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1.1

INTRODUCTION

OVERVIEW

This document is a final environmental impact statement (Final EIS) prepared on behalf of the Tahoe Regional
Planning Agency (TRPA) pursuant to the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact and the TRPA Code of Ordinances. On
April 19, 2012, TRPA distributed the draft environmental impact statement (Draft EIS) on the Edgewood Lodge
and Golf Course Realignment Project to public agencies and the general public. A public review period of 70 days
was provided, which exceeds the minimum 60-day requirement of Article VII(b) of the Tahoe Regional Planning
Compact, Article 6.13.2 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, and Section 3.7.1.D of the TRPA Code of Ordinances.
The review period began on April 19, 2012 and ended on June 28, 2012. Two public hearings were held to solicit
comments on the Draft EIS: the first at the May 9, 2012 TRPA Advisory Planning Commission meeting and the
second at the June 28, 2012 TRPA Governing Board meeting. Both meetings were held at TRPA’s offices in
Stateline, Nevada.
The approximately 231-acre project site is located within the Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course and includes a small
area to the east across U.S. 50. The Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project would include
construction of a new lodge complex with associated parking, and other improvements. The project would
include the following major elements described in detail in the Draft EIS:








construction of a 194-unit lodge complex, including accessory uses;
expansion of the South Room at the Edgewood clubhouse;
relocation of two existing lakefront residential lots;
construction of a new public beach, lakefront recreation facilities, and pedestrian path;
pier removal, relocation, and reconstruction;
golf course and cart path modifications; and
implementation of five threshold improvement projects.

The project would also involve transfers of development rights from offsite properties.
Written and oral comments were received from public agencies, organizations, and individuals. Pursuant to
Article 6.14.1 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, “at the conclusion of the comment period, TRPA shall prepare
written responses to all written comments received during the comment period, and may respond to oral or late
comments.”

1.2

CERTIFICATION AND PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS

The EIS is intended to be used by the TRPA Governing Board when considering approval of the proposed project
or an alternative to the proposed project. In accordance with Article 6.16 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, TRPA
must certify the EIS by making, “a finding that the Final EIS is in compliance, procedurally and substantively, with
Article VII of the Compact, Chapter 3 of the Code, and these Rules of Procedure.” Before consideration of the
proposed Final EIS by the TRPA Governing Board, the TRPA Advisory Planning Commission must review and
make a recommendation to the Board regarding certification. The Board must provide an opportunity for
comment on the Final EIS and has the discretion to limit such comment to the responses to comments or other
new information in the proposed Final EIS. Per Article 6.16.3, “Prior to action by the Board on a project or
matter for which an EIS was prepared, the Board shall certify a Final EIS. The Board shall not approve such a
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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project or matter for which an EIS was prepared prior to certification of a Final EIS.” Therefore, the Board must
certify the EIS for the Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project before considering approval of the
project. It is expected that the Board will hold a public hearing to consider certification of the Final EIS on
August 23, 2012.

1.3

ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT OF THE FINAL EIS

This Final EIS is organized as follows:








Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides an overview of the environmental review process and presents a
discussion of the EIS certification and project approval process.
Chapter 2, “Comments and Responses to Comments on the Draft EIS,” contains a list of all agencies,
organizations, and persons that submitted written comments on the Draft EIS or provided oral comments at
the two public hearings during the public review period; copies of the comment letters and/or summary
notes from the public hearings; and individual responses to the comments.
Chapter 3, “Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS,” includes corrections, clarifications and other
revisions to the Draft EIS text, based on issues raised by comments on the Draft EIS or TRPA-staff initiated
text changes. Revisions are shown as excerpts from the Draft EIS text, with strikethrough (strikethrough)
text for deletions and underlined (underlined) text for additions.
Chapter 4, “References,” lists references cited in this document.

This document and the Draft EIS together comprise the Final EIS.
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2.1

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

INTRODUCTION

This Final EIS contains the comment letters received on the Draft EIS, including summarized oral comments
received during the May 9, 2012 and June 28, 2012 public hearings, and individual responses to substantive
environmental issues raised in those comments. The 70‐day public review period began on April 19, 2012 and
ended on June 28, 2012.

2.2

FORMAT OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Comment letters and responses to comments are arranged and coded as follows:







State Agencies (S)
Local Agencies (L)
Local Utilities, Service Providers, and Quasi‐Governmental Entities (E)
Organizations/Businesses (O)
Individuals (I)
Public Hearing (PH)

Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given an identification code. Responses correspond
with comment codes, and are cross‐referenced where appropriate to avoid redundancy.

2.3

LIST OF COMMENTERS

Table 2‐1 lists all parties that submitted written comments on the Draft EIS. Individuals that provided oral
comments at the public hearings are listed in the public hearing summary notes.
Table 2-1
Letter ID

List of Commenters
Commenter

Date of Comment

State Agencies (S)
S1

California Department of Transportation, District 3

July 5, 2012

S2

Nevada Department of Transportation

April 19, 2012

S3

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Permits Branch–Bureau of Water Pollution Control

April 20, 2012

S4

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Public Water System Branch–Bureau of Safe
Drinking Water

June 28, 2012

S5

Nevada Division of State Lands, Department of Conservation and Natural Resources

June 14, 2012

S6

Nevada State Historic Preservation Office

May 30, 2012

Local Agencies (L)
L1

City of South Lake Tahoe, Community Development Department

June 28, 2012

L2

Douglas County, Board of Commissioners

June 26, 2012

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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Table 2-1
Letter ID

List of Commenters
Commenter

Date of Comment

Local Utilities, Service Providers, and Quasi-Governmental Entities (E)
E1

Paiute Pipeline Company

June 28, 2012

E2

Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District

June 25, 2012

E3

Tahoe Water Suppliers Association

June 27, 2012

Organizations/Businesses (O)
O1

Barton Health

June 26, 2012

O2

Barton Health

June 18, 2012

O3

Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce and Visitors Authority

June 20, 2012

O4

Boys & Girls Club of Lake Tahoe

June 16, 2012

O5

Heavenly Lake Tahoe

June 25, 2012

O6

League to Save Lake Tahoe

June 27, 2012

O7

JMA Ventures, LLC

May 15, 2012

O8

Marriott Vacation Club International

June 27, 2012

O9

Midkiff & Associates, Inc.

June 26, 2012

O10

Sierra Colina, LLC

June 27, 2012

Individuals (I)
I1

James F. Barr

June 23, 2012

I2

Casey Blann

June 25, 2012

I3

Patrick Fountain

I4

Chris Proctor

June 25, 2012

I5

Patricia Sorokwasz

June 25, 2012

I6

Marilyn Spencer

I7

Alison Stanton

June 28, 2012

I8

Paul Sterling

June 27, 2012

Not dated

Not dated

Public Hearing (PH)
PH1

Public Hearing

May 9, 2012

PH2

Public Hearing

June 28, 2012

2.4

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON THE DRAFT EIS

The written and oral comments on the Draft EIS and the responses to those comments are provided in this
section. Pursuant to Article 6.14.1 of the TRPA Rules of Procedure, “at the conclusion of the comment period,
TRPA shall prepare written responses to all written comments received during the comment period, and may
respond to oral or late comments.” All comment letters are reproduced in their entirety, and each is followed by
responses to substantive environmental issues raised. Where a commenter has provided multiple comments,
each comment is indicated by brackets and an identifying letter/number notation in the margin of the comment
letter. During the public review period, 29 letters that identified environmental issues or questions, or offered
support for the project, were submitted to TRPA. In addition to these letters, 19 commenters (including those
representing organizations and businesses, as well as individuals) provided oral comments during the two public
hearings.
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Response
S1

California Department of Transportation, District 3
Angela Shepard, Transportation Planner, July 5, 2012

S1‐1

The commenter recommends that the project contribute to a traffic fee program to mitigate the
increase in average vehicle delay in seconds through the U.S. 50 and Park Avenue intersection
(as indicated in Table 5.10‐8 of the Draft EIS).
The EIS evaluates traffic level of service (LOS) impacts at nearby intersections including the
U.S. 50/Park Avenue intersection under existing plus project conditions (Table 5.10‐8 on
page 5.10‐18 of the Draft EIS), and cumulative plus project conditions in 2029 without
(Table 5.15‐4 on page 5.15‐26 of the Draft EIS) and with the proposed US 50/South Shore
Community Revitalization Project (Impact 5.15‐24 on page 5.15‐30). Under each of these
scenarios the project would result in an incremental increase in the number of seconds of delay
at the U.S. 50/Park Avenue intersection relative to the no project condition, but would not
degrade the total LOS of the intersection. For these reasons, the EIS concludes that the project
would result in a less‐than‐significant traffic impact related to LOS at this intersection, so no
mitigation would be required.
Notwithstanding the above, as described on page 5.10‐24 of the Draft EIS, pursuant to
Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, an air quality mitigation fee would be
required for the new trips associated with the proposed land uses to “offset the potential traffic
and air quality impacts” of the project. The project applicant would be required to pay this fee
prior to TRPA permit acknowledgement. It is important to note, however, that fees are collected
for purposes of mitigating cumulative air quality impacts and would not necessarily directly
address the increased delay at the U.S. 50/Park Avenue intersection.
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Response
S2

Nevada Department of Transportation
Thor A. Dyson, P.E., CPM – District II Engineer, April 19, 2012

S2‐1

The commenter indicates that for any temporary and/or permanent encroachment work
performed within the state’s right‐of‐way, a permit would be required from the Nevada
Department of Transportation (NDOT) District II office.
At this time, construction of the proposed project is not expected to be conducted within the
State of Nevada right‐of‐way; therefore, an encroachment permit from Nevada DOT is not
anticipated to be needed. Nevertheless, Table 2‐1 on pages 2‐2 and 2‐3 of the Draft EIS is
revised in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS to include the possibility of acquiring this permit (if it
becomes necessary).
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Response
S3

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Permits Branch—Bureau of Water
Pollution Control
Alexi Lanza, P.E., April 20, 2012

S3‐1

The comment is noted. Thank you for your review of the Draft EIS.

S3‐2

Table 2‐1 in the Draft EIS lists the potential permits and authorizations that may be required for
development of the project beyond the primary TRPA Project Permit. As noted in Table 2‐1 in
the Draft EIS, a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is listed as a requirement of the
Nevada Division of Environmental Protection for project implementation.
The commenter notes that permits from the Nevada Division of Environmental Protection,
Bureau of Water Pollution Control (BWPC) may also be required for well development and other
water discharges at the site. Table 2‐1 on pages 2‐2 and 2‐3 of the Draft EIS is revised in
Chapter 3 of this Final EIS to include the additional BWCP permitting that may be required.
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Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Public Water System Branch-Bureau
of Safe Drinking Water
Andrea Seifert, P.E., June 28, 2012

S4‐1

This comment includes prefatory remarks that establish the context for subsequent detailed
comments. The public scoping comment letters referenced in this comment, one with respect
to Edgewood Water Company (EWC) and one with respect to the Kingsbury General
Improvement District (KGID), are included in Appendix A of the Draft EIS. Accordingly, the Draft
EIS addresses the effects on source water quality associated with the proposed pier and related
boat activity, and increased beach recreation in Impacts 5.6.1‐8, 5.6.2‐8, and 5.6.3‐8 for
development Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, respectively. The responses to comments S4‐2 through S4‐
9 provide additional information to support the Draft EIS conclusion that the development
alternatives would not adversely affect source water quality.

