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7.0 COMMENT LETTERS AND 
RESPONSES 

7.1 ORGANIZATION 

This chapter includes responses to letters, emails, and oral comments received on the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS (DEIR/EIS/EIS).  A reproduction of each letter or email received during the public 
review period that addresses the DEIR/EIS/EIS precedes each response to comment.  Responses 
are also provided for comments received at the TRPA APC Hearing on September 10, 2014, the 
USFS LTBMU Workshop on September 18, 2014 and the TRPA Governing Board Hearing on 
September 24, 2014.  Each comment letter, email, or meeting minutes has been numbered and 
grouped into one of four categories: 

Federal, State, Regional, and Local Agency Comments 
1. Sharit, Ben, Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District, 10/7/14 
2. Drozdoff, Leo, Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, 10/17/14 
3. Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of State Parks, 10/17/14 
4. Harrison, Elizabeth, Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of 

State Lands, 10/20/14 
5. Bartlett, Tina, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 10/20/14 
6. Port, Patricia, United States Department of the Interior, Pacific Southwest Region, 10/21/14 
7. Thomaselli, Lauren, City of South Lake Tahoe, 10/23/14 
8. Wright, Patrick, California Tahoe Conservancy, 10/27/14 
9. Goforth, Kathleen, United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, 10/28/14 

 
Stakeholder Comments 

10. Bennington, Mary, Tahoe Rim Trail Association, 10/20/14 
11. Fish, Ben, Tahoe Area Mountain Biking Association, 10/27/14 
12. Ames, Laurel, Tahoe Area Sierra Club, 11/2/14 

 
Public Comments 

13. Thomas, Ralph, 8/28/14 
14. von Hurwitz, Lon, 9/5/14 
15. Ribaudo, Carl, 9/17/14 
16. Humphries, Phil, 9/23/14 
17. Waller, Ellie, 9/24/14 
18. Obray, Perry, 9/26/14 
19. Tevlin, Sean, 9/26/14 
20. Garrison, Dan, Resorts West, 10/7/14 
21. Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority, Tahoe South, 10/9/14 
22. Koster, John, Harrah’s/Harveys Lake Tahoe, 10/10/14 
23. Murillo, Kindred, Lake Tahoe Community College District, 10/13/14 
24. Ronan, Patrick, Tahoe Lakeshore Lodge and Spa, 10/13/14 
25. Tahoe Douglas Visitors Authority, 10/14/14 
26. Hollingsworth, Tamara, Tahoe Chamber of Commerce, 10/14/14 
27. Steinbach, John, Lake Tahoe Resort Hotel, 10/14/14 
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28. Anderson, Robert, Fromarc Insurance Agency Inc., 10/15/14 
29. Slack, Sam, Resorts West, 10/16/14 
30. Ditchkus, Stephen, Montbleu Resort Casino and Spa, 10/17/14 
31. Purvance, Clinton, Barton Health, 10/17/14 
32. Atherton, Patrick, Tahoe Chamber of Commerce, 10/18/14 
33. Noll, Steve, Design Workshop, 10/21/14 
34. Cardoza, Dustin, 10/22/14 
35. Chirdon, Lindsay, 10/22/14 
36. Colburn, Justin, 10/22/14 
37. Greenman, Chris, 10/22/14 
38. Hood, Chris, 10/22/14 
39. Juha, Hani, 10/22/14 
40. Lamb, Jonathan, 10/22/14 
41. Poth, Todd, Getaway Reno/Tahoe, 10/22/14  
42. Press, David, 10/22/14 
43. Scharer, Chuck, Edgewood Companies, 10/22/14 
44. Calderwood, Marius, 10/23/14 
45. Choi, Cindi, 10/23/14 
46. Welch, Martha, 10/23/14 
47. Carroll, Sean, 10/24/14 
48. Fong, Curtis, TGFT Productions/Bike the West, 10/25/14 
49. Galles, Ryan, Sierra House Elementary, 10/26/14 
50. Hassett, Bob, Camp Richardson, 10/26/14 
51. Cefalu, John, 10/27/14 
52. Lowe, Brian, 10/27/14 
53. Sidney, Ray, 10/27/14 
54. Tanaka, Randy, 10/27/14 
55. Warlow, Jim, The Cork and More, 10/27/14 
56. Woodward, Todd, 10/27/14 
57. Wetter, Matt, 10/28/14 

 
Public Meeting Comments 

58. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Advisory Planning Commission Meeting, 9/10/14 
59. United States Forest Service, Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit Meeting, 9/18/14 
60. Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Governing Board Meeting, 9/24/14 
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7.2 MASTER RESPONSES 

Comments received on trail conflicts and the adequacy of the traffic impact analysis have been 
addressed in the following master responses.   

Master Response 1:  External Trail Network Impacts  

(Addresses the following comments: NV State Parks: portion of 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 3-5, 3-6, 3-8, 3-9, 
3-11, 3-12, 3-13, 3-14, 3-15, 3-16, 3-17, 3-18, 3-19, 3-20, 3-21, 3-29 through 3-34, 3-36, 3-38 
through 44; CTC 8-2, 8-3, 8-4, 8-5, 8-7 through 8-14; TRTA 10-4) 

Trail impacts are discussed on pages 3.13-27 through -30 “Adjacent and Connecting National 
Forest System Lands” of the DEIR/EIS/EIS.  The DEIR/EIS/EIS trail analysis focused on the 
following evaluation criteria: “Would the Project result in decreased availability or degradation 
of a high quality recreational experience?”  To determine significance of the impact, the analysis 
considered whether the project would result in a decrease in available recreation or the 
degradation of high quality recreational experience. 

By design, the proposed multi-use Panorama Trail would establish a link between the ski area 
(including the Boulder and Stagecoach base area parking lots), surrounding public lands (e.g., 
utilizing the existing Tahoe Rim Trail and Van Sickle Connector Trail) and the Van Sickle Bi-
State Park and Heavenly Village.  The DEIR/EIS/EIS analysis anticipated an increase in usage of 
these trails as a result of the new link but that any additional use of the Tahoe Rim Trail and/or 
Van Sickle Connector Trail resulting from the proposed projects would be operated consistent 
with the intended use and management of these trails.  As documented in Chapter 2 (Section 
2.3.5), Heavenly Mountain Resort would be responsible for monitoring the trails and providing 
an additional “fair share” (either monetary or in kind) support to operate and maintain the trail to 
the Trail Management Objectives. Therefore, no significant impact to the overall recreational 
experience would likely occur. 

