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Comment 7-1 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.   
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Comment Letter 8 – Wright, Patrick, California Tahoe Conservancy, 10/27/14 
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Comment 8-1 Thank you for taking the time to review our project.  Please refer to the following 
detailed responses and references to identical comments raised by NDSP to the 
specific comments included in your letter regarding impacts to existing trails and 
facilities at Van Sickle Bi-State Park. 

Comment 8-2 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-3 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-4 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-5 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-6 Refer to the response to Comment 3-27. 

Comment 8-7 Refer to the response to Comment 3-29 and Master Response 1. 

Comment 8-8 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-9 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-10 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-11 Refer to the response to Comment 3-35 and Master Response 1. 

Comment 8-12 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-13 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-14 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 

Comment 8-15 Refer to the responses to comments 3-7 and 3-23. 

Comment 8-16 Access for the Epic Discovery Project, including the emergency evacuation route and 
Panorama trail construction and maintenance would be provided through existing 
roads located on National Forest Service lands.   

Comment 8-17 Refer to response to comment 3-2 regarding alternatives without the Panorama Trail 
or contained loop trail system within the SUP boundary. 

Comment 8-18 Special events are not proposed as part of the Project and therefore were not analyzed 
in the DEIR/EIS/EIS.  If special events are proposed in the future, additional review, 
including an opportunity for public input, will occur at that time and a separate 
special use permit would be issued for such events.   
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Comment Letter 9 – Goforth, Kathleen, United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, Region IX, 10/28/14 
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Comment 9-1 The EPA summarizes components and benefits of the Project and states the United 
States EPA has had the opportunity to review the DEIR/EIS/EIS and comment. 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 9-2 The comment states the EPA has rated the Preferred Alternative as Lack of 
Objections and the EPA supports the best management practices and resource 
protection measures included in the project design.  This rating indicates the EPA has 
not identified impacts requiring substantive changes.  This information is passed on 
to the Project proponent and decision makers for consideration.   

Comment 9-3 As required by the existing Waste Discharge Requirements issued by the Lahontan 
Board, bio-assessment monitoring will continue within Heavenly Valley and Hidden 
Valley Creeks to assess the effectiveness of sediment reduction measures required as 
part of the Heavenly Master Plan implementation. 

Comment 9-4 Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of the transportation impact 
analysis. 

Comment 9-5 This comment provides contact information for the commenter.  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.   
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7.4 RESPONSES TO STAKEHOLDER COMMENTS 

Three letters were received from stakeholders:  

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 
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Comment Letter 10 – Bennington, Mary, Tahoe Rim Trail Association, 10/20/14 
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Comment 10-1 This comment provides an introduction to the comment letter. Please refer to the 
following responses to comments.    

Comment 10-2 The comment expresses support for rerouting the Tahoe Rim Trail off Mott Canyon 
Road.  The USFS and Heavenly Mountain Resort acknowledge that the rerouted 
segment will be the Tahoe Rim Trail, and not the Panorama Trail, and will be 
managed by the Tahoe Rim Trail Association, with Heavenly’s support.  

Comment 10-3 The description of the changes proposed to the TRT under the Epic Discovery Project 
has been revised to clarify that the trail realignment near the Galaxy and Mott 
Canyon lifts will be considered the TRT and built to TRT standards. 

Comment 10-4 Refer to Master Response 1 for a discussion of potential trail conflicts. 
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Comment Letter 11 – Fish, Ben, Tahoe Area Mountain Biking Association, 
10/27/14 
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Comment 11-1 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.   

Comment 11-2 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.   

Comment 11-3 Special events are not proposed..  If special events are proposed in the future, 
additional review will occur at that time and a separate special use permit would be 
issued for such events. 

Comment 11-4 The commenter expresses an opinion on an action outside of what is proposed for the 
Project. This is not a comment on the content or adequacy of the DEIR/EIS.  This 
information is passed on to the Project proponent and decision makers for 
consideration.  No further response to this comment in relation to the DEIR/EIS is 
warranted. 

Comment 11-5 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.   
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Comment Letter 12 – Ames, Laurel, Tahoe Area Sierra Club, 11/2/14 
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Comment 12-1 This comment expresses an opinion on the DEIR/EIS/EIS and a general statement 
regarding studies and reports to support the analysis and mitigation measures. The 
comment does not indicate which studies or reports are missing and no further 
response can be made. No further response to this comment in relation to the 
DEIR/EIS/EIS is warranted. Please refer to the following responses to this comment 
letter. 