S4‐2

The commenter requests additional information to substantiate the conclusion that the
project’s impact to the EWC primary water supply would be less than significant and identifies a
modeling tool that was developed as part of the Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection
Assessment Final Report (Assessment Report, October 2008) to evaluate impacts to drinking
water intakes from source water contamination. Specifically, the comment asserts that the
addition of public beach access at Edgewood is a major change in land use that must be made a
part of the public water system’s watershed control program with respect to minimizing “the
potential for contamination by Giardia lamblia cysts and viruses Cryptosporidium oocysts in the
source water…”
As part of its due diligence, EWC evaluated potential impacts to its primary water supply line in
2011. Robert Anderson, P.E., WRS, CFM, Principal Engineer with RO Anderson, on behalf of EWC,
used information from the Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Assessment to evaluate
potential impacts to the EWC water system. The purpose of the evaluation was to attempt to
quantify and assess the water quality risks and probability of infection resulting from body‐
contact recreational activities (swimming, water skiing, jet skiing, and other forms of direct
contact). The memorandum included a comparative evaluation of the EWC intake and
treatment means to the three water systems evaluated in the Assessment Report: Burnt Cedar
(an Incline Village General Improvement District line in Incline Village), McKinney/Quail (a Tahoe
City Public Utility District line on the west shore), and the KGID line north of the project site).
The complete memorandum is added as Appendix K to the EIS. Key findings from the RO
Anderson memorandum include (Anderson 2011):
1. The science used to predict the risks associated with body‐contact recreation and
vulnerability to contamination from spills is complex and dependent on numerous variables.
As a result, such assessments of risk result in approximations and probabilities of
occurrences. That is, these risks cannot be precisely determined or predicted.
2. Given the configuration of the EWC intake, 2,500 feet long and 34 feet deep, it is
significantly farther removed from those persons participating in body‐contact recreation at
existing beaches or other potential activity centers than the intakes to the water systems
evaluated in the Assessment Report. As a result, the memorandum concluded that the risk
to EWC is lower than the calculated and reported risks to the KGID or the Burnt Cedar water
systems. The Assessment Report determined that if the treatment upgrades required by the
U.S. EPA Long‐term 2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT‐2) to be made by 2014
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are implemented at Burnt Cedar and KGID, the risk of exceeding EPA’s target risk level of
1 infection per 10,000 visitors (i.e., drinking water customers) per year from body‐contact
recreation were 0.1% and 0.03%, respectively. Accordingly, the memorandum finds that
upon implementation of the required LT‐2 treatment modifications and improvements by
EWC, the risk level for EWC customers would also be less than 0.1% for body‐contact
recreation activities.
3. The EWC intake, similar to all other water intakes in the Lake, is vulnerable to contamination
by unforeseen pollutant spills. In the event of a contaminant spill with a high concentration
of particulate matter, such as a sewage spill, UV inactivation treatment (one of the
treatment upgrade options required to meet the LT‐2 Rule) would likely be insufficient for
pathogen removal. (Body‐contact recreation would generate much lower pollutant levels,
such that UV inactivation treatment would be adequate.) High concentrations of particulate
matter would tend to lower the UV inactivation rate rendering it less effective than
microfiltration for removal of such contaminants.
In response to this Draft EIS comment, RO Anderson on behalf of EWC, evaluated potential risks
using the spreadsheet‐based simplified pollutant‐transport model tool (Lake Tahoe Transport
Model) developed as part of the Assessment Report and recommended for use in evaluating the
proposed project in this comment. According to the memorandum, the model was developed
as a tool for utilities to use during a spill event to provide insight as to the contaminant risk at
their intakes. Model outputs include estimates of the following:
a. The likelihood that pollutants from a given contaminant spill would reach the intake to a
public water supply,
b. The amount of time required to reach each affected intake, and
c. The amount of dispersion that would occur during transport.
The model does not, however, calculate or predict probabilities or risks of infections resulting
from additional body contact recreation activities near public water supply intakes (Anderson
2012).
The RO Anderson modeling effort simulates the probable outcomes from a contaminating event
occurring at or very near the beach at two separate locations. Modeling results are
incorporated here by reference and the complete study is included in Appendix K. The study
finds that with implementation of planned upgrades to meet the requirements of LT‐2, the risk
of exceeding EPA’s target risk level of 1 infection per 10,000 visitors (i.e., drinking water
customers) per year from body‐contact recreation, including anticipated increases in activities
associated with the proposed lodge project, would be less than 0.1%. The EWC intake, similar to
other public water supply intakes in Lake Tahoe, is vulnerable to catastrophic events that could
result in a contaminant spill. The memorandum concludes, based on the modeling conducted,
that the proposed project would have limited, if any, impact on the ability of the EWC to
continue to meet federal and state drinking water standards, including the provisions of Nevada
Administrative Code (NAC) 445A.525 that pertain to filtration avoidance.
The RO Anderson study notes that EWC has initiated the design and permitting of the required
upgrades to its treatment system to meet the LT‐2 rule by using ultraviolet methods to
supplement its current disinfection processes (ozone). EWC anticipates that they will be
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS
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prepared to submit those designs for review by permitting agencies during the fall of 2012, and
subject to requisite approvals, construction is anticipated to begin in spring or summer 2013.
S4‐3

The commenter indicates the KGID water intake line should be addressed in the EIS. The point
where the KGID water intake line extends lakeward from the beach is within approximately
450 feet of the northernmost project area boundary. The mouth of the KGID intake line is well
over 600 feet from the closest proposed Shorezone activities (relocated pier and new public
beach area). In response to this comment (and comment S4‐8 below), the text of Section 5.6,
Hydrology and Water Quality, page 5.6‐31, third full paragraph is revised as follows to clarify the
location of the KGID water intake line relative to the project area boundary and the proposed
pier and public beach area:
Projects within 600 feet of a drinking water source identified by TRPA require special
consideration as described in Section 60.3 of the TRPA Code and are afforded protection
under the Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Program. There are four three protected
drinking water sources within 600 feet of the project area boundaries: the Edgewood
Water Company (EWC) intake line (00703003I11) that extends into Lake Tahoe from a
location north of the existing lakefront residences; the Kingsbury General Improvement
District (KGID) intake line (00709005l11); and two active wells (02903603W11 and
02905101W11) south of the project area boundary near golf hole 9 in California (TRPA
2000). The mouth of the KGID water intake line is located well over 600 feet from the
proposed pier and public beach area associated with the proposed project (and about
900 feet from the project area boundary), but from the point where the intake line
extends lakeward from the beach the line is within approximately 450 feet of the
northernmost project area boundary. Prior to acknowledgement issuance of thea TRPA
permit, the project applicant would be required to comply with the source water
protection provisions contained in Section 60.3.3.D of the TRPA Code. The creation of a
new potential contamination source (PCS) related to microbial contamination would
require additional monitoring as outlined in NAC 445A.5195. The proposed public beach
is a microbial PCS, as noted in Section 60.3.5 of the TRPA Code.
Also, in response to this comment, the text of Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality,
page 5.6‐32, first paragraph is revised as follows:
The mouth of the EWC primary water supply intake is located over 2,000 feet from the
closest point of the proposed pier and the proposed public beach at a depth of 34 feet,
and an adjacent parallel back‐up water intake is located over 700 feet from the beach.
The mouth of the KGID water intake line is approximately 3,150 feet (more than one‐
half mile) from the closest point of the proposed pier and 3,250 feet from the closest
part of the proposed public beach at Edgewood. The depth of the water intake line is 60
feet. These distances from the shoreline, combined with the depths of the intakes is
sufficient to protect source water quality of the intakes. More specifically, as
documented in the source water evaluation memorandums included in Appendix K to
this EIS, the risk of exceeding the U.S. EPA’s target risk level of 1 infection per 10,000
visitors (i.e., drinking water customers) per year from body‐contact recreation would be
less than 0.1%. This impact is considered less than significant.
The mouth of the KGID water supply intake line is located more than 500 feet farther from the
proposed pier and public beach area at Edgewood than the EWC intake line. Further, the

2-20

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS

Ascent Environmental

Responses to Comments

Assessment Report (as cited in the 2012 memorandum from RO Anderson) identifies that the
KGID “intake is most vulnerable to spills or other releases…to the north, near Nevada Beach and
that…[modeled scenarios of] spills to the south of the intake yielded very low predicted
concentrations.” As such, it is appropriate that the Draft EIS and the subsequent memorandum
from RO Anderson focus on the EWC water intake line.
S4‐4

See response to comment S4‐2.

S4‐5

See response to comment S4‐2.

S4‐6

The commenter provides two NAC references (NAC 445A.6669 and 445A.66615) pertaining to
the construction of new water lines at the project site and ensuring a reliable water supply is
maintained to existing customers during construction. The commenter is directed to Section
5.14, Public Services and Utilities, where Impact 5.14.1‐1 includes additional information on
water supply line improvements for the proposed project. In response to this comment, the
text of Section 5.14, Public Services and Utilities, page 5.14‐10, second paragraph, is revised as
follows to incorporate additional information:
The proposed project site would likely be served by EWC’s water system via anthe
existing 12‐inch water supply line. The 12‐inch water supply line that extends through
the project site with connections from the main line to proposed onsite uses would be
relocated along the realigned entry road. To the extent feasible, new utilities would be
located under existing or proposed roadways and appropriate utility easements would
be finalized as part of the permitting process. Modifications to the water system,
including new water distribution lines, would be subject to NDEP, Bureau of Safe
Drinking Water review pursuant to NAC 445A.6669. The existing 12‐inch water supply
line connects to a larger main on the Horizon property. EWC has indicated that the
existing 12‐inch water supply line or portions thereof either on or off site may need to
be replaced as part of the proposed project (King, pers. comm., 2011). Further studies
are needed, which would not commence until latter stages of design, to determine the
need for the water supply line replacement. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed
that the 12‐inch water line would not need to be replaced. If determined to be
necessary during final design, any the pipeline replacement occurring outside of the
proposed project area would be subject to separate and subsequent environmental
review and permitting by TRPA, Douglas County, and EWC. If an upsizing of the
proposed water supply line within the proposed project area were required, it would
occur within the entry road alignment already evaluated as part of this EIS. If
replacement were required, it would be within the existing footprint and would include
trenching techniques that could result in temporary air quality, noise, traffic, and water
quality impacts. The types of temporary construction impacts would be similar to those
discussed and analyzed in this EIS.
Pursuant to NAC 445A.66615, water system improvements would be constructed in a
manner that would maintain a reliable supply of water to existing EWC customers
during construction. The water system improvements contemplated with the proposed
project would involve the realignment of both raw water lines and water supply lines for
EWC. Typical of a project of this nature, this would be accomplished by constructing the
new facility infrastructure before taking the existing infrastructure offline. Once
constructed and tested, the new utility lines would be brought on line by switching the
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system to the new lines without disruption to EWC customers. The construction plans
and methods for activating the new lines would be subject to NDEP, Bureau of Safe
Drinking Water review and oversight.
In addition, the Bureau’s review role as it relates to any water system modifications has been
added to Table 2‐1 in Chapter 3 of this Final EIS.
S4‐7

See responses to comments S4‐2 and SR‐3.

S4‐8

The commenter requests clarification on the potential for increased boating activity associated
with the proposed pier and states that any increase in boating activity would increase the risk of
structural damage to the water supply line. The commenter again requests that the KGID line
be considered in the EIS, and identifies additional monitoring requirements related to microbial
contamination as outlined in NAC 445A.5195 associated with the proposed beach.
See responses to comments S4‐2 and S4‐3. Text revisions identified in the response to comment
S4‐3 includes the additional specific information on microbial monitoring.
As described in the Draft EIS (Impact 5.6.1‐8), the proposed pier extension and relocation would
not cause an increase in the number of boats on the lake because there would be no increase in
the number of available buoys, no boat launching facility at the project site, no additional
permanent mooring buoys, and no marina facilities. The foregoing was intended to characterize
that boat access to the pier would be from existing boats already on the lake. Lodge guests
would not be allowed to launch a boat at Edgewood. The proposal includes a 32‐foot extension
of the pier relative to the existing pier and 30‐foot wide L‐shaped configuration at is lakeward
end. Boat lengths vary, but assuming an average 20‐foot boat length, the expanded pier would
be able to accommodate approximately three additional boats relative to the existing pier.
Alternatives 1 and 2 would move the pier farther north of the existing water intake line. The
Alternative 3 pier would reconstruct the pier in its current location, where the pier and the line
diverge from each other today. The water intake line is marked by an existing navigational buoy
permitted by the Nevada Division of State Lands. Because the potential increase in boat activity
is minor, and the proposed project would distance the pier from the water intake line, the
proposed project would not increase the risk of structural damage to the water supply intake
line.

S4‐9

The commenter requests that a description of the Safe Drinking Water Act, the Nevada Revised
Statutes and Nevada Administrative Code for public water systems be added to Section 5.8,
Human Health and Risk of Upset. As described in the first paragraph on page 5.8‐1 of the Draft
EIS, “the potential for the project to affect the Edgewood Water Company water intake lines is
discussed in Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality.” As such, Section 5.8, Human Health and
Risk of Upset, does not address public water systems, and thus the recommended additions are
made to Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, where this issue is addressed in the EIS. In
response to this comment, the following paragraph is added after the fourth full paragraph of
page 5.6‐1 (Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality) to incorporate the recommended
regulatory information related to the Safe Drinking Water Act:

FEDERAL ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY
The EPA has designated Lake Tahoe an Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW).
ONRWs are provided the highest level of protection under EPA’s Antidegradation Policy,
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stipulating that states may allow some limited activities that result in temporary and
short‐term changes to water quality, but such changes should not adversely affect
existing uses or alter the essential character or special uses for which the water was
designated an ONRW. The EPA interprets this provision to mean no new or increased
discharges to ONRWs and no new or increased discharge that would result in lower
water quality.

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) is the principal federal law (Code of Federal
Regulations Title 40 Part 41) in the U.S. intended to ensure safe drinking water for the
public. Pursuant to the SDWA, the EPA is required to establish National Primary
Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRs) for contaminants that may cause adverse public
health effects. EPA sets standards for drinking water quality and provides oversight of
all states, localities, and water suppliers that implement those standards. The SDWA
applies to every public water system in the U.S.
Also, in response to this comment, Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.6‐6, the
following regulatory information is added after the bullets at the top of the page:






recreation not involving contact with the water;
recreation involving contact with the water;
propagation of aquatic life, including a coldwater fishery;
municipal or domestic supply, or both; and
water of extraordinary ecological or aesthetic value.

In addition, the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water, another branch of NDEP, has the duty to
protect the public health of the citizens, tourists and visitors to the State by assuring the
public water systems provide safe and reliable drinking water. Nevada's Safe Drinking
Water Program regulates public water systems using a combination of State regulations
and the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWR) established at the
federal level. EPA has granted the NDEP primary enforcement responsibility for the
NPDWR. In order to maintain primary enforcement responsibility, the NDEP must adopt
regulations that are at least as stringent as new or amended federal regulations. Public
water systems are defined in Nevada Revised Statute (NRS) 445A.235 to include a
“system, regardless of ownership, that provides the public with water for human
consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances, if the system has 15 or
more service connections, or regularly serves 25 or more persons. In accordance with
NRS 445A.855, NDEP has adopted primary and secondary standards for drinking water.
Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 445A.454 describes the monitoring and analysis
requirements overseen by the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water to meet the primary
drinking water standards. Any modifications to a water system, whether it be
waterlines, treatment, or pump stations, is a water project that requires plan review by
the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water in accordance with NAC 445A.6669. NAC 445A.66615
requires that the water system “ensure a reliable supply of water” during any such
modifications.
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Response
S5

Nevada Division of State Lands
Skip Canfield, Nevada State Clearinghouse, June 14, 2012

S5‐1

The project applicant intends to submit a permit application and detailed site plan to the
Nevada Division of State Lands prior to pier relocation and reconstruction, as shown in Table 2‐1
on pages 2‐2 and 2‐3 of the Draft EIS.