Comments from Nevada State Parks, California Tahoe Conservancy and the Tahoe Rim Trail 
Association expressed concerns regarding potential impacts to the existing Tahoe Rim Trail and 
Van Sickle Connector Trail and the Van Sickle Bi-State Park as a result of the construction of 
the Panorama Trail and subsequent increase in use of the Tahoe Rim Trail and Van Sickle 
Connector Trail.  The comments focused on three potential impacts: trail use conflicts between 
hikers and mountain bikes, increased wear and tear and associated maintenance requirements and 
parking supply and demand at the Van Sickle Bi-State Park.  Comments also addressed legal 
constraints of constructing the Panorama Trail on Nevada State Parks property. 

The following response addresses the possibility of increased use of the adjacent trail network 
and resultant user conflicts.  While the Tahoe Rim Trail and Van Sickle Connector Trail 
currently provide a connection between Heavenly (via the Boulder and Stagecoach base areas) 
and the Van Sickle Bi-State Park, and while the proposed Panorama Trail would provide another 
access route (relatively speaking as access would require an almost seven-mile ride to connect 
from the East Peak Mountain Bike Park to the Van Sickle Connector Trail intersection), 
degradation of the high quality recreational experience in Van Sickle Bi-State Park is not 
anticipated.  This is because the anticipated use will consist of cross-country mountain bike 
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riders rather than downhill mountain bike riders who may look to ride laps on the Panorama Trail 
and Van Sickle Connector Trail using the gondola. The proposed Panorama Trail is unlikely to 
create a downhill mountain bike emphasis on the Van Sickle Connector Trail for the following 
reasons:  

• Using the Panorama Trail from the proposed East Peak Basin Mountain Bike Park to 
connect with the Van Sickle Connector Trail would necessitate riding about 7 miles of 
cross country trail with numerous uphill climbs at high elevation. While this is possible 
for more skilled, fit and experienced riders, it is a considerable distance to ride prior to 
intersecting with, and descending, the existing Van Sickle Connector Trail to the Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park and Heavenly Village. The distance and climbing required to reach 
the Van Sickle Connector Trail would discourage many lower skill level and downhill 
oriented mountain bikers from riding this trail. Downhill mountain bikers are more 
interested in the thrill of the descent, which is a different experience than cross-country 
riding. In addition to the experience, bikes used in downhill riding are heavier than those 
used for cross-country riding that makes ascending relatively more difficult.   

• As described in the DEIR/EIS/EIS, the proposed mountain bike park would 
predominantly cater to beginner and intermediate ability-level riders and families who are 
unlikely to be interested in, or capable of, riding the Panorama and Van Sickle Connector 
trails.  

• Although the Van Sickle Connector Trail would technically be accessible after riding up 
the Gondola, users would need to ride almost 7 miles of the Panorama Trail to reach it. It 
but may be possible that a number of local (because they would not be renting bikes up 
on the mountain) advanced riders would purchase a ticket to ride the Gondola for another 
way to access the top of the Van Sickle Connector Trail. Accessing the top of the Van 
Sickle Connector Trail by traveling through the proposed mountain bike park and riding 
almost seven miles of the Panorama Trail does not constitute the traditional “lift-served” 
mountain biking experience that people expect and pay for.  DEIR/EIS/EIS Figure 3.13-1 
shows the trails in relation to the ski lifts. Only the Gondola, Big Easy and Comet lifts 
would be available to provide lift service to mountain bikes. Because of the time required 
to make a round trip back to the Gondola Base Station, it is unlikely that local, advanced 
riders would purchase a ticket to ride the Gondola to access the Van Sickle Connector 
Trail for repeat, lift-served downhill riding. Local riders would be more likely to continue 
to park at the existing Boulder or Stagecoach base areas for access to the downhill 
opportunities offered by the Van Sickle Connector Trail.   

• The proposed 0.7-mile connector trail between the Gondola Mid Station and the proposed 
Panorama Trail would be designated for use by hikers only.  Bikes would not be allowed 
to off-load at the Gondola Mid Station.   

• The Van Sickle Connector Trail is currently accessible from the parking lots at the 
Boulder and Stagecoach lodges. According to user count data obtained during the 
summer of 2014 by the Tahoe Rim Trail Association, approximately 14 people per day 
bike the upper section of the Van Sickle Connector Trail (e.g., above the waterfall). This 
represents a low volume of use compared to other trails in the LTBMU (see page 3.13-7 
in the revised DEIR/EIS/EIS for more information). No existing use conflicts are known 
to occur on the Van Sickle Connector Trail as a result of descending mountain bikes, 
even though the trail is accessible due to its proximity to south shore communities. The 
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Panorama Trail would provide opportunities for Epic Discovery guests to depart the 
mountain on the Van Sickle Connector Trail rather than riding down the gondola, but as 
mentioned above, this guest would likely be an experienced rider with greater trail 
etiquette than novice or intermediate riders. Even with the anticipated increased use 
levels on the Van Sickle Connector Trail, the trail condition would be adequately 
maintained by the trail management partners. Section 2.3.5 – Epic Discovery Project 
Design Features and Construction Methods contains guidelines for monitoring and 
maintenance for trails in the vicinity, outlined under the Trail Partnership Action Plan. 

As stated above, the proposed Panorama Trail would, by design, result in increased use of 
surrounding trails, but it is not anticipated that this increased use would adversely impact the 
existing recreational experience. Adverse wear and tear impacts to trail conditions are also not 
anticipated. Use levels of the Van Sickle Connector Trail under proposed conditions would 
remain lower than use levels on other popular trails on public lands focused on trail management 
elsewhere in the Tahoe Basin, particularly the Corral Trail and the Flume Trail. Conditions on 
these trails are effectively maintained by the Forest Service and NV State Parks, despite high use 
levels. Even with some anticipated increase in use on the Van Sickle Connector Trail, Heavenly 
and the Forest Service are confident that its condition would be adequately maintained based on 
the agreement to implement the Trail Partnership Action Plan described below. There are a 
number of heavily used trails across the Tahoe Basin (including Flume and Corral) that are 
successfully maintained and managed. It is not expected that the Van Sickle Connector Trail 
would experience this high level of use, and thus it is anticipated that acceptable trail conditions 
would be maintained.  

The Trail Partnership Action Plan (TPAP) is included in the Project design features (Chapter 
2.3.5) to address trail operations, maintenance, and improvements and covers the Panorama 
Trail, Van Sickle Connector Trail, and Tahoe Rim Trail from Daggett Pass south through 
Heavenly to the intersection with the Star Lake Connector Trail.  The Trail Partnership Action 
Plan defines roles, responsibilities, and appropriate measures to ensure the maintenance of 
facilities and the recreational experience across nearby recreational resources by the trail 
management partners.  The Trail Partnership consists of the U.S. Forest Service, Nevada State 
Parks, California Tahoe Conservancy, Heavenly Mountain Resort, Tahoe Rim Trail Association 
and Tahoe Area Mountain Biking Association.  The TPAP identifies management actions to 
ensure that the user experience would be maintained and protected including adequate signage 
installed to alert riders of the shared-use nature of this trail, along with proper right-of-way 
guidance, and monitoring protocols.  The TPAP: 

1. Includes a statement of mutual intent to work collaboratively to fund, build, operate and 
maintain a high-quality public outdoor recreation facility; 

2. Provides a subsequent set of specific sub-agreements, including an annual maintenance 
and operating plan between the partners to direct trail design, construction, funding, 
operations, maintenance, adaptive management and use conflict resolution. 

