was included, but the desire for not including increased density to 40 units
Alliance per acre was not analyzed. The Tahoe City Lodge computes density based on the
use of someone else’s property. The only public benefit of the lodge project is
that we get a better clubhouse. People are fed up with traffic gridlock. Not buying
the thing about reduced vehicle miles. The existing condition is already bad. It's 112-8
bad and we haven’t finished all the projects, like Boulder Bay, Joerger Ranch, and cont
Brockway Campground. It's a flawed document and includes bad alternatives. It
failed to analyze an alternative that is reasonable. The modest tenant
improvements as a baseline for the Tahoe City Lode; will that include doing their
required BMPs. For the conversion from CFA to TAUs, is that out of the bonus
units? Re: Ridgeline protection. Where is it and where can | find it and what does
it say?
9 | Shannon Excited about a lot of components of the Area Plan. Excited by deed-restriction
Eckmeyer, language for the golf course. Truly an example of stakeholder collaborative effort.
League to Will lead to a direct SEZ restoration. Also, wants to recognize the TART
Save Lake Management Plan, and the work to improve transit. 112.9
Tahoe
Comments will be focusing on traffic and VMT impacts. The League is hiring a
traffic consultant. Not sure what Martis decision will mean for the Area Plan
traffic analysis.
10 | Dan Edwards | 40-year homeowner at TML. The lakeside trail would severely change the
tranquility of the property. It would go adjacent to the pool and would affect the
privacy of the pool. At least nine mature aspen trees would need to be taken out. 112-10
It would be a severe impact on the environment. Suggests deleting it from the
plan. It would also affect local businesses by diverting foot traffic away from
businesses.
11 | Susan President of Friends of the West Shore. Interested in significant and unavoidable
Gearheardt, impacts and how you get away with that. The traffic going to the west shore is
Friends of the | incredible. We don’t have a plan for emergency evacuation. Also, concerned
West Shore about cumulative impacts of traffic coming inside of Tahoe. It should be 112-11
calculated. The pilot project should not be part of the Area Plan. The lobby
location doesn’t work for crowding that you could have for people coming in at
peak times. Need to decease land coverage to improve soil quality, and water
quality. Need to know that BMPs work.
12 | Roger Kahn Lives in Tahoe City. Owns three commercial properties in Tahoe City; two are
developed. The Tahoe City Lodge property is blighted. It's time for that to change.
Tahoe City has deteriorated over the years. This is an opportunity to adopt the 112-12
Area Plan. As a property owner in town, there will be more of an opportunity and
incentive to fix up their properties with the Tahoe City Lodge. Urges support of
the Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge project.
13 | Cindy Offered compliments to Placer County and TRPA staff. Described golf course
Gustafson, acquisition process and goals. The deed-restriction language is intended to lead to 112-13
Tahoe City environmental benefits, recreational benefits, and redevelopment of commercial
Public Utility properties. The community needs revitalization; the plan addresses degradation
District that has occurred.
14 | Ron Treabass, | The environmental document is excellent and well produced. They have great
North Lake analysis included. Placer County has done a terrific job on the Area Plan. They
Tahoe Resort | conducted great outreach. Many of the visioning options and principles have been
Association integrated in the Area Plan and it would be implemented by the Tahoe City Lodge 112-14
now being proposed. Relocating and increasing the bed base in the Town Center
is what we've wanted. Lodging at the lake is part of the NLTRA's long-term goals.
It is important the Area Plan is meeting the visions that have been discussed
widely over years. Starting this winter there will be 30-minute headway, not a 1-
3
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hour headway for transit service. Service will be longer into the evenings in the off
season.

112-14
cont

15

Zach
Hymonson,
APC Member

Re: restoration performance targets. Chapter 8, page 169. It seems to say that all
of the restoration is privately funded.

Response from Crystal: It is in addition to the EIP.