S5‐2

The comment notes that the Nevada Land Bank may be interested in participating with any
portion of the project that would remove coverage for permanent retirement, and expresses
interest in purchasing any previously banked restored coverage. This comment does not address
the adequacy of the Draft EIS. This comment is acknowledged and will be considered by the
project applicant in addressing coverage retirement and banking options should the project be
approved.
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Response
S6

State Historic Preservation Office
Rebecca Palmer, Deputy Historic Preservation Officer, May 30, 2012

S6‐1

The commenter supports the Draft EIS as written and does not recommend any changes, except
in noting that the cultural resources inventory report should have been excluded from the Draft
EIS appendix materials. The confidential maps that were appended to the full Cultural Resources
Inventory Report (Appendix I of the Draft EIS) had been redacted from the publically available
Draft EIS. In response to this comment, the text of the Cultural Resources Inventory Report
(Appendix I of the Draft EIS) has been removed from TRPA’s website. We apologize for this
error.
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Response
L1

City of South Lake Tahoe
Hilary Roverud, Director of Development Services, June 28, 2012

L1‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.

L1‐2

The commenter recommends considering whether there are adequate pedestrian facilities
between the lodge site and the Stateline casino corridor amenities along U.S. 50 to justify the
reduction in vehicle trips taken in the Draft EIS related to pedestrian, bicycle, and shuttle travel
to and from the site. Page 5.10‐23 of the Draft EIS describes pedestrian access to the site from
the Stateline casino corridor. Lake Parkway is currently served by a sidewalk on the north side of
the roadway between the site entrance road and U.S. 50 to the east. A signalized and striped
crossing of U.S. 50 is provided at the U.S. 50/Lake Parkway intersection. The proposed project
includes an on‐demand shuttle service between the project site and the casino corridor. A non‐
motorized access pathway would be provided parallel to but separated from the site access
roadway for bicycle and pedestrian use. The fact that there are existing and proposed facilities
between the lodge site and the Stateline casino corridor for pedestrians and bicyclists supports
the reductions accounted for in Table 5.10‐4 of the Draft EIS.
Furthermore, the proposed first segment of the South Demonstration Project, a shared‐use path
project proposed by Douglas County and the Tahoe Transportation District that would connect
the Stateline casino corridor to Round Hill Pines Beach, if constructed, would create a new
crossing near the Harvey’s driveway entrance along Lake Parkway, near the state line.
Also, Mitigation Measure 5.10.1‐4 in the Draft EIS includes two options to ensure safe and
adequate access from the proposed off‐site employee parking lot on parcel 1318‐27‐001‐012,
across Lake Parkway from the project site. One of the options (Mitigation Measure 5.10.1‐4a)
includes construction of a crosswalk constructed in accordance with Douglas County design
standards, as well as an ADA‐accessible path along the Edgewood frontage on Lake Parkway
between the off‐site lot and the Edgewood driveway.
If either the South Demonstration Project or Mitigation Measure 5.10.1‐4a were implemented,
these components would enhance the pedestrian and bicycle access that is already available.
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Response
L2

Douglas County Board of Commissioners
Steve Mokrohisky, Douglas County Manager, June 26, 2012

L2‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
E1

Paiute Pipeline Company
Jesus Martinez, Transmission Engineer, June 28, 2012

E1‐1

The two high pressure natural gas pipelines referenced by the commenter are located along
U.S. 50, at a substantial distance from the proposed lodge complex area improvements in the
southern part of the project site. Improvements associated with proposed Threshold
Improvement Project C, including improvements to Edgewood Creek, would be the closest
improvements to the existing natural gas lines. It is not anticipated that any component of the
project would interfere with or cause the need for relocation of these lines. If TRPA approves
the proposed project, the project applicant would begin detailed plans and specifications of
project features. If possible, utility infrastructure, including the commenter’s two natural gas
pipelines along U.S. 50 would be avoided. In the case that avoidance is not possible, the project
applicant would coordinate with Paiute Pipeline Company to ensure that impacts are minimized
to the greatest degree possible and that all permitting and relocation fees incurred by the
Company would be reimbursed.
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Response
E2

Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District
Eric Guevin, Fire Marshall, June 25, 2012

E2‐1

The commenter identifies several aspects of the project design that need further definition and
refinement, including fire apparatus access roads, fire protection water supplies, and fire
protection systems. The commenter also acknowledges collaboration with the project applicant
on design concerns and describes that there is a mutual agreement between the two to ensure
that Internal Fire Code requirements are achieved through refinements to the project design as
the proposed development progresses through latter design phases. Based on discussions with
TDPFD staff, fire flow requirements would be 4,000 gpm at the site. The District has indicated
that the final design plans would need to address TDFPD fire hydrant spacing and access
requirements, turnaround areas, minimum widths for roadways, minimum loading
requirements on roadways, and access road clearing and maintenance, among others.
As described on page 5.14‐15 of the Draft EIS, the Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District
(TDFPD) granted preliminary plan check approval in June 2008. At that time (and at present), the
2006 International Fire Code (IFC) provisions were in effect. The state of Nevada is scheduled to
adopt the 2012 IFC in January 2013. If the project is approved by TRPA, the final design plans
and construction documents would be reviewed for conformance with the 2012 IFC, which
would be adopted by Douglas County. Conformance with the 2012 IFC and TDFPD approval
would be required by Douglas County as part of the Building Permit process and prior to building
occupancy.
The required refinements to the site plan (Exhibit 3‐7 of the Draft EIS) to address TDFPD
requirements would result in incremental changes to land coverage (Table 3‐4 of the Draft EIS)
and the number of trees to be removed (Table 3‐5 of the Draft EIS). Prior to TRPA permit
acknowledgement, TRPA would verify that refinements to the site plan would remain consistent
with provisions of Chapter 30 of the TRPA Code related to land coverage and tree removal
would be in accordance with the provisions of Chapters 33 and 61 of the TRPA code related to
tree removal.
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Response
E3

Tahoe Water Suppliers Association
Madonna Dunbar, Executive Director, June 27, 2012

E3‐1

See response to comment S4‐2.

E3‐2

This comment is noted. See also response to comment S4‐3.

E3‐3

The commenter requests information on the pier spill response plan. In response to this
comment, the text of Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, page 5.6‐31, the following
paragraph describing specific requirements of the spill control plan is added before the last
paragraph on the page as follows:
Specifically, the project applicant is required to prepare a spill control plan for TRPA
review and approval. In accordance with Section 60.3.3.D(3), the plan shall include the
following elements:
a. Disclosure element describing the types, quantities, and storage locations of
contaminants commonly handled as part of the proposed project;
b. Contaminant handling and spill prevention element;
c. Spill reporting element, including a list of affected agencies to be contacted in the
event of a spill;
d. Spill recovery element; and
e. Spill clean‐up element.
For the well sites south of the site, the proposed project would not bring fertilized turf
areas closer than they are today and therefore is not considered to create a possible
contaminating activity. The project is expected to result in reduced fertilizer application
(Impact 5.3.1‐10) at levels that could improve groundwater conditions. For these
reasons, the project would not be expected to cause degradation of these drinking
water sources.

E3‐4

The commenter identifies microbial contamination from human water contact as a concern for
drinking water quality and requests use of the Lake Tahoe Transport Model to analyze potential
risk from human‐water contact and to provide a scientific estimate of the increased
contamination potential linked to the new beach area next to the intake. This comment also
requests information on how beach access would be limited, and an explanation of the daily
beach access limit.
With respect to beach access, as described on page 5.6‐31 of the Draft EIS, the project applicant
proposes to take an adaptive management approach to beach management through such
measures as limiting access during peak periods (e.g., beach goers may be provided a limited
number of access passes, controlled via the gate house, during peak periods. The project
applicant has the ability to manage access to the beach area, as access to the site would be
restricted to the main access driveway from Lake Parkway, which directs users through the gate
house area. A specific limit on number of beach goers has not been identified. However,
Section 5.4, Recreation, of the Draft EIS provides an estimate of the number of beach users
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anticipated at a given time using the design capacity from TRPA’s 2005 Recreation Assessment.
Assuming one person per 50 square feet of beach space for an urban beach recreation area,
approximately 310 people could be accommodated during high lake stands and 530 people
during average lake stands. The beach at Edgewood is narrow, estimated at 27 feet wide at high
lake level. Because the lodge is proposed as a high‐end resort, it would be managed in a manner
that maintains a premier experience for its lodge guests, while satisfying the plan area
statement requirements to provide public beach access.
Similar comments regarding microbial contamination and use of the Lake Tahoe Transport
Model were submitted by the NDEP Bureau of Safe Drinking Water. See response to comment
S4‐2.
E3‐5

See response to comment E3‐3. The comment regarding soliciting input from Edgewood Water
Company in accordance with Section 60.3.3.D(2) is noted. We appreciate the Tahoe Water
Suppliers Association’s, of which Edgewood Water Company is a member, input on the Draft EIS.

E3‐6

This comment addresses source water quality protection from increased turbidity during
construction. With the proposed project, the pier would be reconstructed at a location
approximately 1,200 feet north of its current location. The mouth of the EWC primary water
supply intake is located over 2,000 feet from the closest point of the proposed pier and at a
depth of 34 feet. As described on pages 5.6‐28 and 5.6‐30 of the Draft EIS, construction staging
for the pier removal and reconstruction would be provided by a barge on the lake. In addition, a
turbidity curtain or other approved technology for containment of re‐suspended sediment
would be used at all times during construction of the floating pier. This is a standard BMP (208
Plan, Volume II, BMP‐72, Best Management Practices). A turbidity curtain is a floating barrier
consisting of relatively impervious fabric, used to prevent fine and coarse suspended sediment
transport away from areas of water‐based construction activities, in this case the removal and
driving of the pier piles. In response to this comment, the text of Section 5.6, Hydrology and
Water Quality, page 5.6‐30, last paragraph is revised to incorporate additional commitments by
the project applicant:
Construction staging for the pier relocation would be provided by a barge on the lake. In
addition, a turbidity curtain or other approved technology for containment of re‐
suspended sediment would be used at all times during construction to prevent earthen
materials re‐suspended as a result of pier construction from being transported to
adjacent lake waters. As a permit condition, TRPA would require that the project
applicant install caissons around proposed pilings, a turbidity screen around the entire
construction site (in the water), and/or other appropriate measures as proposed by the
project applicant and as approved by TRPA. These measures would remain in place until
project completion and upon satisfactory inspection by TRPA to ensure that all
suspended materials have settled. A turbidity curtain is a floating barrier consisting of
relatively impervious fabric, used to prevent fine and coarse suspended sediment
transport away from areas of water‐based construction activities, in this case the driving
of the pier piles.
Additionally, following further design development for the proposed pier and prior to
TRPA permit acknowledgement, the project applicant would develop a communications
plan with Edgewood Water Company that would incorporate details regarding pier
construction/demolition techniques and a schedule for such activities. The
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communications plan with Edgewood Water Company would also assess whether there
is the need for additional turbidity monitoring. If additional turbidity monitoring were
required and the monitoring revealed an exceedance of established turbidity standards,
then the pier construction would cease until that time that appropriate corrective
actions were implemented (such as temporarily taking the intake line off line and relying
on existing storage volume to serve existing customers, or additional turbidity barriers),
as determined by Edgewood Water Company and the project applicant. The project
applicant would provide TRPA with documentation of the communications plan with
Edgewood Water Company prior to TRPA permit acknowledgement. This impact is
considered less than significant.
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Response
O1

Barton Health
Clint Purvance, M.D., C.P.E., Chief Medical Officer, June 26, 2012

O1‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
02

Barton Health
John G. Williams, President & Chief Executive Officer, June 18, 2012

O2‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
03

Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce and Visitors Authority
Bill Chernock, Executive Director, June 20, 2012

O3‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
04

Boys & Girls Club of South Lake Tahoe
Karen Houser, Executive Director, June 16, 2012

O4‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
O5

Heavenly Lake Tahoe
Andrew Strain, Vice President of Planning & Governmental Affairs, June 25, 2012

O5‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
O6

League to Save Lake Tahoe
Darcie Goodman Collins, PhD, Executive Director, June 27, 2012

O6‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.