3. Identifies an annual meet and confer process to assess trail conditions and adapt 
operations, maintenance, improvements, etc. as conditions warrant; 

4. Provides a list of potential future management actions that may be taken based on the 
meet and confer process, including possible effects on other non-trail infrastructure.  The 
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list will have the “including but limited to” concept so as not to preclude other future 
actions that may be identified; 

5. Establishes a set of use level triggers beginning with an overall trail assessment that will 
be monitored and then factored into the meet and confer process in order to respond to 
conditions on-the-ground; and 

6. Includes a sphere of influence map in the Commitment to recognize trail connectivity in 
the area as a desirable feature and establishes which trails will be included in the 
agreement. 

Implementation of the TPAP will add further insurance that no degradation of high quality 
recreational experience will occur as a result of the project.  Permits for the Panorama trail shall 
be conditioned on continued monitoring of affected trail usage and implementation of 
management actions, as set forth in the TPAP or its equivalent, to avoid significant degradation 
of trail user experience. 

The following response addresses the possibility of increased use of the Van Sickle Bi-State Park 
parking lot as a result of the Panorama Trail construction.  Bikers are unlikely to park at the Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park because riding up the Van Sickle Connector Trail is very difficult, and the 
top of the Van Sickle Connector Trail is easily accessible from the Boulder and Stagecoach 
lodges. Visitors who wish to utilize the gondola to access the lift served mountain bike park at 
Heavenly Mountain Resort would be more likely to park near Heavenly Village and base of the 
Gondola for convenience.  Since Van Sickle Connector Trail mountain bike users are more likely 
to park at the Boulder or Stagecoach lodges near the top of the trail, or near the Heavenly Village 
to ride up the Gondola, parking impacts at the Van Sickle Bi-State Park are not anticipated to 
adversely affect supply.  However, as noted above, the Trail Partnership Action Plan 
Commitment will include monitoring of trail and non-trail facilities and the identification of 
appropriate actions, if necessary to address adverse conditions. 

To address the State of Nevada comment regarding the feasibility of crossing Nevada State Park 
lands, the lower portion of the proposed Panorama Trail has been relocated. The relocated trail 
alignment is described in Chapter 2 and would avoid crossing the Van Sickle Bi-State Park by 
moving the intersection with the Van Sickle Connector Trail approximately 1,000 feet to the 
east. Refer to the revised DEIR/EIS/EIS Figure 2-5 for the relocated trail alignment. In addition, 
the relocated intersection between the Panorama Trail, Van Sickle Connector Trail and Tahoe 
Rim Trail would provide a more convenient location for cyclists to find multiple options for 
continuing their ride when departing the Heavenly mountain. 

In conclusion, the construction of the proposed Panorama Trail is anticipated to benefit 
recreational use by improving connections between the Heavenly resort and other existing trail 
networks (e.g., Tahoe Rim Trail and Van Sickle Connector Trail).  With the implementation of 
the TPAP, the increased use of the existing trail network will be monitored to ensure that 
operation conflicts do not occur and maintenance is conducted as necessary to maintain the 
existing high quality recreational experience.  



H E A V E N L Y  M O U N T A I N  R E S O R T  E P I C  D I S C O V E R Y  P R O J E C T  E I R / E I S / E I S  

R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S  

 

F E B R U A R Y  1 3 ,  2 0 1 5   P A G E  7 - 7  

 



H E A V E N L Y  M O U N T A I N  R E S O R T  E P I C  D I S C O V E R Y  P R O J E C T  E I R / E I S / E I S  

R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S  

 

F E B R U A R Y  1 3 ,  2 0 1 5   P A G E  7 - 8  

Master Response 2:  Traffic Impacts  

(Addresses the following comments: 9-4 EPA, 12-2 and 12-4 Sierra Club, 17-2 Ellie Waller, and 
60-1 Clem Shute) 

Comments relating to the traffic analysis (see DEIR/EIS/EIS Chapter 3.7 “Transportation, 
Parking, and Circulation”) addressed in this Master Response are as follows:  The EPA requests 
that the FEIS update AADT data to include 2012-2013.  EPA recommends updating data to 
provide a clearer picture of roadway congestion and parking demand in relationship to capacity, 
and an updated traffic count study that looks specifically at summertime roadway congestion to 
confirm DEIR/EIS/EIS results. 

The Sierra Club states that the DEIR/EIS/EIS analyzes traffic issues in the wintertime and fails 
to discuss summer vehicle trips and parking issues.  It comments that while access for the 
summer uses would be provided using the Heavenly Village Gondola, the DEIR/EIS/EIS traffic 
section focuses on the Ski Run/Main Lodge areas.  Sierra Club recommends that Heavenly 
operate a summer shuttle to offset increased visitation. 

Comments were also received during the DEIR/EIS/EIS TRPA Governing Board hearing asking 
about the results of the traffic analysis and whether there will be an increase in traffic from the 
new activities.   

The proposed project will primarily generate new visitation during summer months, and as such 
was the focus of the traffic impact analysis in the DEIR/EIS/EIS.  Chapter 3.7 “Transportation, 
Parking and Circulation” focuses on summer conditions and does not describe wintertime 
conditions.  Heavenly currently has approximately 110,000 visitors during the summer season 
from June 15th through September 15th. Since these visitors are already coming to Heavenly 
they are accounted for in the existing conditions (baseline) traffic data that was collected for the 
DEIR/EIS/EIS; therefore, it is not necessary to account for them separately. 

As shown in Table 3.7-10 and discussed in Section 3.7.4.1, new visitors to the Project will 
generate 448 total new daily trips and 57 total new PM peak hour trips (23 inbound and 34 
outbound).  New employees will generate 280 daily vehicle trips and 34 PM peak hour 
(outbound) trips.  Table 3.7-12 shows that the Project will generate 728 total daily trips and 91 
total PM peak hour trips on a peak summer day. 