I think the Area Plan and environment document missed an opportunity regarding
restoration. The Chapter 13 directives allow for special considerations for SEZ
restoration, parking, etc. Thinks the Area Plan should do more to make gains in
SEZ restoration. The public opportunities for SEZ restoration referenced include
Burke Creek and Pomin Park. These types of project can result in a benefit with
respect to TMDL.

In terms of the transit mobility policies. One thing that is missing from the Area
Plan and the EIR/EIS is snow storage and the effects it can have on parking and
mobility. Snow storage can be a real impactful thing in Kings Beach and Tahoe
City.

Proposal is for 1.7 acres of SEZ restoration. Where does this occur in the project
timeline? The SEZ restoration should come at the beginning of the project.

Related to the Tahoe City lodge parking, | didn’t see any options considered for
two-story parking. Suggest that be considered as part of an alternative.

112-15

16

Jason Drew,
APC Member

Has a detailed parking management study been done in Tahoe City?

Response from Crystal: A study was done for the Area Plan. It looked for
community wide parking solutions, and contributed to the revised parking
standards in the Area Plan. Chapter 10 of the EIR/EIS includes a detailed parking
discussion for the Tahoe City Lodge.

12-16

17

John
Hitchcock,
APC Member

Is the scenic analysis based on the proposed standards or the current standards in
the Area Plan?

Response from Adam: The Tahoe City Lodge implements the Area Plan standards
and the impacts are analyzed against the TRPA thresholds.

112-17

18

Eric Guevin,
APC Member

Are the minimum parking spaces met for the lodge without including the parking
for the golf course and clubhouse? On one hand you are saying people will park
their cars and not need to use them, but they need to have a car somewhere. Just
want to make sure minimum parking is met. It affects public safety. When people
can’t find parking they double park and park in areas that affect our access.

112-18

19

Steve Teshara,
APC Member

USFS no longer funds the west shore transit service. That is funded through the
Tahoe Transportation District. Will provide a list of similar comments. Should be
an economic discussion of the alternatives. This should be part of the decision
making.

112-19

End of Discussion Item
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Letter TRPA Advisory Planning CommissiDmaft EIR EISMeeting Notes

112-1 Thecommentraises concerns about the trail between Fanny Bridge and Commons Beach as
it relates to the Tahoe Marina Lakefront condominium communityhe oral comments are
similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the Tahoe Marina Lakefront
ttl ed o0Tahoe Basin Area Plan DEI R/ DEI S. 6 The
as commentletter 16. Please see responses tcommentletter 16 and Master Responseb,
Tahoe Marina LakefronSharedUse PathAlignment in Section 3.10of this Final EIR/EIS.

112-2 The comment pertains to affordable housing, and theuggeststhat all residential parcels
within the Plan area should be eligible for second residential units and that second
residential units that require fultime residencyshould be eligible for TRPA pool allocations
and bonus units rather than marketate allocations. The oral comments are similar to a
written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the Contractors Association of Truckee
Tahoe titled OEORMENSsfom Dhef Tahoe Basin Ar
included in this Final EIR/EIS asommentletter 11. Please see responses taommentletter
11 and Master Response 3Affordable Housingin Section3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

1123 Thecommentexpresses concern about the proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge
and Commons Beach and the impact on the Tahoe Marina Lakefront Community. The oral
comments are similar to a written lettesubmitted bythe commenter and CaroléVhite, titled
0OTaBasin Area Pl an DEI R/ DEI'S. 6 The written |
commentletter 107. Please see responses taommentletter 107 and Master Responseb,
Tahoe Marina LakefronSharedUse PathAlignment in Section3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS

1124 The comment questios county staff as to whether the Mobility Plashareduse pathwould
be analyzed in thePlacerCounty Parks and Recreation Master Plan. County staff responded
that indeed the Parks and Recreation Master Plan would look at thethaand that the path
would also be subject to projeckevel environmental 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 congdation during project review.