Comment 12-2 Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of the transportation analysis. 

Comment 12-3 Potential impacts to Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog are discussed in 
DEIR/EIS/EIS Impact BIO-1.  A total of three surveys have been performed resulting 
in no detections for the species.  No direct impacts to the meadow or stream habitat 
will occur as a result of the proposed project.  An additional survey will be required 
prior to project implementation to successfully meet protocol.  Additional language 
was added to DEIR/EIS/EIS Mitigation Measure BIO-1 to require the removal of an 
activity should it result in significant and unavoidable impacts: “If it is determined 
that protection measures cannot be implemented to reduce impacts to the species, 
each activity proposed in the delineated habitat area that will result in new 
disturbance and human interaction will be eliminated from the Project (e.g., Sky 
Basin Coaster, Sky Meadows Challenge Course, East Peak Lake Dock).”   

 DEIR/EIS/EIS Impact VEG-3 outlines impacts to whitebark pine.  As noted in the 
analysis, direct and indirect effects to whitebark pine will occur as a result of Epic 
Discovery Project implementation. These effects are considered less than significant 
because: a) The scale of direct effects is relatively small (14.84 acres in Proposed 
Action and Alternative 2; 16.64 acres in Alternative 1) compared to the extent of 
whitebark pine within the analysis area (3,737 acres) and the Lake Tahoe Basin (less 
than 1% acreage removal of both mixed and whitebark pine dominant stands); b) the 
indirect effects are relatively low (e.g. increased chances of wildfire and expansion of 
diseases); and c) the proposed activities will not result in the increase of the threat 
factors to whitebark pine.  Adverse effects will result to the population of whitebark 
pine through the direct removal of 14.84 acres (Proposed Action and Alternative 2) 
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and 16.64 acres (Alternative 1).  Cumulatively, these effects are not expected to 
result in a loss of species viability or accelerate federal listing. 

Comment 12-4 Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of the transportation impact 
analysis.  Air quality impacts resulting from Project operations are addressed in 
Chapter 3.5.  Table 3.5-16 in Section 3.5-5.7 presents operation assumptions based 
on the operation season and the traffic analysis provided in Chapter 3.7, Section 
3.7.4.1, including daily employee and visitor trips, VMT, vehicle speeds, the number 
of days and hours of operation, travel distance, anticipated number of vehicle, among 
other factors.  Please note that the analysis is based on 1000 visitors per day on a 
peak day, as shown in Table 3.5-16.  Using these assumptions, the analysis in Section 
3.5-5.8 and Tables 3.5-17 and 3.5-18 identify project daily operation emissions as 
less than significant.  Long-term annual operation impacts on air quality are less than 
significant as discussed in Section 3.5-5.9 and in Tables 3.5-19 and 3.5-20.   

Comment 12-5 In November 2011, the Ski Area Recreational Opportunity Enhancement Act 
(SAROEA) was signed into law. The SAROEA provides authority for the Forest 
Service to approve facilities and activities within ski area SUP boundaries to support 
summer and year-round natural resource-based recreation, in addition to snow sports, 
which were authorized by previous laws.  On April 17, 2014, the Forest Service 
released its Final Directives for Additional Seasonal and Year-Round Recreation 
Activities at Ski Areas. Forest Service Manual (FSM) 2343.14 includes final 
direction and criteria to help authorized officers determine whether proposals for 
these activities are consistent with SAROEA and the Final Directives. FSM 
2343.14(1) includes criteria for evaluating additional seasonal and year-round 
recreation activities and associated facilities that may be authorized at ski areas. All 
proposed projects and activities have been screened against criteria at FSM 2343.14, 
and the screen is included in the DEIS and FEIS Appendix 3.13-A. The coasters, 
OHV tours and observation tower were determined to be appropriate for NFS lands 
within Heavenly’s SUP area, given (among other things) their specific locations and 
designs.  The presence of a lookout tower on Angora Ridge Road near Fallen Leaf 
Lake, or elsewhere in the Lake Tahoe Basin, does not preclude the inclusion of an 
observation tower in the Project under FSM 2343.14.  The proposed observation 
tower will support project objectives for interpretive education. 