Although the DEIR/EIS/EIS documents that the Project will result in an increase in daily vehicle 
trip ends and associated vehicle miles of travel (which will be offset through mandatory 
contributions to TRPA’s Traffic and Air Quality Mitigation program), the added DVTE’s will 
not adversely affect traffic conditions or current intersection level of service.  The transportation 
operations analysis includes a detailed intersection level of service and delay analysis for a PM 
peak hour on a summer Friday, which represents the Tahoe Basin’s peak traffic condition. 
Wintertime conditions were not used for the analysis.  The study area includes intersections near 
the Heavenly Village Gondola and does not evaluate conditions on Ski Run Boulevard. The 
analysis was performed using intersection turning movement data from 2013 (provided in 
Appendix 3.7-A “Traffic Counts Data”). Due to the timing of preparation of the DEIR/EIS/EIS, 
transportation data was collected on December 13, 2013 and adjusted using a seasonal 
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conversion factor to reflect peak summer conditions. The seasonal conversion factor was 
developed by comparing Caltrans’ hourly data for all Fridays in December 2013 to Fridays in 
August 2013. The transportation data and conversion factor is discussed in section 3.7.1.2. 
Because they offer a reasonable and timely method to conduct traffic analysis, seasonal traffic 
conversion factors have been used on other projects within the Tahoe Basin (e.g., Homewood 
Mountain Resort Master Plan).   

The traffic impact analysis methodology follows the acceptable requirements of the agencies 
with jurisdiction over the roadways and intersections in the Project area (e.g., Caltrans, City of 
South Lake Tahoe, Nevada Department of Transportation).  Section 3.7.4.1 describes the 
project’s summer trip generation characteristics in detail. Table 3.7-14 presents the results of the 
detailed transportation operations analysis, and displays the summer traffic level of service and 
vehicle delay calculations with the project.  As shown in the table, the Project will not create 
adverse impacts to vehicle delay at project area intersections and therefore, will not adversely 
impact the operation of existing transit services or existing transportation systems, including 
roadways and intersections.   

To clarify the source of data used in the DEIR/EIS/EIS, the data provided in Appendix 3.7-A 
“Traffic Counts Data” is not Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) data, but is PM peak hour 
intersection turning movement data collected for the project area on December 13, 2013. The 
AADT data displayed in Table 3.7-2 is provided for historical context only and was obtained 
from the Caltrans Traffic Data Branch.  This data was not collected just for this project. At the 
time that the DEIR/EIS/EIS transportation section was prepared, the most recent Caltrans AADT 
data available was from the year 2012. The Caltrans data does show that traffic on US 50 near 
the CA/NV state line has declined over the last 10 years. The decline is somewhat due to the 
“Great Recession (December 2007 – June 2009) but is also due to general decline in traffic for a 
combination of potential reasons, including increased California tribal gaming, expansion of the 
transit network, improved bicycle/pedestrian conditions, and the “new normal.” Traffic volumes 
on this corridor began declining in 2004/2005, prior to the “Great Recession.” Also, the traffic 
analysis was performed for the summer Friday peak hour, and there is less historical variability 
in the peak hour traffic. Caltrans Traffic Data Branch also provides data for the peak hour. Table 
MR-1 displays the 2003 and 2012 peak hour roadway volumes within the project area.  

Table MR-1 

Historic Peak Hour Traffic Volumes – US 50 

Segment 2003 2012 Average Annual Growth 

US 50 East of Pioneer Trail Road 3,250 2,600 -2.2%/year 

US 50 East of Park Avenue 3,050 3,000 0% 

US 50 West of Stateline Avenue 1,400 2,850 +11.5%/year 

       Sources:  Caltrans Traffic Data Branch  
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2013 data is now available from Caltrans Traffic Data Branch. As shown in Table MR-2, the 
AADT for 2013 is the same as the data for 2012. 

Table MR-2 

Historic Average Daily Traffic Volumes – US 50 

Segment 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 

US 50 East 
of Pioneer 
Trail Road 

37,500 37,500 NA 35,500 35,000 33,000 31,500 28,500 29,000 29,000 29,000 

US 50 East 
of Park 
Avenue 

34,000 33,500 NA 29,000 29,000 28,500 27,500 26,500 26,500 26,500 26,500 

US 50 West 
of Stateline 
Avenue 

33,000 33,000 NA 30,500 30,500 28,000 27,500 26,500 26,000 25,500 25,500 

US 50 East 
of CA-NV 
Stateline 

30,500 30,800 28,900 26,500 25,000 25,000 24,000 24,000 27,000 22,500 NA 

    Sources:  Caltrans Traffic Data Branch, 2014  

 
 
In regard to access for the Epic Discovery project activities, it will be provided at the existing 
Heavenly Village Gondola. The intersections selected for analysis in the DEIR/EIS/EIS are 
either adjacent to or in close proximity to the Heavenly Village Gondola.  Although comments 
suggest that the traffic analysis focuses on the Ski Run/Main California base area, transportation 
conditions are not analyzed on Ski Run Boulevard or other intersections near the Main California 
Lodge Area because this base area will not be used by the public to access the proposed summer 
operations. 

In regard to transit impacts and transit facilities, Impact TRANS-5 indicates that the project will 
not include any new transit facilities, and will not interfere with existing transit facilities or 
services. The project will not create impacts to vehicle delay at study intersections and therefore, 
will not adversely impact the operation or capacity of existing transit services. Visitor and 
employee trip generation calculations indicate that approximately 19 visitors and 6 employees 
will use transit to access the Heavenly Village Gondola area on a peak day. Twenty-five (25) 
new transit users per day can be accommodated within the existing BlueGo transit system. 

In summary, there is no adverse traffic impacts identified that requires mitigation measures not 
already included in the Heavenly Mountain Resort Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring Program 
(DEIR/EIS/EIS Chapter 5).   
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7.3 RESPONSES TO FEDERAL, STATE, REGIONAL, AND 
LOCAL AGENCY COMMENTS 

Nine letters were received from federal, state, regional and local agencies:  

1. Sharit, Ben, Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District, 10/7/14 
2. Drozdoff, Leo, Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, 10/17/14 
3. Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of State Parks, 10/17/14 
4. Harrison, Elizabeth, Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Division of 

State Lands, 10/20/14 
5. Bartlett, Tina, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 10/20/14 
6. Port, Patricia, United States Department of the Interior, Pacific Southwest Region, 10/21/14 
7. Thomaselli, Lauren, City of South Lake Tahoe, 10/23/14 
8. Wright, Patrick, California Tahoe Conservancy, 10/27/14 
9. Goforth, Kathleen, United States Environmental Protection Agency, Region IX, 10/28/14 
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Comment Letter 1 – Sharit, Ben, Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District, 10/7/14 
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Comment 1-1 The commenter expresses support for the Project. This is not a comment on the 
content or adequacy of the DEIR/EIS/EIS.  This information is passed on to the 
Project proponent and decision makers for consideration.   