1125 The comment states he was not aware of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), expressed
concern about parking spillover, and states that to say the project would not generate traffic
is just wrong. With respect to the commenegarding the NOP, CEQA Guidelines Section
15082, requires that lead agencies send the NOP to the Office of Planning and Research
(i.e., State Clearinghouse) and each responsible and trustee agency. The lead agencies not
only met the above requirements, adescribed on page # of the Draft EIR/EIS, but also
posted the NOP on the agency websites, sent the NOP to interested parties, posted the
notice in a local newspaper of general circulation, and posted a large sign in front of the
Henrikson building proiding information on the project and project contacts at the county.
With respect to the commerg parking and traffic concerns, these oral comments are similar
to those in a written letter provided by the commenter included in this Final EIR/EIS as
commentletter 85. Please see responses tcommentletter 85.

1126 The comment states that minor changesubmitted on the NOP were not addressed,
articulates concerns about inconsistencies in the document, and requests that a parking
assessment be completed fothe Tahoe City Lodge. These oral comments are similar to
those provided by the commenter in eight written letters included in this Final EIR/EIS as
commentletters 98 through 105. Please see responses to comment letters 98 through 105.
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112-7

1128

1129

112-10

112-11

112-12

The comment epresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the sharagse path
between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridgeee Master Responseb, Tahoe Marina
Lakefront SharedUse Path Alignmentin Section3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Thecommentexpressesconcernabout includingthe Tahoe City Lodg@rojectand the Area

Planin the same environmentabdocument, concern about the transportation and vehicle

miles traveled (VMT) analysis, and dissatisfaction with tieaft EIR/EIS alternativesThe

oral comments are gmilar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the North

Tahoe Preservation Alliancent i t | ed o0Tahoe Basin Area Pl an (°
Project (TCLP) EI R/ EludsdirthisTFma EIR/EI$ dsamenentldttert t er
15. Please see responses toammentletter 15 and Master Response 1, VMT am LOS

Analysis in Section3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Thecommentexpressessupport forcomponents of the Area Planparticularly deed

restriction language for the golf cours that would lead to direct SEZ restoration, and the
TART management plan work thatould improve transit. These comments do not raise
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
environmental document, but are noted for consideratioim the review of the merits of the
alternatives. The commentalso references futue written comments to be submitted on

behalf of the League to Save Lake Tahoe that will focus taffic and VMT. Those comments
are included inawrittenlettet i t | ed o0 Comments on Draft Envir
Report/Statement for Placer County Tahoe BasiArea Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Projgct

The letter isincluded in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 13. Please see responses to
comment letter 13 and Master Response IYMT and LO®&\nalysis in Section3.1 of this

Final EIR/EIS.

Thecommentexpresses concern about the impact on the tranquility and privacy of Tahoe
Marina Lakefront owners if thdakefront shareduse pathis built. The commentalso
expresses concern about the need to remove aspen trees for the proposed trail alignment,
and the effect on businesses of losing foot traffic that would be diverted away frahe
roadside. The commentrequests that the Area Plan not include a lakeside alignment for the
proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge and Commons Beach. Please see Master
Resporse 5, Tahoe Marina LakefronSharedUse PathAlignment in Section3.1 of this Final
EIR/EIS.

Thecommentexpresses concern about the significant and unavoidable impacts described in

the Draft EIR EIS, traffic impacts resulting from the plan, the regl for an emergency

evacuation plan,the inclusion of the Tahoe City Lodge in the analysis, atite need to

reduce land coverage for soil and water quality improvements. The oral comments are similar

to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf ahe Friends of the West Shore
together with the Tahoe Area Sierra Club Gr o
Lodge Draft Environment al I mp a cludedRretiisoFndl / St ud-
EIR/EIS as ommentletter 12. Please seeresponses to ommentletter 12, as well as

Master Response 1VMT and LO®nalysis and Master Response 6 Emergency Access and
Evacuation in Section3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.