Comment 12-6 Visual impacts, including offsite impacts, are addressed in Chapter 3.10 of the 
DEIR/EIS/EIS.  A viewshed analysis was conducted to determine potential offsite 
visibility.  Figures 3.10-2 through 3.10-4 (pages 3.10-3 through 3.10-5) illustrate 
potential visibility of proposed facilities.  As shown in the figures some of the 
proposed facilities may be visible from the lake, the South Tahoe area, and from 
different locations on the mountain.  The impact analysis on pages 3.10-13 through 
3.10-34 find that no significant impact would occur.  Although some visibility would 
occur, distance and intervening topography and trees reduce the visibility to a less 
than significant level.  As shown in the viewshed analysis and impact analysis, the 
discussion includes impacts on views from the lake, the Tahoe Rim Trail, and urban 
and natural areas within the greater project area. Since the comment expresses 
concern over visual impacts, but does not indicate where the analysis is inadequate or 
incorrect, no further response can be made.  

Comment 12-7 Refer to response to comment 12-3.  
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7.5 RESPONSES TO PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Forty-five letters were received from the public:  

13. Thomas, Ralph, 8/28/14 
14. von Hurwitz, Lon, 9/5/14 
15. Ribaudo, Carl, SMG, 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 
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 and Kim, The Cork and More, 10/27/14 
56. Woodward, Todd, 10/27/14 
57. Wetter, Matt, 10/28/14	
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Comment Letter 13 – Thomas, Ralph, 8/28/14 

 

Comment 13-1 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.   
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Comment Letter 14 – von Hurwitz, Lon, 9/5/14 
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Comment 14-1 The issues regarding use of and the condition of Keller Road and Sherman Way have 
been noted, as have the proposed action items (e.g., mitigation measures) for the City 
of South Lake Tahoe and Heavenly Ski Resort regarding this existing issue.  The City 
of South Lake Tahoe Public Works Department staff has met with the residents and 
has prepared a specific list of road improvements that have or will be implemented, 
including pavement repair to Keller Road that was completed in 2014.  Heavenly 
Mountain Resort has agreed to monitor summer vehicle use by Heavenly 
maintenance crews on Keller Road and will specifically notify the residents when 
large or unusual deliveries are scheduled.  Such deliveries will be scheduled to avoid 
early morning hours.   

Based on the distance to the actual project sites and the on-mountain road gradients, 
the majority of Epic Discovery Project construction vehicles will access the top of the 
gondola area and the East Peak area through the Nevada Stagecoach gate and not 
through Keller Road.  Many of the activities to be implemented are small-scaled 
custom built features that do not consist of large pieces of equipment or materials.  
Most of the vehicles will be pick-up truck size vehicles transporting small work 
crews and light tools.  There will be very few large-capacity vehicles required to 
transport large pieces of materials, equipment or concrete.  The Nevada Stagecoach 
gate will be the primary access route due to the relative shorter distance to the 
construction area and the shallower on-mountain road gradients.   
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Comment Letter 15 – Ribaudo, Carl, SMG, 9/17/14 

 

Comment 15-1 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.    
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Comment Letter 16 – Humphries, Phil, 9/23/14 
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Comment 16-1 This comment requests the content of the letter be made available during the 
September 24, 2014 TRPA Governing Board meeting.  This is not a comment on the 
content or adequacy of the DEIR/EIS/EIS. No further response to this comment in 
relation to the DEIR/EIS/EIS is warranted. 

Comment 16-2 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.   
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Comment Letter 17 – Waller, Ellie, 9/24/14 
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Comment 17-1 Chapter 1 of the DEIR/EIS discusses the Purpose and Need for Action.  

In November 2011, Congress enacted the Ski Area Recreational Opportunity 
Enhancement Act (SAROEA), which amended the National Forest Ski Area Permit 
Act of 1986 to clarify the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture regarding 
additional recreational uses of NFS land subject to ski area permits, and for other 
purposes (16 USC 487b).  The SAROEA provides public policy direction to and 
authority for the Forest Service to approve facilities to support summer and year-
round natural resource-based recreation at ski areas.  The Act recognizes the public 
benefits to be gained from expanding public access to year-round recreation 
opportunities in developed ski areas, including additional employment and economic 
activity for communities with public land ski areas. 

The Purpose and Need for Action acknowledges that, over the years, the ways people 
engage in recreation during the summer months has evolved to include a new variety 
of activities and user experiences. Likewise, recreational use in the National Forests 
has evolved beyond activities traditionally associated with these lands such as 
hunting, fishing, camping or hiking. Ski areas serve as portals to National Forests and 
public lands for millions of people every year and provide important opportunities for 
the public to explore the outdoors and engage in active recreation. 