Comment 1-2 Heavenly Mountain Resort maintains and enforces a Fire Protection Plan.  The Plan 
includes systems and procedures for wildfire protection, including the snow making 
water system, which supplies water through the existing snowmaking system in 
wildfire situations.  These sprinkler lines provide a barrier against wildfires in 
addition to the summer irrigation plan.  Snowmaking lines from California Dam are 
continually charged on Ridge Run, Maggies, Roundabout, Groove, Patsy’s and to 
Lake View Lodge.  On the Nevada side, the Nevada Pumphouse charges Pepi’s, 
Crossover, Von Schmidt, the top of the Gondola area and under the length of 
Tamarack Chair.  In addition, a two-inch fire hose is in place underneath the Gondola 
Lift line from the mid-station to tower 14 that can be connected to the snow making 
system and used to provide water to fire crews.  Each of the summer operations 
trucks is equipped with a fire extinguisher, shovel, and fire response kit containing a 
snowmaking hose and nozzle.  A 2000 gallon water truck used for dust abatement 
may be utilized as an additional water source.   

Heavenly Security implements “Fire Watch” procedures during red flag warnings 
and when lightning is forecast.  Heavenly uses ‘Weather Sentry” web based 
forecasting and real time lightning detection to monitor storm activity and employees 
are tasked with monitoring for hot sports or smoke after storms.  If a lightning strike 
occurs, staff are required to report the incident to Heavenly Dispatch and if the strike 
area can be safely accessed, staff then investigate the area to determine if a fire has 
started.  If the strike occurs in an inaccessible area, staff are required to monitor the 
area for smoke or other visible signs of fire.  Staff are responsible for contacting the 
appropriate fire protection district for non-emergency reports or 911 if a fire event 
has occurred.    

The Fire Protection Plan also includes a Hot Work Guide that establishes procedures 
to prevent fires resulting from temporary operations involving an open flame or that 
produce heat, sparks, or hot slag such as brazing, cutting, grinding, soldering, and 
welding, among others.  Hot work is not permitted in non-designated areas on “Red 
Flag Warning” days and such work should regularly be moved to a safe location 
when possible.  A Hot Work Permit is required prior to commencement of hot work 
outside of designated areas to ensure managers are aware of the work and associated 
risks and monitor the activity during the permitted work period.  Hot Work Permits 
are not issued if a sprinkler protection is impaired, appropriate firefighting equipment 
is not readily available, combustible/flammable materials are within 35 feet and 
cannot be protected, floor and wall opening cannot be covered, cutting or welding 
can conduct enough heat to ignite combustibles, or any condition that could result in 
undue hazard. 

All employees are trained on evacuation procedures.  Mountain Operations staff and 
contractors are trained to use the snowmaking hydrants and fire hoses.  No smoking 
is allowed.  Staff is also required to conduct a weekly defensible space check to 
prevent wildfire spread.  They must check for a reduced fuel zone within 100 feet of 
structures, lean, clean and green areas within 30 feet of structures, and 
noncombustible areas within 5 feet of structures. 
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Text has been added to the Project Description in Chapter 2, Section 2.3.5, 
Emergency Evacuation and Shelter in Place for Summer Operations, on page 2-35 
indicating that the Summer Operating Plan will incorporate a section that designates 
“shelter in place” locations at Tamarack Lodge, East Peak Lodge, the Bear Cave Ski 
School Building, the top of the Gondola terminal, and Lakeview Lodge, all of which 
are in the Project Area.  Each building can house a specified number of people, 
including employees, with adequate occupancy capacity to meet the anticipated 
number of peak visitors (2,000-2,500) plus employees (200) as shown in the 
following table.   

 
Location 

Estimated Emergency 
Occupant Capacity 

Top of Gondola Area 
Tamarack Lodge & Deck 750 
Bear Cave Ski School Building 200 
Gondola Top Station 250 
East Peak Patrol Building 50 
Tamarack Meadow 1,000 

Subtotal 2,250 
East Peak Area 

East Peak Lodge & Deck 650 
East Peak Snowmaking Pumphouse 100 
Dipper Patrol Building 75 
Base of Comet & Dipper Express Lift Maze Area 1,000 

Subtotal 1,825 
Sky Meadows/Upper California Area 

Sky Meadows Deck 350 
Sky Meadows Reservoir Pumphouse 75 
Top of Sky Patrol Building 50 
Sky Meadows Restrooms 100 
Face Patrol Building 75 
Lakeview Lodge 400 
Aerial Tram Top Station 25 
Upper Vehicle Maintenance Shop & Concrete Work Pad 250 

Subtotal 1,325 
Total 5,400 

The Summer Operating Plan will also highlight the importance of maintaining the 
roadway system for emergency access.  As the additional text under Emergency 
Evacuation and Shelter in Place for Summer Operations indicates, on mountain road 
management, design (where improvements are proposed), and maintenance 
procedures shall be implemented in a manner to provide access for emergency 
responders as well as adequate capacity to evacuate members of the public and 
employees during emergencies.  The Summer Operating Plan will define the primary 
on mountain access roads to be used for emergency responders and evacuation and 
will include measures to ensure that those roadways remain open during summer 
operations for emergency access.  

Additional text regarding roadway maintenance will not be added to Chapter 3.1 as 
suggested, as that chapter addresses hydrology and water quality impacts.  Roadways 
were discussed on page 3.1-62 in regard to erosion impacts on water quality and not 
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erosion impacts on roadway maintenance and access.  The additional text in Section 
2.3.5 addresses this concern. 

Heavenly Mountain Resort maintains an Emergency Response Plan that includes 
detailed procedures for different emergency scenarios including wildfire and severe 
weather events. During such events emergency dispatch is immediately notified and 
staff are directed to follow protocol regarding communications, notifications, aid, and 
security.  During an event, guests and staff are evacuated by vehicle to the emergency 
“Staging Areas” as appropriate or safe.  Severe weather procedures are activated at 
the first report of severe weather or lightning within 60 miles.  Vehicles will be sent 
out onto the trails to announce impending threats and visitors may be assisted out of 
the area.  Facilities remain closed until the threat has passed.   

The following text will be added to the Emergency Response Plan and Summer 
Operating Plan: 

1. Re-confirm that the protection of life and public safety are the highest priorities; 

2. Re-confirm that maintaining the summer road system as an evacuation route will 
continue to be a priority in terms of minimizing road closures and coordinating 
road maintenance activities during summer public operations; 

3. In the event that off-mountain evacuation using the gondola is not possible, 
designate the four on-mountain lodges as shelter in place locations: all four 
lodges are fire sprinklered; 

4. Further designate the cleared areas around each lodge as safety zones that will be 
protected as needed by using the snowmaking system; designate and sign cleared 
safety areas at the far ends of hiking trails along with designated cleared landing 
zones. 