Thecommentexpresses support for the Area Plan and theeed to rever® the deterioration
of commercial properties in Tahoe City such as the site of the Tahoe City Lodie.
commentstates that the Area Plan provides the opportunity and incentives to improve
properties in Tahoe City, and urges the approval of the Area Péand the Tahoe City Lodge.
These comments do not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document, but are noted for consideration
in the review of the merits of theroject
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112-13

112-14

112-15

112-16

112-17

112-18

112-19

Thecommentcompliments Placer County and TRPA for the work on the Area PleaftD
EIS/EIR.The commentfurther states that the deedrestriction language for the golf course
will lead to environmental and recreational benefits, and that the plan will lead to
redevelopment of commercial properties and community revitalization that is needed.

The comment compliments the quality of the environmental document and analysis, the
public outreach efforts made for the Area Plan, and the integration of publicigising options
and principles in the Area PlanThe commentalso praisesthe efforts to relocate and
improve lodgingin Town Centers, andpoints out improvements in transit serviceThese
comments do not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding tadequacy, accuracy,
or completeness of the environmental document, but are noted for considerationthe
review of the merits of theproject

The comment questios county staff as to whether all restoration described in Chapterd

the Area Planwould be privately funded. County staff responded thatwas in addition to
publiclyfunded restoration included in the Environmental Improvement Program. The
commenterexpressesthat the Area Plan should do more tmake gains in SEZ resiration,
including public projects that benefit TMDL. The commenter also expressencern about

the impact of snow storage on mobility and parking in Kings Beach and Tahoe,Gibput the
timing of the 1.7 acres of SEZ restoration associated with the Tah@ity Lodge project, and
the need to consider twestory parking for the Tahoe City Lodge. Portions of these comments
are addressed in Master Response ZEZ Restorationin Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS
Other aspects of this comment do not raise emanmental issues or concerns regarding the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted
for consideration during project review.

The commenter questioned county staff as to whether a parking management syuthd
been prepared for Tahoe City. County staff responded that a parking study had been
performed for the whole Area Plan, resulting in communityide parking solutions and
revised parking standards for the Area Plan. In addition, a detailed parking dission is
included for the Tahoe Citiodge in Impact 108 of the Draft EIR/EIS

The commenter questioned whethethe scenic analysis was based on the proposed
standards in the Area Plan or the current standards. Ascent Environmental responded that
the Tahoe City Lodge complies with the proposed Area Plan standards, and impacts are
analyzed against the existing TRPA thresholds.

This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of thenvironmental document, but is noted for consideratioim
the review of the merits of the project.

Thiscomment pertains to the Area Plan. It does notraise environmental issues or
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness o #nvironmental
document

Placer County/TRPA
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Date:
Time:

Location:

Draft EIR/EIS Letter
Meeting Notes 113
TRPA Governing Board

Wednesday, July 27, 2016
Beginning at 9:00 a.m.

Meeting Purpose:
To hear and record comments on the Draft EIR/EIS.

North Tahoe Event Center, Kings Beach, CA

Attendees: TRPA Governing Board members, TRPA staff, Placer County staff, and interested stakeholders.

#

Commenter

Summary of Comments

Clem Schute,
GB Member

Will hold comments until RPIC meeting in the afternoon. T 1131

Shelly Aldean,
GB Member

Re: Tahoe City Lodge. Alternative 1 makes a lot of sense in terms of shared uses.
Obviously there are environmental benefits with Alternative 2. Would
Alternative 2 be financially feasible?

Samir Response: We would not pursue, because it would not meet our goals.

In looking in alternatives in the Area Plan. Disappointed that affordable housing
didn’t make it into the secondary residential units. This sort of thing needs to be
deed restricted. We need to have a guarantee that these will be used for
affordable housing. Would like the deed restriction affordable housing provision
to be included in the Area Plan.

113-2

Crystal Response: County is open to considering that.