O6‐2

The commenter expresses concern regarding the expansion of the urban boundary onto
recreational land to allow development such as the proposed project within Special Area #1 of
PAS 070A. The commenter references the August 24, 1994 Settlement Agreement between
TRPA and the League and references Article 1(a)(5) of the Compact that states “Increasing
urbanization is threatening the ecological values and threatening the public opportunities for
use of the public lands.” The League reserved the right in the 1994 Settlement Agreement to
challenge the PAS 070A amendment within 60 days after TRPA approves a project pursuant to
the amendment, such as the proposed project. The commenter indicates that the Draft EIS does
not address the expansion of the urban boundary, but that it relates the project only to the uses
currently described as permissible in PAS 070A.
The commenter requests that the EIS analyze the previous changes to PAS 070A to allow tourist
accommodation uses in Special Area #1 and the resultant regional impacts of expanding the
urban boundary into recreational lands and increased intensification of urban activities beyond
designated urban areas. And finally, to reconcile the expansion of the existing urban boundary,
the League recommends that the Board encourage the project applicant to retire or restrict
potential development in lands at a size equivalent to the expansion of the urban boundary for
Special Area #1 to compensate for this expansion. The commenter suggests that this could be
accomplished either by removing additional land from an environmentally beneficial area within
the urban boundary to offset the expansion and to protect the ecological values of the Basin, or
by deed restricting portions of the conservation land owned by Edgewood Companies on the
east side of U.S. 50.
Page 1‐5 of the Draft EIS recognizes the League’s concern, raised during scoping, regarding
expansion of the Tahoe Basin’s urbanized areas by amending PAS 070A to include tourist
accommodated uses as permissible uses in Special Area #1. In approving the permissible use in
1993, the TRPA Governing Board considered the appropriateness of the site in accommodating
such uses. As a practical matter, because the project would draw tourist accommodation units
from a finite pool of commodities (meaning any units constructed at the Edgewood site would
not be available for construction elsewhere), and because the project site is appropriate for
such uses (e.g., adjacent to the urbanized casino corridor, on the property of an existing
recreational amenity, and includes high capability lands suitable for development), no impacts
relative to the urban boundary would result. The Draft EIS does evaluate the project with
respect to planning provisions in place today, i.e., PAS 070A as amended in 1993, and the
permissible uses allowed within Special Area #1, and importantly, it thoroughly evaluates the
impacts of the project on the entire project site, including Special Area #1 (e.g., land use
compatibility, biological resources, water quality, traffic generation, and other effects).
Development within Special Area #1 would neither encourage growth or development
elsewhere in the Basin nor result in increased development Basin‐wide.
While the 1987 Regional Plan does not expressly define “urban boundary”, TRPA’s Goals and
Policies document provides that, “[s]ince the development permitted under this Plan is
generally limited to the existing urban boundaries in which uses have already been established,
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the concept of this land use plan is directed toward regulating in fill and redirection.” (Chapter 2,
Land Use, Goal #2, Policy #2). The significance of the urban boundary or urban area under
TRPA’s Regional Plan is to generally limit additional development to areas with existing uses and
infrastructure rather than developing remote undeveloped areas. The Edgewood Tahoe Golf
Course is already developed, served by existing utilities and situated adjacent to the most
developed area in the Tahoe Basin. Permitting tourist accommodations in PAS 070A, though
designated “Recreation” would not conflict with the Regional Plan.
The project site is privately owned, and as such does not constitute “public lands” referenced in
Article 1(a)(5) of the Compact. Current uses in Special Area #1 are limited to golf play, a
recreational activity available to the general public. Importantly, the proposed project would
not displace any existing recreational use at the site, but it would instead enhance the
recreational value of the site by offering a range of new lakefront recreation opportunities to
lodge guests and the public, including a public beach and shared‐use path, among others, that
would otherwise not be available. The project would also increase public access to Lake Tahoe, a
specific goal in relevant planning documents. The additional public access would also provide
walkable access from the Stateline casino corridor to the Lake, an opportunity that is currently
unavailable. These new opportunities are consistent with the recreational designation of PAS
070A.
For these reasons, the Draft EIS determines that the project is compatible with the surrounding
uses and is consistent with the scale, density, intensity, and types of uses envisioned in PAS
070A and the adjacent Stateline Community Plan.
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Response
O7

JMA Ventures, LLC
David A. Tirman, AIA, Executive Vice President, May 15, 2012

O7‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
O8

Marriot Vacation Club International
Greg Campbell, Area General Manager, June 27, 2012

O8‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
O9

Midkiff & Associates
Gary D. Midkiff, President, June 26, 2012

O9‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
O10

Sierra Colina, LLC
Steven C. Kenninger and Gail A. Jaquish, Ph.D., June 27, 2012

O10‐1

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
I1
I1‐1
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James F. Barr, June 23, 2012
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
I2
I2‐1

Responses to Comments

Casey Blann, June 25, 2012
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
I3
I3‐1

Responses to Comments

Patrick Fountain, Not dated
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
I4
I4‐1
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Chris Proctor, June 25, 2012
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
I5
I5‐1
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Patricia Sorokwasz, June 25, 2012
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
I6
I6‐1
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Marilyn Spencer, Not dated
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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Response
I7
I7‐1
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Alison Stanton, June 28, 2012
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS

2-91

Responses to Comments

2-92

Ascent Environmental

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS

Ascent Environmental

Response
I8
I8‐1

Responses to Comments

Paul Sterling, June 27, 2012
The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
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PUBLIC HEARINGS

The following tables present a summary of each substantive public hearing comment as well as a response (if
one was provided at the hearings).
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Response
PH1

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission, Public Hearing
May 9, 2012

PH1‐1

TRPA APC members asked clarifying questions of TRPA staff, the project applicant, and the EIS
consultant. All questions were answered at the public hearing and the responses are
summarized in the table above.

PH1‐2

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.

PH1‐3

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐2

See response to comment PH1‐2

PH1‐3

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐4

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐5

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐6

As described in Section 3.6, Construction Schedule, of the Draft EIS, project construction is
anticipated to begin in 2013 and be completed in fall 2017. Construction activities would occur
between 8:00 AM and 6:30 PM. On occasion, there may be a need for longer work hours to
meet specific constructability issues that cannot otherwise be accomplished in the standard 8‐
hour work period. Such work would be coordinated with and require authorization by TRPA and
Douglas County as well as emergency service providers and any local residents that would be
affected by construction activities outside of the established daytime hours. TRPA and Douglas
County could impose conditions on construction outside of typical hours.
The commenter asks whether the utility lines along the “dirt road” would change. Page 3‐46 in
the Draft EIS states that existing overhead utility lines north and south of the clubhouse would
be undergrounded as part of the project. The proposed undergrounding would be limited to the
designated project area and that portion of the Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course property located
within Nevada. Overhead utility lines on the California side of the property along the dirt road
would not be affected by the proposed project.
The commenter asks what the plans are for the Morgan house at Twin Pines. Edgewood
Companies owns the luxury lakefront home referred to as “Twin Pines” located within the
broader Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course property, but in an area outside of the designated project
area in California. The home was designed by Julia Morgan, designer of the famed Hearst Castle.
Again, the proposed project limits improvements to those portions of the Edgewood Companies
property within Nevada, and as such the project would have no effect on the Twin Pines
property.
The commenter asks if a model of the project is on display. A model of the project is not
available at this time. The commenter is encouraged to review exhibits included in the Draft EIS,
including building elevations appended to the document, and/or to review the complete plan
set that is available during normal business hours at TRPA offices at 128 Market Street in
Stateline, Nevada.
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PH1‐7

The commenter suggests incorporating a wrought iron instead of a solid fence to promote views
of trees and the golf course. The commenter’s suggestion would be considered in subsequent
design phases. All building materials, including fencing, would be required to comply with TRPA
design guidelines.

PH1‐8

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐9

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐10

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐11

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐12

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐13

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐14

See response to comment PH1‐2.

PH1‐15

The comment is noted and the acknowledgement of the partnership on the South
Demonstration Project is appreciated.

PH1‐16

The commenter suggests that the project applicant consider opportunities for a cross ferry. The
pier that would be removed, relocated, and reconstructed as part of the project would not be
for commercial use, as noted in Chapter 3, Project Description, in the Draft EIS (see pages 3‐27
through 3‐32). The pier would be accessible from the project area by Edgewood Lodge guests,
with limited space for boat mooring. Edgewood Companies is not proposing the pier as a water
taxi stop, but has indicated that if the pier is determined to be a desirable location for future
water taxi service, it would be considered and likely allowed. No sewage, boat lift, lighting, or
refueling facilities are proposed in conjunction with the pier.
A separate project, Lake Tahoe Waterborne Transit, is listed in Section 5.15, Cumulative Impacts,
in the Draft EIS as a related project that includes a water transit ferry and taxis, piers, and
landside terminals at up to three locations throughout the Basin. A potential ferry terminal
could be located at Ski Run Boulevard. This project is in the early planning phase, with
environmental review planned to begin in 2012 and construction planned for 2015.

PH1‐17

This comment is noted.

PH1‐18

The commenter notes that the Draft EIS references the 2006 Douglas County Master Plan, but
that the Master Plan was updated in 2011. At the time the Draft EIS was prepared, the 2006
Douglas County Master Plan was the current adopted plan. The Douglas County Board of
Commissioners adopted the updated Master Plan on March 1, 2012, after the Draft EIS was
written and before it was publically issued.
The updated Master Plan was reviewed for any changes that would affect project consistency
with the Master Plan. Changes to the 2006 Master Plan generally include renumbering of policy
statements, refinement of policy language, and new policies related to fire hazards and
hydrology and water quality. In its comment on the Draft EIS, Douglas County states that “the

2-100

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS

Ascent Environmental

Responses to Comments

County has found the proposed project (Alternative 1A) to be consistent with the goals and
policies in the recently adopted Douglas County 2011 Master Plan…” (see comment letter L2).
Following review of the updated Master Plan and concurrence from the County, the project
would be consistent with both the 2006 Master Plan referenced in the Draft EIS and the updated
Master Plan that is now available.
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Response
PH2

TRPA Governing Board, Public Hearing
June 28, 2012

PH2‐1

TRPA Governing Board members asked clarifying questions of TRPA staff, the project applicant,
and the EIS consultant. All questions were answered at the public hearing and the responses are
summarized in the table above.

PH2‐2

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.

PH2‐3

See response to comment PH2‐2.

PH2‐4

See response to comment PH2‐2.

PH2‐5

See response to comment PH2‐2.

PH2‐6

See response to comment PH2‐2.

PH2‐7

See response to comment PH2‐2.

PH2‐8

See response to comment PH2‐2. In addition to voicing support for the project, the commenter
also expresses concerns about traffic flow, construction noise, hours of construction, and
staging areas.
Section 5.10, Traffic, Parking, and Circulation, of the Draft EIS describes the project’s potential
effects on existing traffic flow during project construction and operation (see Impacts 5.10.1‐1,
5.10.1‐5, and 5.10.1‐7). These impacts are determined to be less than significant, and no
mitigation is required.
Project‐generated construction source noise levels would not result in noise levels that exceed
applicable standards because construction activities would be limited to the less noise‐sensitive
hours (e.g., daytime) for which associated noise levels are exempt from the provisions of the
applicable standards (see Impact 5.13.1‐1 in Section 5.13, Noise, of the Draft EIS). This impact is
determined to be less than significant, and no mitigation is required.
As described in Section 3.6, Construction Schedule, of the Draft EIS, project construction is
anticipated to begin in 2013 and be completed in fall 2017. Construction activities would occur
between 8:00 AM and 6:30 PM. On occasion, there may be a need for longer work hours to
meet specific constructability issues that cannot otherwise be accomplished in the standard 8‐
hour work period. Such work would be coordinated with and require authorization by TRPA and
Douglas County as well as emergency service providers and any local residents that could be
affected by construction activities outside of the established daytime hours. TRPA and Douglas
County could impose conditions on construction outside of typical hours.
Construction staging areas, as described in Section 3.6, Construction Schedule, of the Draft EIS,
would be established on the project area, on previously disturbed areas, and would be secured
to prevent unauthorized access. At this stage of design, specific staging areas have not yet been
determined. Staging areas would be established in locations to minimize impacts on nearby
residential areas to the south.
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PH2‐9

See response to comment PH2‐2.

PH2‐10

See response to comment PH2‐1.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS

2-107

Responses to Comments

Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally blank.

2-108

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS

3
3.1

REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS
INTRODUCTION

This chapter includes revisions to the text in the Draft EIS following its publication and public review. The
changes are presented in the order in which they appear in the original Draft EIS and are identified by Draft EIS
page number. The changes shown in this chapter are the result of comments received on the Draft EIS that
resulted in text modifications or corrections that occurred after circulation of the Draft EIS for public review and
comments, and TRPA staff-initiated text changes. The proposed text modifications do not affect the impact
analysis or conclusions in the Draft EIS. Revisions are shown as excerpts from the Draft EIS text, with
strikethrough (strikethrough) text for deletions and underline (underline) text for additions.

3.2

REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS

Chapter 1, Summary, on page 1-2, the third sentence of the first paragraph is revised as follows:
As part of its environmental review process, TRPA prepared and circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP)
informing responsible agencies and the public that the project could have a significant effect on the
environment, and soliciteding their comments.

Chapter 1, Summary, on page 1-3, the last bullet is revised as follows:


Pier Removal, Relocation, and Reconstruction: The existing Pruett Pier (so named after former lakefront
homeowners Margaret Park Pruett and Robert Pruett) would be removed, relocated, and reconstructed at a
location approximately 1,200 feet north of its current location. The proposed multiple-use pier would be for
private use, and would be accessible by Edgewood Lodge guests.