5. Set up and test the snowmaking system each season for effectiveness and inspect 
with applicable fire districts; and 

6. Investigate the option of using key lifts for downloading to quickly move people 
to lower mountain areas where they could be evacuated by larger-capacity 
vehicles. 

The Forest Service defines a safety zone as an area where a firefighter can survive 
without a fire shelter. The size and location of safety zones are determined by 
wildland fire personnel during an incident and is not something that can be modeled.  
Since Heavenly Mountain Resort will establish “shelter in place” locations within the 
Project Area, will maintain fire safety procedures, will add roadway maintenance and 
evacuation practices to the Summer Operations Plan, and has multiple snowmaking 
system sprinkler points within the Project Area that can be used to suppress wildfire, 
additional wildfire modeling is not required to identify other areas more suited as 
safety zones within the Project Area.  The “shelter in place” locations are in relatively 
open areas within existing forest clearings, are existing structures equipped with fire 
suppression devices, and are near snowmaking system sprinklers, making them the 
most feasible safety zones. 

Comment 1-3 The reference to the Uniform Building Code in Chapter 5, Section 5.4, page 5-9 
under Douglas County has been changed to International Building Code, which is the 
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currently adopted building code in Douglas County.  Reference to the International 
Fire Code has also been added. 

Comment 1-4 This mitigation measure has been removed as it duplicates existing requirements 
regarding emergency response.  Although Operations Mitigation Measure 7.5-34 
states the Lake Valley Fire Protection District would provide first response for the 
California operations, it is currently understood and established that the Tahoe 
Douglas Fire Protection District is the first responder for events within the Nevada 
portion of Heavenly Mountain Resort per the existing Fire Protection Plan currently 
implemented.  Since the response boundaries are already established and enforced it 
is unnecessary and redundant to include Operations Mitigation Measure 7.5-34 in the 
DEIR/EIS/EIS.  

Comment 1-5 The Heavenly Mountain Resort 2013/2014 Operations and Avalanche Control Plan 
includes helicopter evacuation and access procedures.  The procedures state that 
emergency landing zones shall be barricaded and signed to prevent unauthorized 
access by personnel.  The procedures also establish the following emergency 
helicopter landing zones, of which those in the Project Area are shown in italics and 
some of which are depicted in Sheet 1 and Sheet 2: 

H-1 – California Base Area 
H-2 – Base of Sky Chair 
H-3 – California Creek 
H-4 – Top of Gondola 
H-5 – Milky Way (Bottom) 
H-6 – Olympic Below Nevada Trail 
H-7 – Galaxy (Base) 
H-8 – Mott Canyon (Bottom) 

H-9 – Killebrew Canyon (Bottom) 
H-10 – Stagecoach (Base) 
H-11 – Boulder Base Area 
H-12 – Galaxy (Top)/Dam Road 
H-13 – Comet and Steve’s Road 
(summer only) 
H-14 – Lower Orion’s (summer only) 
H-15 – Top of Red Fir Lift 

 

The procedures further state that emergency helicopter landing may occur in areas 
other than those listed during a life-threatening emergency as long as adequate 
personnel are present to provide crowd control.  These procedures and operations are 
already in effect and are maintained annually, therefore the DEIR/EIS/EIS does not 
address helicopter access.  Additional tree removal is not anticipated as helicopter 
landing zones are already established and are maintained per Heavenly’s Emergency 
Response Plan.  

Comment 1-6 The comment requests the addition of trail signage at trail junctions and at intervals 
along the trails to provide emergency responders with more accurate response 
location data.  The following text has been added to Chapter 2, Connecting Trails on 
page 2-26 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS regarding locational and directional signage: 

  As part of the connecting trail implementation, locational/directional signage 
will be incorporated at trail intersections and spaced at intervals along the 
proposed trails to provide users with a way to provide emergency responders 
with their location in emergency situations. 
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Comment Letter 2 – Drozdoff, Leo, Nevada Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources, 10/17/14 
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Comment 2-1 Comments that state a position for or against a specific alternative are appreciated as 
this gives the Agencies a sense of the public’s or other agencies feeling and beliefs 
about a proposed course of action. Such information can only be used by the decision 
maker(s) in arriving at a decision and not for improving the environmental analysis or 
documentation.  Further response to the detailed comments provided by the Nevada 
Department of Conservation and Natural Resources can be found in the responses to 
comment letters 3 and 4. 
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Comment Letter 3 – Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, 
Division of State Parks, 10/17/14 
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Comment 3-1 Thank you for taking the time to review our project.  Please refer to the following 
detailed responses to the specific comments included in your letter regarding impacts 
to existing trails and Van Sickle Bi-State Park.  

Comment 3-2 Chapter 2, Section 2.5, page 2-41 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS provides a discussion of the 
alternatives considered but eliminated from detailed study.  Alternatives considered 
but eliminated include: No Mountain Coaster, Construction of Two Mountain 
Coasters, Panorama Trail within Maggie’s SEZ, Panorama Trail Connection to 
Heavenly California Base, Mountain Bike Park in the Sky Meadows Basin 
Watershed, and Mountain Bike Park Access using Dipper Lift instead of Comet Lift.   

The Panorama Trail Connection to Heavenly California Base would have provided a 
connection to the California base area instead of the Van Sickle Bi-State Park.  This 
alternative was eliminated because: the Epic Discovery project doesn't preclude a 
California base area connection as a future option; biological surveys have not 
included this route; the connector would not mitigate an impact of the project; and a 
trail user can currently access the California base using existing bike facilities located 
in town.   

Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-3 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-4 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-5 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts.  

Comment 3-6 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-7 DEIR/EIS/EIS Figure 1-1 has been revised and includes the following note in the 
legend, “Only National Forest System lands within the Heavenly SUP boundary are 
administered by the Forest Service Special Use Permit.”  While the boundary for 
Heavenly’s SUP was not changed on Figure 1-1, property ownership is more clearly 
labeled in color to better illustrate the location of Forest Service property and State 
property.  The figure also more clearly shows the TRPA basin boundary and 
Heavenly’s ski lifts.  With improved clarity provided in Figure 1-1 (see figure below) 
and the addition of the note regarding National Forest System lands and the Special 
Use Permit, the map accurately depicts the boundary while clarifying the 
applicability of the SUP.   
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Comment 3-8 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-9 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-10 DEIR/EIS/EIS Figure 2-1 is unable to show the entirety of the Panorama Trail while 
also showing each of the proposed activities within Adventure Peak, East Peak 
Reservoir Basin, and Sky Meadows Basin.  If the map were enlarged to 
accommodate the extent of the Panorama Trail, the other proposed activities would 
become unreadable.  Figure 2-5 depicts the Panorama Trail in its entirety and has 
been revised to show the location of the Alternative Panorama Trail Alignment 
located southeast of the proposed alignment near the Van Sickle Trail. Refer to 
Figure 2-5 (see Master Response 1), which provides a clear illustration of the entire 
extent of the Panorama Trail as well as the Alternative Panorama Trail Alignment. 