Increased summer use at ski areas in recent years has been driven by new 
technologies and the growing number of people seeking outdoor recreational 
activities in more managed settings.  In response to the policy direction and to visitor 
preferences, Heavenly has implemented a number of outdoor environment-based 
recreation activities including ropes courses, zip lines, hiking trails and summer 
tubing.  The Proposed Action would broaden the range of existing recreational 
opportunities and is responsive to visitor preferences for a more diverse range of 
activities.   

Comment 17-2 Refer to response to comment 17-1.  The Epic Discovery Project is being analyzed as 
an amendment to the existing Heavenly Mountain Resort Master Plan.  The 
DEIR/EIS/EIS studies the anticipated growth of summer visitor days that would 
result from implementation of the activities included in the Epic Discovery Project.  
Traffic and noise assessments are included in the DEIR/EIS/EIS analysis – no new 
traffic or noise impacts are identified that require mitigation measures not already 
included in the Master Plan Mitigation Monitoring Program. 

Refer to Master Response 2 for additional discussion of the transportation impact 
analysis. 

Comment 17-3 Noise impacts to wildlife are discussed in DEIR/EIS/EIS Impacts BIO-2, BIO-3, 
BIO-4 and BIO-6.  Mitigation measures associated with these impacts help mitigate 
disturbance from noise through the establishment of buffer zones and/or timing of 
construction activities to not coincide with nesting/denning of applicable wildlife 
species. 

Comment 17-4 As noted in DEIR/EIS/EIS Section 2.4, low shrubs and ground cover will remain in 
the area of the proposed coaster(s).  Retention of this vegetation will allow for 
protection of the soil along with construction BMPs including but not limited to 
revegetation of any disturbed area. 



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 - 1 0 3  

Comment 17-5 Lahontan has considered the effects of cumulative projects on the affected 
watersheds (see the analysis in Chapter 3.1 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS); however Northstar 
and Heavenly Mountain Resort are located in different and unconnected watersheds 
at opposite ends of the region.  Projects proposed at Northstar are located outside the 
Tahoe Basin and are in the area north of the greater Lake Tahoe region as opposed to 
the Epic Discovery Project located within the Lake Tahoe Basin in South Lake 
Tahoe. Projects at Northstar would not be applicable to this Project from Lahontan’s 
watershed impact perspective as the two ski areas are located in different watersheds.   

Comment 17-6 Refer to response to comment 17-1. 

Comment 17-7 The DEIR/EIS/EIS analyzes and discloses the effects of all proposed activities on the 
physical, biological and human environments associated with additional use of the 
Heavenly SUP area for recreation. A fundamental assumption of this analysis is that, 
while this would represent additional visitation to Heavenly’s SUP area in the 
summer, these types of activities are not likely to draw additional visitation to South 
Lake Tahoe, i.e., these people are already coming to the South Lake Tahoe area, and 
the activities and programs offered at Heavenly would provide them with additional 
recreational opportunities on NFS lands.  

Comment 17-8 This is a comment on a Vail Resorts press release dated March 6. 2013 and titled 
“Vail resorts Announces Record Capital Plan for Calendar 2013.”  The press release 
associates this quote with the Epic Discovery Project; however, this is a comment on 
a press release and is not a comment on the content of the DEIR/EIS/EIS.   

Comment 17-9 The DEIR/EIS/EIS clearly states in Chapter 2 that an alpine coaster is proposed 
under the Project and Alternative 1.  The DEIR/EIS/EIS does not imply that 
Alternative 1 removes an alpine coaster from the proposed components, rather the 
DEIR/EIS/EIS states that Alternative 1 moves the alpine coaster from Adventure 
Peak to Sky Meadows Basin.  This is very clear in the first two sentences in Section 
2.4 (page 2-35), which states, “The Sky Meadows Basin Coaster would provide an 
alternative location for the Forest Flyer Alpine Coaster described above under the 
Proposed Action for Adventure Peak.  Under this Alternative, the Sky Meadows 
Basin Coaster would be added to the Sky Meadows Basin (Figure 2-6) and the Forest 
Flyer Alpine Coaster would be removed from the Adventure Peak area (Figure 2-7).”  
No further clarification is warranted. 

 The commenter appears to oppose development of a mountain coaster.  An 
alternative with no mountain coaster was considered but eliminated from detailed 
study because elimination of this component would not meet the stated Purpose and 
Need for the Project by failing to offer a sufficient range of additional summer 
activities as stated in Chapter 2, Section 2.5, page 2-41 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS.  It was 
determined that a mountain coaster broadens public access to an experience 
otherwise unavailable to a substantial portion of the visiting public. 