Larry Sevison,
GB Member

In doing the analysis of drainage, it use to go toward the Lucky site. Was this
factored into the analysis?

Adam Response: yes, a large portion of Tahoe City does drain to the Tahoe City 113-3
Wetlands and that is accounted for in the PRLM modeling. It looked at loads
outside and inside the Basin. 4

Bill Yeates, GB
Member

Confused on page 142 of the staff report, and on page 3-26 of the Draft EIR/EIS
dealing with the various lodge alternative. Points outinconsistency in Table 3-5
on page 3-26 summing up the TAU units. Help describe the hotel versus timeshare
aspect. 113-4

Samir Response: The owner of the suites will have a limitation on how long they
can stay. They will not include lock off units. They will be deed restricted that
shows them the number of nights they will be allowed to stay. -

Ellie Waller

Draft EIR/EIS has too many inconsistencies. Implementing ordinance terminology
conflicting language. In Chapter 1, definition in TRPA Code. Placer County Code is
also confusing. Tahoe Vista should be a village center. | requested at RPIC

June 24, 2015 wanted to cite to RPU and Regional Plan page numbers. Requested
Tahoe City Lodge project application from Placer County, and still have not
received. | will go into more detail at RPIC. There is a request for an amendment
to the Tahoe City Lodge if the Area Plan is not approved. Asking that the APC and
GB presentations be on the web.

113-5
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Pat Davison,
Executive
Director of
Contractors
Association of
Truckee
Tahoe

Involved with RPU and residential allocation program. Strong supporter of the
Truckee North Tahoe Regional Housing Study. Employee housing, workforce
housing, and housing for the missing middle. Moderate income housing. We
support a strong program that meets this need, and supports the 2™ residential
units. Include all residential parcels (only 10 parcels wouldn’t be eligible for the
proposed changes), environmental analysis should include those 10. Willing to
help with policy options. Opposed to market rate housing for all second
residential units. Then they could possibly go through the bonus pool process of
get an allocation from the county’s pool. Bonus pool units were already
contemplated in the Regional Plan. Ultimate goal is to increase more housing
supply for the workforce housing population.

Carol White

TC resident. Representing Tahoe Marin Lakefront Homeowner Association. This is
a hybrid Area Plan. The Area Plan has preemptively selected a preferred
alignment along the lake. Appreciates Crystal’s comments about conceptual. If
this is truly conceptual the map should be revised to reflect no specific alignment.
At no point were we engaged in the process. No scoping of the shoreline path and
no analysis of the path. TML is a residential condominium community. The Area
Plan calls for implementing the Tahoe City Mobility Plan. The Mobility Plan only
recommends the lakefront route. The EIR is deficient in analyzing the impacts of
the trail.

We want to support a continuous path from Fanny Bridge too. Want to
collaborate on a mobility enhancing solution.

Robert White

Tahoe City Marina resident. Has concern for the lakeside alignment. The
alignment is between the beach and the grass area. Unsafe to have a path
crossing where kids play. Need to analyze air and water quality impacts.
Originally 12 path alignments were being considered. The socioeconomic impacts
have never been analyzed. Went to a townside alignment in September 2015.
This new path was added in the Area Plan with no analysis in the EIR/EIS.

Carol Hester

Tahoe City resident. Business owner in Tahoe City. Tahoe City has declined over
the years. It has lost overnight visitors. New and improved lodging is long
overdue. The Tahoe City Lodge project provides an infill project in the Town
Center. The golf course gets a clubhouse upgrade at the developer’s expense.
The environmental and economic benefits are huge. Also Douglas Dale (owner of
Wolf Dale’s) is also a supporter.

10

Don Holbrant

Tahoe City Marina Lakefront president. Gary Davis prepared a plan showinga
better alignment. Putting a connection on the lakeside of TML or as a boardwalk,
is not a practical approach.