Comment 3-11 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-12 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-13 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-14 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-15 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 
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Comment 3-16 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-17 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-18 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-19 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-20 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-21 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-22 Only National Forest System lands within the Heavenly SUP boundary are 
administered by the Forest Service Special Use Permit.  The Panorama multi-use trail 
partnership commitment provides further detail on management and monitoring 
methods which would protect the recreational experience on the Van Sickle 
Connector Trail. The reader is referred to Section 2.3.5 of the revised DEIR/EIS/EIS 
for additional information.   

Comment 3-23 DEIR/EIS/EIS Figure 3.13-1 (see below) has been revised and includes the following 
statement, “Only National Forest System lands within the Heavenly SUP boundary 
are administered by the Forest Service Special Use Permit” to clarify that not all land 
shown within the SUP boundary is subject to the permit.  Other changes to Figure 
3.13-1 include the addition of lines demarcating the Proposed Panorama Trail, 
Alternative Panorama Trail Alignment, and existing lifts.  Figure 3.13-1 also uses 
color-coding to illustrate the following land ownership categories:  Private, State, 
USDA Forest Service – Lake Tahoe Basin Management Unit, and USDA Forest 
Service – Humboldt-Toiyabe National Forest.  These changes and clarifications 
clearly delineate which lands are subject to the SUP with the Heavenly Mountain 
Resort SUP boundary while depicting the location of existing and proposed trails in 
relation to one another.   

Comment 3-24 Refer to response to comment 3-23 regarding the SUP boundary in Figure 3.13-1. 

Comment 3-25 Refer to response to comment 3-23 regarding the SUP boundary in Figure 3.13-1. 

Comment 3-26 Refer to the response to comment 3-28. 

Comment 3-27 The referenced discussion on DEIR/EIS/EIS page 3.13-25 relates to the recreation 
experience on the East Peak Lodge hiking trail and the Panorama Trail. These trails 
would be constructed to modern design standards—accommodating both hikers and 
bikers with proper widths and drainage to ensure a quality and sustainable 
recreational experience. While these trails would be accessible from lifts at Heavenly, 
this would not impact the nature of the recreational experience on these trails. The 
experience on these trails would be similar to trails on NFS lands in relatively well-
used areas. That is, users could expect to encounter man-made infrastructure and 
other users, but users would explore the area under their own power and at their own 
pace.  
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Comment 3-28 Visitation estimates associated with Heavenly’s summer activities take into account 
the capacities of individual activities (existing and proposed) as well as 
historic/anticipated use of Heavenly’s SUP area as summer and multi-season 
activities at ski areas become more popular.   

Comment 3-29 The proposal does not include capacity limits for the Panorama Trail. The capacity 
limits of many other proposed activities are based on operational and manufacturer 
limitations. Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-30 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-31 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-32 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-33 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-34 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-35 The text of DEIR/EIS/EIS Chapter 3.13 (Recreation) has been revised to reflect that 
increased visitation to Heavenly Mountain Resort resulting from the proposed 
projects would likely result in some additional use of the Tahoe Rim Trail and Van 
Sickle Connector Trail.  Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail 
conflicts.  

Comment 3-36 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-37 By design, the proposed multi-use Panorama Trail would establish a link between the 
ski area, Heavenly Village and surrounding public lands—including the Tahoe Rim 
Trail.  Impacts of the proposed connection between the Panorama Trail and Tahoe 
Rim Trail are discussed in the DEIS and FEIS under “Adjacent and Connecting 
National Forest System Lands” (DEIR/EIS/EIS, p. 3.13-27).  

Comment 3-38 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-39 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-40 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-41 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-42 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-43 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 3-44 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 
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Comment Letter 4 – Harrison, Elizabeth, Nevada Department of Conservation and 
Natural Resources, Division of State Lands, 10/20/14 
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Comment 4-1 Impacts to pallid and fringed myotis are discussed in DEIR/EIS/EIS Impact BIO-2.  
A new design feature (Section 2.3.5, measure WL-10) has been added to the project 
that requires annual surveys of proposed structures and facilities to minimize 
disturbance to sensitive bat species that may be present. 

Comment 4-2 Blue grouse are covered by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and therefore are 
included in the surveys required under EIR/EIS/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO-3. 

Comment 4-3 Impact BIO-2 includes new language concerning bald eagle:  “The bald eagle has 
been delisted as of 2007.  While suitable habitat exists within the Special Use Permit 
Boundary, no observations of bald eagle have been recorded during wildlife surveys 
performed 1991-2014.  However, due to the suitable roosting habitat in the area 
surrounding East Peak Lake, the possibility exists for use of the area by bald eagle.  
The habitat for bald eagle in the East Peak Lake area is of low suitability due to the 
existing development that lines the west shore of the man-made reservoir, roadways 
and associated traffic along the north and east sides of the lake and the lack of fish in 
the lake that would be necessary for forage.    Based on the historical absence of this 
species from the project area and low habitat suitability, there would be no impacts 
resulting from implementation of the Proposed Action or the Alternatives.” 

Comment 4-4 New language has been added to Impact BIO-5 regarding mule deer:  “Mule deer 
have been observed within the existing and proposed operational boundary of 
Heavenly Mountain Resort during the spring, summer and autumn months.  Nevada 
Division of Wildlife has mapped the migration corridors of the resident Carson River 
Deer Heard (NDOW 1975 and NDOW 2014).  Nevada Division of Wildlife was 
contacted to receive recent telemetry data that has been obtained for mule deer within 
the project area.  The data received, confirmed and further supported observations 
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that mule deer are present within the project area.  NDOW also provided a map 
showing the location of the major movement corridor that lies to the east of the 
operational boundary of Heavenly in the lower elevations toward the Carson Valley. 
The telemetry also shows the movement of some individuals through the resort 
(NDOW 2014).  Construction of the proposed projects will not result in any 
impediment to the movement of mule deer either through structural blockage or from 
human activity.  This map shows the closest mapped migration corridor to the south 
of the operational footprint of the resort through the High Meadows area.  No 
projects are proposed which would impact or modify this migration corridor.” 

Comment 4-5 Future sightings of threatened, endangered or candidate species will be reported to 
Mark Enders at Nevada Division of Wildlife. 