Comment 17-10 Nighttime operations of the coaster are not proposed.  No lighting would be provided 
for the coaster and no additional scenic evaluation or dark skies evaluation is 
necessary as nighttime use of the coaster would not occur.  Please refer to the visual 
analysis in Chapter 3.10.  In Section 3.10-3 on page 3.10-11 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS, 
the paragraph states, “The EIR/EIS/EIS does not address nighttime light sources or 
dark sky compliance evaluation criteria (CEQA Environmental Checklist Item I[d], 
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TRPA IEC II [7 a, b, c, and d], TRPA Design Review Guidelines, and El Dorado 
County General Plan Policy 2.8.1.1) as no new lighting is proposed for the Proposed 
Action or Alternative activities and no impact would occur.” 

Comment 17-11 Under Alternative 1, the Sky Meadows Basin Coaster would be added to the Sky 
Meadows Basin (Figure 2-6) and the Forest Flyer Alpine Coaster would be removed 
from the Adventure Peak area (Figure 2-7).  This alternative was included to address 
potential impacts to suitable habitat for a USFS sensitive species (Pacific marten) 
related to the proposed Forest Flyer Coaster location.  

In November 2011, Congress enacted the Ski Area Recreational Opportunity 
Enhancement Act (SAROEA), which amended the National Forest Ski Area Permit 
Act of 1986 to clarify the authority of the Secretary of Agriculture regarding 
additional recreational uses of NFS land subject to ski area permits, and for other 
purposes (16 USC 487b).  The SAROEA provides public policy direction to, and 
authority for, the Forest Service to approve facilities to support summer and year-
round natural resource-based recreation at ski areas.  The Act recognizes the public 
benefits to be gained from expanding public access to year-round recreation 
opportunities in developed ski areas, including additional employment and economic 
activity for communities with public land ski areas. 

All proposed projects and activities have been screened against criteria at FSM 
2343.14, and the screen is included in the DEIR/EIS. The coasters were determined 
to be appropriate for NFS lands within Heavenly’s SUP area, given (among other 
things) their specific locations and designs.  

Comment 17-12 Glare is addressed and analyzed in Chapter 3.10 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS on page 3.10-
22, which states, “As required in the Proposed Action, low reflectivity, and low 
visual contrast materials or coatings would be required for the Coasters and Canopy 
Tour facilities to reduce the effects of glare and be consistent with objectives of the 
USFS BEIG.” Since the tracks would be composed of low visual contrast materials 
or would have a low visual contrast coating, they would not have a reflectivity to 
cause glare.  Please note that the images of example alpine coasters in Chapter 2 
(Photos F and G on page 2-10 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS) are merely examples of alpine 
coasters to give readers a sense of what this type of coaster looks like and how it 
operates in summer and winter scenarios.  The proposed coasters at Heavenly 
Mountain Resort would not look exactly like Photos F and G. 

 The visual impacts of the Forest Flyer Alpine Coaster and Sky Basin Coaster are 
addressed in Impact SCENIC-3 on pages 3.10-21 through 3.10-26 and in impact 
SCENIC-4 on pages 3.10-26 through 3.10-31.  The analysis concludes that no 
significant impact would occur. 

Comment 17-13 Refer to response to comment 17-4 for a discussion of vegetation removal.  
DEIR/EIS/EIS Impact BIO-6 discussed tree removal associated with the Proposed 
Project and Alternatives.  DEIR/EIS/EIS Table 3.8-10 outlines the proposed trees to 
be removed that are larger than 24” dbh. 

Comment 17-14 The on-going Environmental Monitoring Program, which is existing DEIR/EIS/EIS 
Mitigation Measure 7.5-2, requires evaluation of soil disturbance activities and was 
amended in November 2013 under Board Order Number R6T-2003-0032A2 to 
update effective soil cover monitoring with an erosion-focused rapid assessment 
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process described in the Watershed Management Guidebook (Drake and Hogan 
2012). The methodology was piloted in watershed CA-1 and focuses on identifying 
primary sources of erosion (“hotspots”) through a GIS flow accumulation mapping 
exercise followed by on-the-ground assessment and prioritizing treatments within a 
watershed context.  Erosion hot spot identification and ranking criteria include: 
erosion risk, active erosion, active deposition, proximity to stream, connectivity to 
stream and stream environment zone, watershed priority, and operational priority. 
The Environmental Monitoring Program will be amended again to include the 
requirements specified in Mitigation Measures WATER-C1a: CA-1 Erosion 
Reduction Measures and WATER-C1b: Amendment to MPA 07 Mitigation Measure 
7.5-2, Ongoing Environmental Monitoring Program. 