Chapter 1, Summary, on page 1-4, the second full paragraph is revised as follows:

The proposed lodge building includes a building height that exceeds the existing height limits set forth in
Chapter 37, “Height,” of the TRPA Code to provide variability in the roof line and increased ceiling heights in
some locations. The proposed lodge building design that requires an amendment to Chapter 37 of the TRPA
Code is referred to as Alternative 1A herein. Alternative 1B includes the same development program as
Alternative 1A, meaning the number and size of proposed units and accessory spaces would not change, but
includes a proposed lodge design that complies with Chapter 37 of the TRPA Code. The purpose of the additional
height for Alternative 1A would be to enhance the architectural appearance of the lodge building. The additional
height does not add additional program or square footage to the proposed lodge. The extra “space” resulting
from the Alternative 1A lodge design would create additional air space and/or accommodate mechanical
equipment and possibly limited storage. When referring to Alternative 1 herein, unless otherwise specified, the
reference applies to Alternatives 1A and 1B.

Chapter 1, Summary, on page 1-4, the last paragraph is revised as follows:

Construction of Alternative 1 would commence as soon as possible after project approval and acquisition of
initial permits. Construction would be completed over the course of a minimum of 5 years, with initial
construction anticipated to begin in 2013 and final project completion anticipated in fall 2017. Construction
activities would be continuous, except during winter months when activities may cease for a period of time.
Grading activities (including excavation, filling, and clearing of vegetation or other disturbance of soil) would be
restricted between October 15 and May 1 of each year, unless approval was granted by TRPA pursuant to
Section 33.3.1.B of the TRPA Code. Construction staging would be established on the project area, on previously
disturbed areas, and would be secured to prevent unauthorized access.
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Chapter 1, Summary, on page 1-73, the second impact statement in the first column of Table 1-1
is revised as follows:
Impact 5.10.1-5 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 1 would result in an increase of approximately
622501 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.03-percent increase in existing region-wide VMT.
Based on Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, an air quality mitigation fee and/or in lieu
mitigation measures would be required for the new trips generated by Alternative 1of $8,434.60 is required.
Because the increase in VMT resulting from Alternative 1 is not substantial in relation to the VMT threshold, this
impact is less than significant.

Chapter 1, Summary, on page 1-76, the first impact statement in the first column of Table 1-1 is
revised as follows:
Impact 5.10.2-5 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 2 would result in a net increase of approximately
306185 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.021-percent increase in existing region-wide VMT. In
comparison with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would generate a smaller increase in existing region-wide VMT.
Based on Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code, an air quality mitigation fee and/or in lieu mitigation measures
would be required for the new trips generated by Alternative 2of $3,221.80 is required. As the increase in VMT
resulting from Alternative 2 is not substantial in relation to the VMT threshold, this impact is less than
significant.

Chapter 1, Summary, on page 1-78, the first impact statement in the first column of Table 1-1 is
revised as follows:
Impact 5.10.3-5 Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 3 would result in a net increase of approximately
1,342221 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.076-percent increase in existing region-wide VMT.
In comparison with Alternative 1, Alternative 3 would generate a slightly higher increase in existing region-wide
VMT. Based on Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, an air quality mitigation fee and/or in lieu
mitigation measures would be required for the new trips generated by Alternative 3of $13,502.60 is required. As
the increase in VMT resulting from Alternative 3 is not substantial in relation to VMT, this impact is less than
significant.

Chapter 2, Introduction, on page 2-1, the second sentence of the third paragraph is revised as
follows:
TRPA is a bi-state regional planning agency created in 1969 by federal law (Public Law 91-148) to oversee
development on both the California and Nevada sides of Lake Tahoe.

Chapter 2, Introduction, on page 2-2, the third paragraph is revised as follows:

In accordance with Section 4.4.1 of the TRPA As mandated by the Code, TRPA may not approve a project if any
of the nine TRPA thresholds would be exceeded. If a project would result in an exceedance of an identified
threshold, mitigation must be imposed to reduce the impact and maintain the threshold. Pursuant to Chapter 4
of the TRPA Code, written findings must be made regarding the disposition of all significant environmental
impacts and their associated mitigation measures, with substantial evidence provided in the record of review
prior to final project approval. Also, pursuant to Section 3.7.4 of the TRPA Code, prior to approving a project for
which an EIS was prepared, TRPA must make either of the following findings for each significant adverse effect
identified in the EIS:
A. Changes or alterations have been required in or incorporated into such project that avoid or reduce the
significant adverse environmental effects to a less than significant level; or
B. Specific considerations, such as economic, social or technical, make infeasible the mitigation measure or
project alternatives discussed in the environmental impact statement on the project.
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Chapter 2, Introduction, on pages 2-2 and 2-3, Table 2-1 is revised as follows:
Table 2-1.

Required Permits and Reviews

Permitting Agency
Douglas County

Permit Name

Purpose of Permit

Site Improvement Permit

Grading and engineering work

Building Permit

Building design

Floodplain Development
Permit

Development in floodplain

Douglas County Sewer Improvement District

Sewer Permit

Authorization for sewer connections

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection

SWPPP and other Bureau Activities related to soil disturbance and
of Water Pollution Control discharges at the site
permits
Water System Plan
Review

Any modifications to the water system,
including water line improvements

Nevada Department of Transportation,
District II

Encroachment Permit

Temporary and/or permanent encroachment
work within the state’s right-of-way (if
1
necessary)

Edgewood Water Company

N/A

Authorization for water connections

State Water Engineer

N/A

Authorization to commit water resources
required for the project

Nevada Division of State Lands

Pier Permit

Relocation and reconstruction of pier

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

TRPA Permit

Threshold attainment
Permit covers amendment to Chapter 37 of
TRPA Code [Alternative 1A only], pPier
relocation and reconstruction, grading, SEZ
restoration, etc.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Section 404

Discharge of fill materials in waters of the U.S.
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Table 2-1.
Permitting Agency

Required Permits and Reviews
Permit Name

Purpose of Permit

Reviewing Agency

Issue/Authority

Douglas County Sheriff’s Department

Public safety

Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District

Fire safety

Nevada Department of Transportation

Traffic

Nevada Division of Wildlife

Wildlife

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Wildlife

State Historic Preservation Office

Archaeological and Historical Resource

Franchise Utilities
Southwest Gas Company, NV Energy, Edgewood Water Company, Douglas Public services
County Sewer Improvement District, and Charter Business
Notes:
SEZ = stream environment zone; SWPPP = storm water pollution prevention plan; TRPA = Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
1

At this time, construction of the proposed project is not expected to be conducted within the state of Nevada’s right-of-way; therefore, an
encroachment permit from NDOT is not anticipated to be needed. Nevertheless, the possibility of acquiring this permit (if it becomes necessary)
is recognized here.

Source: Data compiled by Ascent Environmental, Inc. in 2011

Chapter 2, Introduction, on page 2-3, the first sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows:
Pursuant to TRPA Code Subsection 3.7.1(D), this draft EIS is being circulateddistributed for at least a minimum
60-day public comment period.

Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-5, Exhibit 3-2 is revised to reflect the proposed off-site
employee parking area as shown below.
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Source: Adapted by Ascent Environmental, Inc. in 2010
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Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-15, Table 3-1 is revised to reflect current permit
information for the existing permitted snowmobile operation at the site.
Table 3-1.
TRPA Permit # / File #

Recent Projects at Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course
Description

Permit # 19920423

Clubhouse/parking lot elements of Stateline Stormwater Association System best management
practices (BMPs), SSWA pump station, and pipeline to pond 10)

Permit # 19930383
File # 19940843STD
Permit # 19940894
File # 19960417STD
Permit # 19990525

Clubhouse remodel
Underground tank removal
Multi-year SEZ Restoration Project (restore SEZ, create wetlands, install fish ladder)
Runoff control (BMPs) and parking lot paving
Divert U.S. 50 runoff to new wetland; collect Lakeside Casino runoff to pre-treat and convey to
new wetland; recontour 4th fairway; tree removal; fish habitat protection along Edgewood
Creek; remove diversion structure below pond 5 and replace w/ rock drop structure to allow fish
passage; create 0.5 acre additional wetlands; and remove about 6 acres of turf from golf play.
Replace chain link fence with wrought iron fence
Golf course entry gate replacement
Golf course new and updated signage
Utility line upgrades and maintenance facility relocation
Outdoor recreation concessions and minor revision to parking and turn around area
Grading permit for golf areas
Placement of a generator on a newly constructed 68 square foot pad. Revegetated and retired
102 square feet of SEZ.
Golf course modification (relocation of golf greens for golf holes 5 and 12)
Man-modified determination (clubhouse project area changed from LCD 1b to 6)
Edgewood Water Company and KGID waterline project
Re-contour driving range near the golf hole 15 tee
Upgrade golf course irrigation system
Brooks Bar winter operation – temporary use (expired April 11, 2011)
Snowmobile operation – temporary activity (permitted through November 21, 2014expired
June 17, 2010)
Tree removal (completed). Thinning around golf holes 5, 7, 8, and 9 for forest health reasons,
and removal of a single tree near the entryway on Lake Parkway for safety reasons.
Tree removal (has not been completed). Limited tree removal near the maintenance building to
protect the structure.

(Note: the pond numbering at the site corresponds to the adjacent golf hole number.)

File # 2000365STD
File # 20030239STD
File# 2030101STD
Permit # 20030945
Permit # 20050333
Permit # 2006111
Permit # 20060819
Permit # 20070006
Permit # 2007 0032
Permit # ERSP2007-0139
Permit # ERSP2008-0466
Permit # ERSP2009-0766
Permit # ERSP2009-2090
Permit # ERSP2009-3415
Permit # Tree2010-0945
Permit # Tree2010-1295

Note: in addition to the projects and permits listed above, in 2011 and 2012 Edgewood Companies also obtained permits from TRPA verifying the
land capability and coverage associated with the parcels where the two existing lakefront residences are located and that portion of the project area
east of U.S. 50.
Source: Thiel, pers. comm., 2010; TRPA 2012

Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-16, the last sentence of the first paragraph is revised as
follows:
The land use classification for PAS 070A is recreation and the planning statement states that the “entire area
should provide a rangecalls for providing a range of visitor and local serving outdoor- oriented recreation
opportunities, integrated with the existing and planned improvements within the casino coreridor. In addition
special areas should provide accommodations for tourists.”
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Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-27, the third paragraph is revised as follows to
accurately reflect the legal status of the existing pier:

The existing Pruett Pier (so named after former lakefront homeowners Margaret Park Pruett and Robert Pruett)
is a legally existing multiple-use pier within the project areaconstructed in 1978 under a permit issued by the
Nevada Division of State Lands (Permit Number L0056) (NDSL 1978) in connection with the private residence at
APN 1318-27-001-002, now owned by Edgewood Companies. The original NDSL permit was valid for a 20-year
period and expired in 1998. An application for a renewed NDSL pier permit was submitted by Edgewood
Companies on January 12, 2012. A TRPA pier permit application was submitted in 2009, but has not yet been
issued because of the TRPA Shorezone Ordinances litigation. The existing pier extends approximately 91 feet
into the lake and is 6 feet wide. It consists of wood decking supported on pairs of pilings spaced about every 15
feet and includes an approximately 16-foot by 3-foot ramp at its lakeward terminus. The existing pier includes a
total of 18 pier pilings (14 pilings for the main pier and 4 pilings for the ramped area). The existing pilings are 12
inches in diameter for the main pier and 4 inches in diameter for the ramped section. Exhibit 3-10 shows the
existing pier plan.

Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-33, the first paragraph is revised as follows:

The proposed lodge complex and water quality improvements would require several golf course and cart path
modifications. In some cases the modifications are necessary to ensure adequate golf safety zones in and
around the lodge and for the proposed lakefront recreation area. In other cases modifications are required to
implement water quality improvement projects, either to create space for those projects to be implemented or
to use material excavated as part of those projects to reshape golf areas in an effort to balance materials on site
and minimize off-site export. The balancing of material on site would be conducted in accordance with TRPA
Code provisions. Changes to the golf course are proposed in a manner that would maintain and enhance golf
play. The proposed golf course modifications include the following:

Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-34, the header at the center of the page is revised as
follows:

SITE LAND COVERAGE

Chapter 3, Project Description, on page 3-49, Table 3-7 is revised to reflect the correct total
square feet of restoration required in association with the TAU sending parcels and to include an
account of how those requirements are being satisfied, as shown below.
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Table 3-7.
Description of
retired property

Address

APN

No. of
TAUs

Alternative 1 – Proposed Project TAU Source Details
Status

Land
Capability
District of
Sending
Parcel

Planned Re-use of
Sending Parcel

Restoration
Location and
Evidence
Square Feet of
Completed 1
Restoration
Required

Tahoe Beach
& Ski Club

3601 Lake
Tahoe Blvd,
South Lake
Tahoe, CA

027-040-33
(Formerly
027-04021)

63

TAUs banked on the sending property.
The 63 TAUs were allowed to be banked
through the combining of rooms.

7

Tahoe Beach & Ski Club (less Off-site,
63 units), still exists. Rooms
41,263 sf
were combined resulting in an
excess of TAUs for the
property. Edgewood has
purchased the 63 excess units.

SEZ
restoration
on
Edgewood
Tahoe Golf
Course

Carousel
Motel

Laurel Ave,
South Lake
Tahoe, CA

029-061-10

27

Two motels on site, Carousel Motel and
Thunderbird Motel, were demolished to
allow for construction of Redevelopment
Project 3. The identified TAUs are in
excess of those needed for
Redevelopment Project 3, and are banked
on the sending property.