Comment 4-6 Future results of migratory bird surveys will be reported to Mark Enders at Nevada 
Division of Wildlife. 

Comment 4-7 Thank you for taking the time to review Mitigation Measure BIO-4 and for your 
concurrence on its implementation. 

Comment 4-8 Refer to response to comment 4-4. 

Comment 4-9 The Nevada Wildlife Action Plan is included in the analysis and is described on 
EIR/EIS/EIS page 3.9-30. 

Comment 4-10 Thank you for taking the time to review Mitigation Measure BIO-8 and for your 
concurrence on its implementation.. 
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Comment Letter 5 – Bartlett, Tina, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
10/20/14 
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Comment 5-1 This comment summarizes the CEQA directives for the California Department of 
Fish and Wildlife and their responsibilities as a trustee agency and responsible 
agency.  This comment also summarizes the Project.  This is not a comment on the 
content or adequacy of the DEIR/EIS/EIS. Please refer to the following responses to 
the specific comments in Comment Letter 5.  

Comment 5-2 The DEIR/EIS/EIS evaluates impacts from both construction and operations of the 
proposed facilities.  Impact BIO-2 evaluates impacts to sensitive species as a result of 
implementation of the proposed project and operations.  BIO-3 also evaluates 
impacts to migratory bird species through loss of nesting habitat as well as 
operations.  Mitigation BIO-3 requires the annual breeding bird survey to alleviate 
impacts to migratory nesting birds from operational activities. 

Comment 5-3 Figures 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 have been added to the DEIR/EIS/EIS to identify the 
locations of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat and how it intersects with 
proposed project activities.   

Comment 5-4 DEIR/EIS/EIS Impact BIO-1 has been updated to include a discussion of impacts to 
SNYLF habitat that is present onsite.  A total of three surveys have been performed 
within the mapped suitable habitat within the Project Area.  The document states:  
“Three surveys have been performed in the Sky Meadows Basin and East Peak Lake 
areas in 2013 (one survey) and 2014 (two surveys) by USFS personnel.  No Sierra 
Nevada yellow-legged frog were observed in either area or survey year. East Peak 
Lake supported sierran tree frog (Pseudacris sierra) adults and tadpoles in both 
surveys, while only Long-toed salamander (Ambystoma macrodactylum) was 
observed in the Sky Meadows Basin in the pond behind the California dam.  Three 
surveys have been performed in the last 10 years, however USFS protocol has not 
been met to classify the habitat as Unutilized Potential in accordance with Region 5 
direction (USDA 2014) due to the fact that one of the surveys did not occur within 3-
5 weeks of snowmelt within a year where the winter snowpack was 80% or above 
normal.  As one additional survey is required that meets these criteria, the existing 
suitable habitat is classified as Utilization Unknown.”   

Comment 5-5 This discrepancy has been fixed and DEIR/EIS/EIS Table 3.9-1 now reflects there is 
suitable habitat within the project area.  Figures 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 identify the locations 
of Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog habitat and how it intersects with proposed 
project activities.   

Comment 5-6 A discussion of increased human activities has been added to DEIR/EIS/EIS page 
3.9-43: “Increased human presence in the areas surrounding the suitable habitat for 
SNYLF will not have an impact on the species if present due to the controlled nature 
of access and where the public and staff will be allowed to be present.  All walking 
and vehicle traffic will be confined to existing and proposed walkways that are 
outside the suitable habitat and located in the upland areas.  No dispersed walking or 
hiking activities will be allowed in association with these projects in the vicinity of 
SNYLF habitat.” 

Comment 5-7 DEIR/EIS/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO-1 has been updated to include consultation 
with CDFW and now includes the statement:  “If it is determined that protection 
measures cannot be implemented to reduce impacts to the species [SNYLF], each 
activity proposed in the delineated habitat area that will result in new disturbance 
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and human interaction will be eliminated from the Project (e.g., Sky Basin Coaster, 
Sky Meadows Challenge Course, East Peak Lake Dock).”   

Comment 5-8 A discussion of great gray owls has been added to DEIR/EIS/EIS BIO-1:  “Great 
gray owl, a State of California Endangered Species, does not contain large amounts 
of suitable habitat within the project area.  Great gray owls are strongly associated 
with meadows as this habitat type is used for hunting voles, gophers and other prey 
(Sears 2002) up to an elevation of 8,000 feet.  Great gray owls tend to spend the 
majority of their time within 200 m of a meadow edge, within suitable habitat 
containing dense canopy cover, large trees and numerous snags.  Breeding and 
wintering habitat is strongly correlated with healthy wet meadow systems (Van Riper 
and Wagtendonk. 2006).   Great gray owls are also sensitive to human presence, as 
observed in Yosemite National Park (Van Riper and Wagtendonk. 2006).  

The only wet meadow in the project area is located at Sky Meadows Basin, where the 
elevation is 8,500 feet and the area is heavily developed with the presence of a ski 
lodge, two lift base stations, a snowmaking pond and associated pump house and 
auxiliary buildings.  Additionally, the meadow is bordered on three sides by existing 
roadways utilized all seasons for vehicle travel over the snow and summer usage.  
Due to the limited meadow area, existing level of disturbance in the Sky Meadow 
Basin and surrounding area and the high elevation of the proposed project (above 
the elevation range of great gray owls) the likelihood of great gray owls being 
present in the project area is extremely unlikely.  As such, the project will not 
adversely affect this species.”   

Comment 5-9 The only two species that are covered by the California Endangered Species Act are 
the great gray owl and SNYLF. Refer to response to comment 5-8 above for a 
discussion of great gray owl and response to comment 5-7 for revised mitigation for 
SNYLF.   

Comment 5-10 DEIR/EIS/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO-3 has been modified to include the potential 
for increased avoidance zone/buffer as necessary to meet the demands of individual 
species.  Additionally, annual surveys for nesting birds are included in the mitigation 
to prevent impacts on an ongoing basis. 

Comment 5-11 DEIR/EIS/EIS Mitigation Measure 7.4-10 (Avoid and/or Restore Future Disturbed 
Jurisdictional Waters and Wetlands) has be amended to include the requirement to 
obtain a permit from CDFW for impacts to Section 1600 of the FGC that may result 
form removal of riparian vegetation.   

Comment 5-12 Refer to response to comment 4-4. 

Comment 5-13 Thank you for taking the time to review our project as well as the responses to your 
comments provided above 
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Comment Letter 6 – Port, Patricia, United States Department of the Interior, 
Pacific Southwest Region, 10/21/14 

 

 

Comment 6-1 Thank you for taking the time to review our project.   
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Comment Letter 7 – Thomaselli, Lauren, City of South Lake Tahoe, 10/23/14 

 