Comment 17-15 A description of the Forest Flyer Alpine Coaster is provided in Chapter 2, on pages 
2-10 and 2-11 of the DEIR/EIS/EIS.  As stated on page 2-10, “The layout of the track 
would be dictated by features such as topography, vegetation, snow depth (so that it 
could operate during winter), rock formations and general infrastructure.  The height 
of the track would average between 3-6 feet above natural grade.  The maximum 
height would be between 15-20 feet above grade.  This project would require a 20-25 
foot wide corridor of vegetation removal for installation and operation (resulting in 
approximately 0.7 acre of tree removal due to the lack of trees in the lower areas of 
the alignment). Low shrubs and ground cover could remain within the corridor 
following construction.” Lighting and nighttime operations are not proposed. 

Comment 17-16 Snow removal for the coaster will not result in any impacts on migrating wildlife.  
During the winter months, no migration would be occurring (either deer or avian 
species) and therefore no impact would result. 

Comment 17-17 Refer to response to comment 17-3.  The proposed activities would not result in any 
noise or vibration impacts to areas outside the operational boundary.   

Comment 17-18 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.  No further response to this comment in relation to the DEIR/EIS/EIS 
is warranted. 
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Comment Letter 18 – Obray, Perry, 9/26/14 

 

Comment 18-1 The commenter expresses opinion in support of summer activities at Heavenly.  The 
commenter states the public outreach efforts on the Project have been helpful.  
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.   
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Comment Letter 19 – Tevlin, Sean, 9/26/14 

 

Comment 19-1 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.   

Comment 19-2 Bicycles will be allowed on the Gondola, which is described in Chapter 2 on page 2-
11 under the section entitled “Mountain Bike Skills Park”.  The description on page 
2-11 states, “Users could access the park by loading their bikes onto the Gondola, 
renting bikes at the Adventure Peak area, or riding their bikes up trails and 
maintenance roads.”  A similar statement is made on page 2-14 in regard to the East 
Peak Basin Mountain Bike Park.  Visitors will be able to load their bicycles on the 
Gondola without the need to drive to Stagecoach Lodge. 

Comment 19-3 The commenter expresses an opinion on operations and provides suggestion for 
improvements regarding mountain biking operations and facilities. If demand 
warrants, extra bike racks can be added to the shuttles as part of Heavenly’s 
continued participation in Mitigation Measure 7.5-19 (Implement the Coordinated 
Transportation System).   

Comment 19-4 Fees will be charged for use of the lifts, but not for use of the park or trails.  If a rider 
accesses and utilizes the park and trails without lift assistance, no fee is charged.    
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Comment Letter 20 – Garrison, Dan, Resorts West, 10/7/14 

 

Comment 20-1 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.    
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Comment Letter 21 – Lake Tahoe Visitors Authority, Tahoe South, 10/9/14 

 

Comment 21-1 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.    
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Comment Letter 22 – Koster, John, Harrah’s/Harveys Lake Tahoe, 10/10/14 

 

Comment 22-1 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.    
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Comment Letter 23 – Murillo, Kindred, Lake Tahoe Community College District, 
10/13/14 
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Comment 23-1 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.   
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Comment Letter 24 – Ronan, Patrick, Tahoe Lakeshore Lodge and Spa, 10/13/14 

 

Comment 24-1 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.   
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Comment Letter 25 – Tahoe Douglas Visitors Authority, 10/14/14 

 

Comment 25-1 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.    
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Comment Letter 26 – Hollingsworth, Tamara, Tahoe Chamber of Commerce, 
10/14/14 

 

Comment 26-1 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.  
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Comment Letter 27 – Steinbach, John, Lake Tahoe Resort Hotel, 10/14/14 

 

Comment 27-1 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.    
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Comment Letter 28 – Anderson, Robert, Fromarc Insurance Agency Inc., 10/15/14 

 

Comment 28-1 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.    



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  
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Comment Letter 29 – Slack, Sam, Resorts West, 10/16/14 

 

Comment 29-1 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.    
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R E S P O N S E S  T O  C O M M E N T S  
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Comment Letter 30 – Ditchkus, Stephen, Montbleu Resort Casino and Spa, 
10/17/14 

 

Comment 30-1 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.    