5

Redevelopment Project 3

SEZ
restoration
on
Edgewood
Tahoe Golf
Course

Thunderbird
Motel

Colony Inn

C&M Lodge

Totals

029-061-14
029-061-08

20

029-061-13

3794 Montreal 029-441-04
Road (west of
Forest Suites
Inn), Stateline,
NV

34

1209 Bonanza, 032-151-15
South Lake
Tahoe, CA

50

Structures previous demolished. TAUs
banked on the sending property.

In June 2011 the South Lake Tahoe City
Council approved Edgewood Companies’
request to transfer 50 TAUs from the site
to the project area and to replace the
existing structure with a park (Bonanza
Park) to be owned and managed by the
City after completion. Park is expected to
be constructed in 2012.

5
5

Off- site,
21,050 sf

5

5

Off-site,
13,746 sf

Native SEZ & Upland
restoration

On-site,
32,563 sf

1b

On-site,
32,247 sf

7

Conversion to a Neighborhood Off-site,
Park (Bonanza Park)
30,194 sf

194

Parcel
restored
(TRPA File
ERSP 20093560)
SEZ
restoration
on
Edgewood
Tahoe Golf
Course

171,06329,8
00 sf

Of the 106,253 square feet of restoration on Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course required to satisfy the off-site revegetation/restoration requirements for the TAU sending parcels, 89,506 square feet was
completed and credited as of January 1, 2008 in association with the man-modified determination for the clubhouse. The remaining obligation for 16,747 square feet of off-site restoration at the
Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course would be satisfied with the proposed 200,347 square feet of new, restored, or improved SEZ associated with the project.
Source: Data provided by Edgewood Companies in 2011
1

3-8

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS

Ascent Environmental

Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS

Section 5.2, Land Use, on page 5.2-44, the first paragraph in the third column (with a header
“Rationale”) in Table 5.2-3 is revised as follows:

Consistent with the Special Policies of PAS 070A and the planning direction of the Stateline CP, all of the
development alternatives include public beach access and access to other proposed lakefront recreation
opportunities via a shared-use path originating at Lake Parkway. Lake Parkway is currently served by a sidewalk
on the north side of the roadway between the site entrance road and U.S. 50 to the east. Adequate crossing of
U.S. 50 is provided at the U.S. 50/Lake Parkway traffic signal. The proposed shared-use path coupled with the
existing sidewalk and Lake Parkway crossing at U.S. 50 would enhance the link between Special Area #1 and the
casino corridor with all of the development alternatives.

Section 5.3, Scenic Resources, on page 5.3-13, the last sentence on the page is revised as
follows:

As part of the contrast rating analysis conducted for the project, the applicant has calculated that the proposed
total visible lakefront facçade area for all the project’s shoreland structures (existing and proposed) would be
6,6536,459 square feet, substantially less than that allowed under Section 66.3 of the TRPA Code and therefore
in compliance with the Code.

Section 5.3, Scenic Resources, on page 5.3-15, the second sentence in the last full paragraph is
revised as follows:
At the same time, the clubhouse expansion and pool terrace, both located in the shoreland, would add
2,9332,739 square feet of visible facçade area resulting in a net increase of 1,289095 square feet of visible
facçade area in the shoreland.

Section 5.3, Scenic Resources, on page 5.3-27, Exhibit 5.3-4b is revised as shown below to reflect
refinement of the visual simulation to remove two initially proposed trees and some tall shrubs
from in front of the clubhouse that are not required and could otherwise disrupt views from the
clubhouse towards Lake Tahoe.
Section 5.3, Scenic Resources, on page 5.3-33, Exhibit 5.3-4e is revised as shown below to reflect
refinement of the visual simulation to remove two initially proposed trees and some tall shrubs
from in front of the clubhouse that are not required and could otherwise disrupt views from the
clubhouse towards Lake Tahoe.
Section 5.3, Scenic Resources, on page 5.3-37, Exhibit 5.3-5a is revised as shown below to reflect
refinement of the visual simulation to remove two initially proposed trees and some tall shrubs
from in front of the clubhouse that are not required and could otherwise disrupt views from the
clubhouse towards Lake Tahoe.
Section 5.3, Scenic Resources, on page 5.3-41, Exhibit 5.3-6a is revised as shown below to reflect
refinement of the visual simulation to remove two initially proposed trees and some tall shrubs
from in front of the clubhouse that are not required and could otherwise disrupt views from the
clubhouse towards Lake Tahoe.
Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.6-1, the following is added after the fourth
full paragraph:

FEDERAL ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY
The EPA has designated Lake Tahoe an Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW). ONRWs are provided the
highest level of protection under EPA’s Antidegradation Policy, stipulating that states may allow some limited
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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activities that result in temporary and short-term changes to water quality, but such changes should not
adversely affect existing uses or alter the essential character or special uses for which the water was designated
an ONRW. The EPA interprets this provision to mean no new or increased discharges to ONRWs and no new or
increased discharge that would result in lower water quality.

SAFE DRINKING WATER ACT
The Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) is the principal federal law (Code of Federal Regulations Title 40 Part 41) in
the U.S. intended to ensure safe drinking water for the public. Pursuant to the SDWA, the EPA is required to
establish National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWRs) for contaminants that may cause adverse
public health effects. EPA sets standards for drinking water quality and provides oversight of all states, localities,
and water suppliers that implement those standards. The SDWA applies to every public water system in the U.S.

Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.6-6, the following regulatory information is
added after the bullets at the top of the page:






recreation not involving contact with the water;
recreation involving contact with the water;
propagation of aquatic life, including a coldwater fishery;
municipal or domestic supply, or both; and
water of extraordinary ecological or aesthetic value.

In addition, the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water, another branch of NDEP, has the duty to protect the public
health of the citizens, tourists and visitors to the State by assuring the public water systems provide safe and
reliable drinking water. Nevada's Safe Drinking Water Program regulates public water systems using a
combination of State regulations and the National Primary Drinking Water Regulations (NPDWR) established at
the federal level. EPA has granted the NDEP primary enforcement responsibility for the NPDWR. In order to
maintain primary enforcement responsibility, the NDEP must adopt regulations that are at least as stringent as
new or amended federal regulations. Public water systems are defined in Nevada Revised Statute (NRS)
445A.235 to include a “system, regardless of ownership, that provides the public with water for human
consumption through pipes or other constructed conveyances, if the system has 15 or more service connections,
or regularly serves 25 or more persons. In accordance with NRS 445A.855, NDEP has adopted primary and
secondary standards for drinking water. Nevada Administrative Code (NAC) 445A.454 describes the monitoring
and analysis requirements overseen by the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water to meet the primary drinking water
standards. Any modifications to a water system, whether it be waterlines, treatment, or pump stations, is a
water project that requires plan review by the Bureau of Safe Drinking Water in accordance with NAC
445A.6669. NAC 445A.66615 requires that the water system “ensure a reliable supply of water” during any such
modifications.

Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.6-30, the last paragraph is revised as follows:

Construction staging for the pier relocation would be provided by a barge on the lake. In addition, a turbidity
curtain or other approved technology for containment of re-suspended sediment would be used at all times
during construction to prevent earthen materials re-suspended as a result of pier construction from being
transported to adjacent lake waters. As a permit condition, TRPA would require that the project applicant install
caissons around proposed pilings, a turbidity screen around the entire construction site (in the water), and/or
other appropriate measures as proposed by the project applicant and as approved by TRPA. These measures
would remain in place until project completion and upon satisfactory inspection by TRPA to ensure that all
suspended materials have settled. A turbidity curtain is a floating barrier consisting of relatively impervious
fabric, used to prevent fine and coarse suspended sediment transport away from areas of water-based
construction activities, in this case the driving of the pier piles.
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Additionally, following further design development for the proposed pier and prior to TRPA permit
acknowledgement, the project applicant would develop a communications plan with Edgewood Water Company
that would incorporate details regarding pier construction/demolition techniques and a schedule for such
activities. The communications plan with Edgewood Water Company would also assess whether there is the
need for additional turbidity monitoring. If additional turbidity monitoring were required and the monitoring
revealed an exceedance of established turbidity standards, then the pier construction would cease until that
time that appropriate corrective actions were implemented (such as temporarily taking the intake line off line
and relying on existing storage volume to serve existing customers, or additional turbidity barriers), as
determined by Edgewood Water Company and the project applicant. The project applicant would provide TRPA
with documentation of the communications plan with Edgewood Water Company prior to TRPA permit
acknowledgement. This impact is considered less than significant.

Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.6-31, the third full paragraph is revised as
follows:

Projects within 600 feet of a drinking water source identified by TRPA require special consideration as described
in Section 60.3 of the TRPA Code and are afforded protection under the Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection
Program. There are four three protected drinking water sources within 600 feet of the project area boundaries:
the Edgewood Water Company (EWC) intake line (00703003I11) that extends into Lake Tahoe from a location
north of the existing lakefront residences; the Kingsbury General Improvement District (KGID) intake line
(00709005l11); and two active wells (02903603W11 and 02905101W11) south of the project area boundary
near golf hole 9 in California (TRPA 2000). The mouth of the KGID water intake line is located well over 600 feet
from the proposed pier and public beach area associated with the proposed project (and about 900 feet from
the project area boundary), but from the point where the intake line extends lakeward from the beach the line is
within approximately 450 feet of the northernmost project area boundary. Prior to acknowledgement issuance
of thea TRPA permit, the project applicant would be required to comply with the source water protection
provisions contained in Section 60.3.3.D of the TRPA Code. The creation of a new potential contamination
source (PCS) related to microbial contamination would require additional monitoring as outlined in
NAC 445A.5195. The proposed public beach is a microbial PCS, as noted in Section 60.3.5 of the TRPA Code.
Specifically, the project applicant is required to prepare a spill control plan for TRPA review and approval. In
accordance with Section 60.3.3.D(3), the plan shall include the following elements:
a. Disclosure element describing the types, quantities, and storage locations of contaminants commonly
handled as part of the proposed project;
b. Contaminant handling and spill prevention element;
c. Spill reporting element, including a list of affected agencies to be contacted in the event of a spill;
d. Spill recovery element; and
e. Spill clean-up element.
For the well sites south of the site, the proposed project would not bring fertilized turf areas closer than they are
today and therefore is not considered to create a possible contaminating activity. The project is expected to
result in reduced fertilizer application (Impact 5.3.1-10) at levels that could improve groundwater conditions. For
these reasons, the project would not be expected to cause degradation of these drinking water sources.
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Section 5.6, Hydrology and Water Quality, on page 5.6-32, the first paragraph is revised as
follows:

The mouth of the EWC primary water supply intake is located over 2,000 feet from the closest point of the
proposed pier and the proposed public beach at a depth of 34 feet, and an adjacent parallel back-up water
intake is located over 700 feet from the beach. The mouth of the KGID water intake line is approximately
3,150 feet (more than one-half mile) from the closest point of the proposed pier and 3,250 feet from the closest
part of the proposed public beach at Edgewood. The depth of the water intake line is 60 feet. These distances
from the shoreline, combined with the depths of the intakes is sufficient to protect source water quality of the
intakes. More specifically, as documented in the source water evaluation memorandums included in Appendix K
to this EIS, the risk of exceeding the U.S. EPA’s target risk level of 1 infection per 10,000 visitors (i.e., drinking
water customers) per year from body-contact recreation would be less than 0.1%. This impact is considered less
than significant.

Section 5.10, Traffic, Parking, and Circulation, beginning on page 5.10-24, Impact 5.10.1-5 is
revised as follows:
Impact
5.10.1-5

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 1 would result in an increase of approximately
622501 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.03-percent increase in existing
region-wide VMT. Based on Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, an air
quality mitigation fee and/or in lieu mitigation measures would be required for the new trips
generated by Alternative 1of $8,434.60 is required. Because the increase in VMT resulting
from Alternative 1 is not substantial in relation to the VMT threshold, this impact is less than
significant.