11

Steven Swan

Owned at Tahoe Marina Lakefront for 14 years. The lakeside alignment will affect
the privacy and security for the units (residents and guests). Has had prior
security issues on the property. I'm assuming part of the path would go into the
lakebed and SEZ.

12

Dave Edwards

Owner at TML for 40 years. TML includes 48 condos. Concerned about the
lakeside alignment. Impacts to safety of children, noise from path use in
bedrooms, people sleeping on their patios (security).

13

Steve Glazer

Some aspects I'm an advocate for (e.g., workforce housing). Supports
public/private partnerships. 2980 North Lake Tahoe Blvd. Seek correction on
property and the Lake Forest Glen PAS. A letter will be submitted to address this.
Property has been used for many uses. They were downzoned to a commercial
designation.

113-6

113-7

113-8

113-9

113-10
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# Commenter

Summary of Comments

14 | Sam Rudnick

Tahoe Sierra Recreation owner. The Tahoe City Lodge has decided they would
use our driveway for free. There is an easement there. Owns the Bechdolt
building. There are uses on the property that would negatively affect his family.
Wants the Henrikson property redeveloped. Has issues with the easement being
used for coverage for the Tahoe City Lodge when it is our property. The easement
is used by many (TCPUD, private residences, Kila). Where the fountain is our
property starts. We need the ability to address this with the powers that be. The
ingress and egress is going to be crazy. We’d like to see a block wall between our
property and the project site.

15 | Aaron
Rudnick

Where is the coverage coming from, as well as the parking. Concerned that the
distance of some parking will cause people to use their property. A lot of clarifying
issues. Page 9-16 there is a discussion of commercial use. Is the easement being
used for coverage? There isn’t a single alternative that doesn’t use their
easement. Disappointed that Alternative 2 won’t be done. If there are
alternatives that won’t be implemented, then they are notalternatives. The
setback affects the view corridor.

16 | Gary Davis

Supports the Area Plan as presented. Offered support for the Tahoe City Lodge.
Tahoe City is suffering economically. Tremendous amount of benefits related to
getting rid of the Henrikson property.

17 | Sandy Evans
Hall

CEO North Lake Tahoe Resort Association. The Tahoe City Lodge project is
important to our area. Good quality lodging is really important. We are a
stakeholder in the ownership of the golf course. It helps them meet goals that led
to their purchase of gold course.

18 | Lee Connent

Alpine Meadows resident. Offered that family support the Tahoe City Lodge
project. Adds a great aesthetic and beautiful design.

19 | Shannon
Eckmeyer,
League

Will be submitting comments. Wanted to highlight the deed restriction portion of
the Tahoe City Lodge. Also supports Placer County transit approach. Comments
will be focused on traffic. Concerned about VMT capacity, and what out-of-Basin
projects will do to VMT.

20 | Roger Kahn

Offered support for work done on the Area Plan, and to support the Tahoe City
Lodge Project. The existing property is an eye sore. Owns a couple of parcels in
Tahoe City. Believes Tahoe City Lodge will motivate other property owners to
redevelop their properties.

21 | Jennifer Concern is traffic. The RPU EIS promised that the VMT impacts would be looked
Quashnick, at. This EIR/EIS does not look at localized VMT. The mitigation talks about TART
FOWS report. The Area Plan isn’t considering the mitigation fee programs, so how is this

funded. With traffic congestion comes health and safety issues, such as
emergency evacuation.

22 | Alex TOT $s were used to purchase golf course. Agreed that was a good investment, as
Mourelatos it would lead to an overall increase in TOT. Endorses the Tahoe City Lodge.

23 | Joe Lanza

Offered support to the Tahoe City Lodge project.

24 | Laurel Ames,
Tahoe Area
Sierra Club

Concerned about the efforts that are promised as environmentally beneficial
results. Document says there are matching SEZ tradeoffs. Can have 1:1 mitigation,
need 4:1? The SEZ restoration is shrinking. Concerned about loose use of
significant. Will look at significant and unavoidable.
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