The effect of Alternative 1 on VMT is dependent on the origin and destination of persons traveling to and from
the site. Project-related VMT is estimated based on project trip generation and estimated average trip lengths.
The increase in VMT resulting from implementation Alternative 1 is estimated based upon the trip types and
average trip lengths identified in the TRPA regional transportation model, and the net increase in regional
vehicle trips generated by Alternative 1. The VMT calculations are presented in Table 5.10-9. As shown, the
existing uses at the project site are estimated to generate approximately 7,494 VMT over the course of a peak
day. With implementation of Alternative 1, the existing plus proposed uses would generate a total of
approximately 15,353232 VMT.
None of the proposed lodging/residential units would be “new” development in the South Shore area. A total of
194 TAUs would be transferred from sending parcels located in the South Lake Tahoe area. As shown in
Table 5.10-9, the sending parcels are estimated to have the potential to generate approximately 7,237 VMT in
the Tahoe Basin over the course of a peak day. Subtracting the existing VMT at the project site (7,494) and the
VMT potential associated with the TAU sending parcels (7,237) from the VMT with Alternative 1 (15,353232)
yields a net increase of up to 622501 VMT under Alternative 1 on a peak summer day. In comparison with
TRPA’s most recent assessment of VMT in the Tahoe Basin (Norberg, pers. comm., 2011), Alternative 1 is
estimated to increase region-wide VMT by approximately 0.03 percent.
Pursuant to Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code, projects that include additional or transferred development
are required to offset their potential traffic and air quality impacts. For projects that would generate additional
development (net new trips), the project applicant is required to either: (1) contribute to the Air Quality
Mitigation Fund in an amount determined by TRPA; or (2) provide mitigation measures in lieu of a contribution
to the Air Quality Mitigation Fund that is equal to or greater than the contribution amount that would otherwise
apply. Subsection 65.2.4(C)(2) of the TRPA Code identifies that in lieu mitigation measures may include, but are
not limited to: (a) transit facility construction; (b) transportation systems management measures, including, but
not limited to, bicycle facilities, pedestrian facilities, and use of alternative fuels in fleet vehicles; or (c) transfer
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and retirement of offsite development rights. The Air Quality Mitigation Fund provides a mechanism to finance
regional and cumulative mitigation measures such as those listed above.
The Air Quality Mitigation fee schedule is included in Section 10.8.5(A)(1) of the TRPA Rules of Procedure. The
current fee schedule identifies that aan air quality mitigation fee of $36.20 per daily vehicle trip end is required
for new trips associated with the non-residential land uses and $325.84 per daily vehicle trip end for new trips
associated with residential land usesand tourist accommodation units. to “offset the potential traffic and air
quality impacts” of a project. The Air Quality Mitigation Fund provides for regional and cumulative mitigation
measures that may include, but are not limited to:





transit facility construction;
Transportation Systems Management (TSM) measures, including, but not limited to, bicycle facilities,
pedestrian facilities, and use of alternative fuels in fleet vehicles; or
transfer and retirement of off-site development rights.

As Alternative 1 would result in additional development and a net increase in vehicle trips in the regiona net
increase of 233 vehicle trips in the region, all of which are associated with non-residential uses. At $36.20 per
trip, TRPA would assess an air quality mitigation, the air quality mitigation fee, and/or recognize in lieu
mitigation measures equal to or greater than the air quality mitigation fee amount, as provided in
Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code at the time of project approval and permit issuance. associated with this
increase is calculated to be $8,434.60.
As the net increase in region-wide VMT resulting from Alternative 1 (622501) is not substantial in relation to the
Regional Plan threshold, this impact is considered less than significant.
Table 5.10-9.
Land Use
Golf Course
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant
Brooks Bar
North Banquet Room
South Banquet Room
Banquet Employees

Alternative 1 – Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calculations
Daily Vehicle Trip Average Trip
TRPA Trip Type 1
Ends (DVTE) 2 Length (mi) 3
Existing Land Uses

Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW

Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB
Total Clubhouse
Single-Family Residences Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips
Total Existing Development

VMT

673

3.92

2,636

214
708
320
128
13
1,383
19
2,075

3.47
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.13

742
2,454
1,109
444
41
4,790
68
7,494

886

5.58

4,940

272

5.58

1,517

1,158
40
36

3.92
3.47

6,457
157
125

3.60

Proposed Land Uses
Lodge
Hotel

Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and
RNHB
Multiple-Bedroom Units Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and
RNHB
Subtotal Lodging Units
Health Spa
Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Lodge Restaurant
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
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Lodge Bar
Lodge Banquet Room
Lodge Banquet
Employees

Golf Course
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant
Brooks Bar
North Banquet Room
South Banquet Room
Clubhouse Banquet
Employees
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Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB

16
324
18

Subtotal Lodge Amenities
Total Lodge
Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB

Subtotal Clubhouse
Public Beach and Pier
Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Single-Family Residences Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips
Shuttle Vehicle Trips
Average trip to casino corridor, Heavenly Village, etc.
Total Proposed Development
Net Impact at Project Site with Alternative 1 (Proposed Minus Lodging Units
Minus Shuttle Vehicle Trips Minus Existing Land Uses)

3.47
3.47
3.13

55
1,123
56

434
1,592
548

3.92

1,516
7,973
2,146

200
567
324
259
17

3.47
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.13

693
1,965
1,123
898
53

1,367
80
19
96
3,702606

3.92
3.60
1.26

4,732
313
68
121
15,35323
2

373

Units to be Transferred from Other Parcels
Carousel Motel

Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and
RNHB
Thunderbird Motel
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and
RNHB
Tahoe Beach and Ski Club Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and
RNHB
Colony Inn
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and
RNHB
C&M Lodge
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and
RNHB
Total Units to be Transferred
Impact of Alternative 1 on Tahoe Region (Proposed Minus Existing Minus
Transferred)
4
Region Wide VMT
Percent Increase Due to Alternative 1

148

5.58

825

109

5.58

608

422

5.58

2,353

186

5.58

1,037

433

5.58

2,414

1,298
329233

7,237
622501
1,987,794
0.03%

HBR = Home Based Recreation, NHB = Non-Home Based, RHBW = Resident Home Based Work, HBO = Home Based Other, RNHB = Resident
Non-Home Based.
2 Reference Trip Generation Tables 5.10-4 and 5.10-5.
3 Based on TRPA's 1995 TRANPLAN Trip Length data.
4 Based on TRPA 2010 TransCAD Model.
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.2012
1

Mitigation Measure
No mitigation is required.
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Section 5.10, Traffic, Parking, and Circulation, beginning on page 5.10-41, Impact 5.10.2-5 is
revised as follows:
Impact
5.10.2-5

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 2 would result in a net increase of approximately
306185 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.021-percent increase in existing
region-wide VMT. In comparison with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would generate a smaller
increase in existing region-wide VMT. Based on Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code, an air
quality mitigation fee and/or in lieu mitigation measures would be required for the new trips
generated by Alternative 2 that contribute to this increase in VMTof $3,221.80 is required. As
the increase in VMT resulting from Alternative 2 is not substantial in relation to the VMT
threshold, this impact is less than significant.

The effect of Alternative 2 on VMT is summarized in Table 5.10-15. With implementation of Alternative 2, the
existing plus proposed uses would generate a total of approximately 16,1135,992 VMT.
None of the proposed lodging units would be “new” development in the South Shore area. A total of 230 TAUs
would be transferred from sending parcels located in the South Lake Tahoe area. As shown in Table 5.10-15, the
sending parcels are estimated to have the potential to generate approximately 8,313 VMT in the Tahoe Basin.
Subtracting the existing VMT at the project site (7,494) and the VMT potential associated with the TAU sending
parcels (8,313) from the VMT with Alternative 2 (16,1135,992) yields a net increase of up to 306185 VMT on a
peak summer day. In comparison with the TRPA’s most recent assessment of approximately 1,987,794 existing
VMT in the Tahoe Basin (Norberg, pers. comm., 2011), Alternative 2 is estimated to increase region-wide VMT
by approximately 0.021 percent. In comparison with Alternative 1, Alternative 2 would generate a smaller
(approximately 0.012 percent lower) increase in existing region-wide VMT, given that Alternative 2 would result
in a smaller increase in daily vehicle trips in the region.
As Alternative 2 would result in additional development and a net increase in vehicle trips in the region that
increase VMT, TRPA would assess an air quality mitigation fee, or recognize in lieu mitigation measures equal to
or greater than the air quality mitigation fee amount, as provided in Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code at
the time of project approval and permit issuance.Pursuant to Subsection 65.2.4(C)of the TRPA Code, an air
quality mitigation fee of $36.20 per daily vehicle trip end is required for new trips associated with the nonresidential land uses and $325.84 per daily vehicle trip end for new trips associated with residential land uses.
Alternative 2 would result in a net increase of 89 daily vehicle trips in the region, all of which are associated with
non-residential uses. At $36.20 per trip, the air quality mitigation fee associated with this increase is calculated
to be $3,221.80.
As the net increase in region-wide VMT resulting from Alternative 2 (306185) is not substantial in relation to the
Regional Plan threshold, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measure
No mitigation is required.
Table 5.10-15.
Land Use
Golf Course
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant

Alternative 2 – Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calculations
Daily Vehicle Trip Average Trip
TRPA Trip Type 1
Ends (DVTE) 2 Length (mi) 3
Existing Land Uses

VMT

Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW

673

3.92

2,636

Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW

214

3.47

742
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Brooks Bar
North Banquet Room
South Banquet Room
Banquet Employees
Total Clubhouse
Single-Family Residences
Total Existing Development

Ascent Environmental

Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB
Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips

708
320
128
13
1,383
19
2,075

3.47
3.47
3.47
3.13

708

5.58

3,948

729
1,437
44
40
37
324
18
463
1,900
548

5.58

4,065
8,013
172
139
128
1,123
56
1,618
9,631
2,146

3.60

2,454
1,109
444
41
4,790
68
7,494

Proposed Land Uses
Lodge
Hotel
Multiple-Bedroom Units
Subtotal Lodging Units
Health Spa
Lodge Restaurant
Lodge Bar
Lodge Banquet Room
Lodge Banquet Employees
Subtotal Lodge Amenities
Total Lodge
Golf Course
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant
Brooks Bar
North Banquet Room
South Banquet Room
Clubhouse Banquet Employees
Subtotal Clubhouse
Public Beach and Pier
Single-Family Residences
Shuttle Vehicle Trips

Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
RHBW, and RNHB
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
RHBW, and RNHB
Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB

Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB
Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips
Average trip to casino corridor, Heavenly
Village, etc.

Total Proposed Development
5
Units to be Transferred from Other Parcels
Net Impact at Project Site with Alternative 2 (Proposed Minus Lodging Units
Minus Shuttle Vehicle Trips Minus Existing Land Uses)
Net Increase in Region-Wide VMT with Alternative 2 (Proposed Minus Existing
Minus Transferred)
4
Region Wide VMT
Percent Increase Attributable to Alternative 2

200
567
324
0
17
1,108
80
19
96

3,751655
1,491
143

18589

3.92
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.13

3.92
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.13
3.92
3.60
1.26

693
1,965
1,123
0
53
3,834
313
68
121

5.58

16,11315,
992
8,313

306185
1,987,794
0.021%

HBR = Home Based Recreation, NHB = Non-Home Based, RHBW = Resident Home Based Work, HBO = Home Based Other, RNHB = Resident NonHome Based.
2 Reference Trip Generation Table
3 Based on TRPA's 1995 TRANPLAN Trip Length data.
4 Based on TRPA 2010 TransCAD Model.
5 Units to be transferred includes all of the units for the preferred alternative. Trip generation of remaining units is based on hotel land use and high
transit use (near Stateline area).
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2012
1

3-16

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS

Ascent Environmental

Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS

Section 5.10, Traffic, Parking, and Circulation, beginning on page 5.10-54, Impact 5.10.3-5 is
revised as follows:
Impact
5.10.3-5

Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 3 would result in a net increase of approximately
1,342221 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.076-percent increase in existing
region-wide VMT. In comparison with Alternative 1, Alternative 3 would generate a slightly
higher increase in existing region-wide VMT. Based on Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code
of Ordinances, an air quality mitigation fee and/or in lieu mitigation measures would be required
for the new trips generated by Alternative 3of $13,502.60 is required. As the increase in VMT
resulting from Alternative 3 is not substantial in relation to VMT, this impact is less than
significant.

The effect of Alternative 3 on VMT is summarized in Table 5.10-21. With implementation of Alternative 3, the
existing plus proposed uses would generate a total of approximately 17,74625 VMT.
None of the proposed lodging units would be “new” development in the South Shore area. A total of 250 TAUs
would be transferred from sending parcels located in the South Lake Tahoe area. As shown in Table 5.10-21, the
sending parcels are estimated to have the potential to generate approximately 8,910 VMT in the Tahoe Basin.
Subtracting the existing VMT at the project site (7,494) and the VMT potential associated with the TAU sending
parcels (8,910) from the VMT with Alternative 3 (17,74625) yields a net increase of up to 1,342221 VMT on a
peak summer day. In comparison with the TRPA’s most recent assessment of approximately 1,987,794 existing
VMT in the Tahoe Basin, Alternative 3 is estimated to increase region-wide VMT by approximately
0.076 percent. In comparison with Alternative 1, Alternative 3 would generate a slightly higher (approximately
0.043 percent) increase in existing region-wide VMT.
As Alternative 3 would result in additional development and a net increase in vehicle trips in the region, TRPA
would assess an air quality mitigation fee, and/or recognize in lieu mitigation measures equal to or greater than
the air quality mitigation fee amount, as provided in Subsection 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code at the time of
project approval and permit issuance.Pursuant to Subsection 65.2.4(C)of the TRPA Code, an air quality mitigation
fee of $36.20 per daily vehicle trip end is required for new trips associated with the non-residential land uses
and $325.84 per daily vehicle trip end for new trips associated with residential land uses. Alternative 3 would
result in a net increase of 373 daily vehicle trips in the region, all of which are associated with non-residential
uses. At $36.20 per trip, the air quality mitigation fee associated with this increase is calculated to be
$13,502.60.
As the increase in VMT resulting from Alternative 3 (1,342221) is not substantial in relation to the Regional Plan
threshold, this impact is considered less than significant.

Mitigation Measure
No mitigation is required.
Table 5.10-21.
Land Use
Golf Course
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant
Brooks Bar
North Banquet Room

Alternative 3 – Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calculations
Daily Vehicle Trip Average Trip
TRPA Trip Type 1
Ends (DVTE) 2 Length (mi) 3
Existing Land Uses

VMT

Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW

673

3.92

2,636

Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW

214
708
320

3.47
3.47
3.47

742
2,454
1,109
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South Banquet Room
Banquet Employees
Total Clubhouse
Single-Family Residences
Total Existing Development

Ascent Environmental

Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB
Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips

Proposed Land Uses

128
13
1,383
19
2,075

3.47
3.13

731

5.58

4,076

838
1,569
44
40
37
324
18
463
2,032
548

5.58

4,672
8,748
172
139
128
1,123
56
1,618
10,366
2,146

3.60

444
41
4,790
68
7,494

Lodge
Hotel
Multiple-Bedroom Units
Subtotal Lodging Units
Health Spa
Lodge Restaurant
Lodge Bar
Lodge Banquet Room
Lodge Banquet Employees
Subtotal Lodge Amenities
Total Lodge
Golf Course
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant
Brooks Bar
North Banquet Room
South Banquet Room
Clubhouse Banquet Employees
Subtotal Clubhouse
Public Beach and Pier
Single-Family Residences
Shuttle Vehicle Trips

Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
RHBW, and RNHB
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
RHBW, and RNHB
Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB

Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW
Average of RHBW and RNHB
Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW
Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips
Average trip to casino corridor, Heavenly
Village, etc.

Total Proposed Development
5
Units to be Transferred from Other Parcels
Net Impact at Project Site with Alternative 3 (Proposed Minus Lodging Units
Minus Shuttle Vehicle Trips Minus Existing Land Uses)
Net Increase in Region-Wide VMT with Alternative 32 (Proposed Minus Existing Minus Transferred)
4
Region Wide VMT
Percent Increase Attributable to Alternative 32

200
567
324
259
17
1,367
80
19
96
4,142046
1,598
402
469373

3.92
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.13

3.92
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.47
3.13
3.92
3.60
1.26

693
1,965
1,123
898
53
4,732
313
68
121

5.58

17,74662
5
8,910

1,342221
1,987,794
0.076%

HBR = Home Based Recreation, NHB = Non-Home Based, RHBW = Resident Home Based Work, HBO = Home Based Other, RNHB = Resident NonHome Based.
2 Reference Trip Generation Table
3 Based on TRPA's 1995 TRANPLAN Trip Length data.
4 Based on TRPA 2010 TransCAD Model.
5 Units to be transferred includes all of the units for the preferred alternative. Trip generation of remaining units is based on hotel land use and high
transit use (near Stateline area).
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc.2012
1

Section 5.14, Public Services and Utilities, on page 5.14-10, second paragraph, is revised as
follows:

The proposed project site would likely be served by EWC’s water system via anthe existing 12-inch water supply
line. The 12-inch water supply line that extends through the project site with connections from the main line to
proposed onsite uses would be relocated along the realigned entry road. To the extent feasible, new utilities
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would be located under existing or proposed roadways and appropriate utility easements would be finalized as
part of the permitting process. Modifications to the water system, including new water distribution lines, would
be subject to NDEP, Bureau of Safe Drinking Water review pursuant to NAC 445A.6669. The existing 12-inch
water supply line connects to a larger main on the Horizon property. EWC has indicated that the existing 12-inch
water supply line or portions thereof either on or off site may need to be replaced as part of the proposed
project (King, pers. comm., 2011). Further studies are needed, which would not commence until latter stages of
design, to determine the need for the water supply line replacement. For the purposes of this EIS, it is assumed
that the 12-inch water line would not need to be replaced. If determined to be necessary during final design, any
the pipeline replacement occurring outside of the proposed project area would be subject to separate and
subsequent environmental review and permitting by TRPA, Douglas County, and EWC. If an upsizing of the
proposed water supply line within the proposed project area were required, it would occur within the entry road
alignment already evaluated as part of this EIS. If replacement were required, it would be within the existing
footprint and would include trenching techniques that could result in temporary air quality, noise, traffic, and
water quality impacts. The types of temporary construction impacts would be similar to those discussed and
analyzed in this EIS.
Pursuant to NAC 445A.66615, water system improvements would be constructed in a manner that would
maintain a reliable supply of water to existing EWC customers during construction. The water system
improvements contemplated with the proposed project would involve the realignment of both raw water lines
and water supply lines for EWC. Typical of a project of this nature, this would be accomplished by constructing
the new facility infrastructure before taking the existing infrastructure offline. Once constructed and tested, the
new utility lines would be brought on line by switching the system to the new lines without disruption to EWC
customers. The construction plans and methods for activating the new lines would be subject to NDEP, Bureau
of Safe Drinking Water review and oversight.

Appendix D, Scenic Resources Materials: Contrast Rating Analysis, Visual Simulation Methodology
Memorandum, and Lighting Plan and Details, is revised and reproduced in its entirety as an
appendix to this Final EIS to incorporate the updated contrast rating analysis spreadsheets that
reflect the removal of the two initially proposed trees and tall shrubs from in front of the
clubhouse that are not required and could otherwise disrupt views from the clubhouse towards
Lake Tahoe.
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Source: Design Workshop, CCY Architects, Nichols Consulting Engineers, 2012

Exhibit 5.3-4b

Comparison of Alternatives 1A (right) and 1B (left) as Viewed from the Proposed Event Lawn; Simulated View of Alternative 1A from Lake Tahoe, Viewpoint 1 (South of Existing Clubhouse)
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Source: Design Workshop, CCY Architects, Nichols Consulting Engineers, 2012

Exhibit 5.3-4e

Existing and Simulated View of Alternative 1B from Lake Tahoe, Viewpoint 1 (South of Existing Clubhouse)
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Source: Design Workshop, CCY Architects, Nichols Consulting Engineers, 2012

Exhibit 5.3-5a
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS

Existing and Simulated View of Alternative 2 from Lake Tahoe, Viewpoint 1 (South of Existing Clubhouse)
9
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Source: Design Workshop, CCY Architects, Nichols Consulting Engineers, 2011

Exhibit 5.3-6a
Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS

Existing and Simulated View of Alternative 3 from Lake Tahoe, Viewpoint 1 (South of Existing Clubhouse)
11
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Contrast Rating Analysis

Design Workshop, Inc.
Landscape Architecture
Land Planning
Urban Design
Strategic Services

Memorandum
To:

Edgewood Team

From:

Richard Shaw

Date:

09/16/2011

Project Name:

Edgewood Lodge

Project #:

3977

Subject:

Edgewood Lodge & Golf Visual
Magnitude Study

The included documents support the Edgewood Lodge project and the ongoing environmental
review. The following is provided with regard to the Visual Magnitude Rating.
The methodology used is defined by the TRPA’s “Baseline Scenic Conditions Assessment for
Shoreland and Shorezone Projects.” Additionally “Appendix G: Approved TRPA range of
earthtone colors” was used. These documents reinforce the method to establish and assess the
project proposal with consideration of the visual review.
A baseline contrast rating was established for the length of the shorezone within the project area.
The following process was used:
1. The baseline scenic condition for the clubhouse and adjacent walkway was established and
approved by TRPA on 7/11/2007 (see attached Exhibit A)
2. The baseline scenic condition for the two existing homes was established using the
following process:
a. Elevations of the existing structures and associated screening vegetation within the
shoreland were created.
b. The elevations were then used to quantify the amount of the different materials
visible from the lake, as well as to determine the percentage of visible perimeter.
c. Corresponding Munsell colors, and their color and reflectance ratings, were
selected for each of the materials based upon photographs of the structures.
d. Texture ratings were determined through evaluation of the photographs.
e. Material quantities, Munsell colors, color & reflectance ratings, and texture scores
were then inserted into the TRPA contrast rating sheet thus rendering contrast
ratings for each proposed structure:
i. House #1 = 17
ii. House #2 = 21
3. A composite contrast rating of 20 was then determined by determining the percentage of
overall visible area attributed to each structure (including the clubhouse and walkway),

Asheville • Aspen • Austin • Denver • Salt Lake City • Tahoe

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260
www.d e signwork shop.co m
F:\Projects_A-L\3977-Edgewood Resort\H-Working Documents\Entitlement Applications\Visual Magnitude Study\111219 - ME - Baseline Visual
Magnitude Narrative.docx

multiplying the resulting percentages by the respective contrast ratings, and then totaling
the resulting figures.
4. A linear foot of the shoreline was determined by measuring the length of the parcel
boundary along the lake front.

Notes:
- All baseline information for the clubhouse and walkway comes directly from the baseline
study approved in 2007. Additions to that approved assessment include only baseline
assessment for existing home lots and proposed activity associated with the new project.
- The elevations for all improvement in the shoreland and shorezone were developed and
measured using AutoCAD.
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CONTRAST RATING SHEET
House #1
Roof

Exposed
Wood

Wall

Wood
Fascia

Glazing

Door

Area SF

560.3

Percentage

22.4%

36.8%

3.7%

14.3%

17.7%

1.9%

3.2%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

9

3

1

1

1

1

1

Gley2 5/5B

2.5YR 6/6

10YR 7/1

10YR 7/1

>15%

10YR 7/1

10YR 7/1

Color and
Relectance
Rating 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass

+

0.0

+

+

0.1

442.9

+

+

0.2

47.3

+

80.5

+

0.0

+

0.0

22%

37%

4%

14%

18%

2%

3%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

7

+

+

Minimal

Moderate

Moderate

+

0.98

+

None

+

0.9

2502.8

=

3.4

5
None

=

5

+

None

=

0.28

5

+

=

+

7

=

2.22

+

=

+

7
Moderate

=

=

1.54

6

=

=

+

357.9

=

Texture
# of Planes: 2

1.1

+

=

Surface Plane/
Texture Score 2

+

91.8

=

Percentage

+

=

=

2.0

922.1

Total
Lakefront
Façade

Window
Trim

+

0.1

+

0.15

=

6.2

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible:

35%

Perimeter Score

3

=

7

=

111' of 317'

CONTRAST RATING

17

CONTRAST RATING SHEET
Total
Lakefront
Façade

House #2
Roof

Exposed
Wood

Wall

Wood
Fascia

Glazing

Fence
Poles

Brick

Window
Trim

Door

Mechanical

Area SF

352.0

Percentage

31.4%

24.2%

3.9%

7.2%

21.2%

2.9%

4.1%

2.1%

2.6%

0.4%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

9

12

8

15

1

5

1

15

1

1

10YR 5/1

7.5YR 5/3

10YR 7/3

2.5YR 4/2

>15%

10R 6/6

Gley 1 7/N

2.5YR 4/2

Gley 1 8/N

Gley 1 8/N

Color and
Reflectance
Rating 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass

+

0.2

+

45.8

+

0.1

+

0.0

+

23.6

+

29.4

+

+

0.3

4.2

+

0.0

+

0.0

24%

4%

7%

21%

3%

4%

2%

3%

0%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

8

+

+

Minimal

Heavy

Minimal

None
1.1

5

+

Heavy
+

0.2

+

None
0.2

+

5

5

+

None
+

0.1

1120.7

=

7.7

+

None

+

5
None
=

+

8

=

0.4

+

=

+

5

=

0.3

+

=

+

6

=

1.4

+

=

+

7
Moderate

=

2.5

6

=

=

+

32.4

=

1.1

+

=

+

237.4

=

0.3

+

31%

=

# of Planes: 10

+

80.6

=

Texture

2.9

+

=

Surface Plane/
Texture Score 2

+

43.6

=

Percentage

+

=

=

2.8

271.7

+

0.2

+

0.0

=

6.4

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible:

37%

Perimeter Score

3

=

7

=

105' of 287'

CONTRAST RATING

21

Area SF
Percentage

5954 +

2503 +

1121 +

58%

24%

11%

x

x

x

CONTRAST RATING

21

21

22

0+

0%
x

0

10223

0%
x

0

0

0.0 +

0.0 +

0
=

0.0 +

0=

0%
x

=

1.3 +

0+

0%
x
=

2.3 +

0+

6%

=

4.1 +

645 +

x

=

=

=

12.2 +

17

Total
Lakefront
Façade

Wa
lkw
ay

Ho
us
e#
2

Ho
us
e#
1

Cl
ub
ho
us
e

COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING

0.0 =

19.9

=

COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING

20

EXISTING
LAKEFRONT FAÇADE:
SCREENED AREA:
VISIBLE AREA:

10,223
3,570
6,653

VISIBLE S.F. ALLOWED

595

L.F. of Shoreline > 100'

3610

Possible Allowed Vis. S.F.

16705

Exhibit A
Baseline Scenic Assesment for the Clubhouse and Walkway
Approved by TRPA 7/11/2007

P:\Archived on CDs\Archives 054\1359 Edgewood\Drawings\Orig.ScenicAssessment\Assessment.dwg, 8/17/2010 1:35:26 PM, PDF Complete, 1:2.08955
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Design Workshop, Inc.
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Strategic Services

Memorandum
To:

Edgewood Team

From:

Richard Shaw

Date:

12/19/2011

Project Name:

Edgewood Lodge

Project #:

3977

Subject:

Edgewood Lodge & Golf Visual
Magnitude Study

The included documents support the Edgewood Lodge project and the ongoing environmental
review. The following is provided with regard to the Visual Magnitude Rating.
The methodology used is defined by the TRPA’s “Baseline Scenic Conditions Assessment for
Shoreland and Shorezone Projects.” Additionally “Appendix G: Approved TRPA range of
earthtone colors” was used. These documents reinforce the method to establish and assess the
project proposal with consideration of the visual review.
The following process was completed:
1. The previous baseline scenic conditions for the project area were determined by
completing an evaluation for the two existing single family houses, and combining the
resulting findings with the TRPA approved baseline evaluation for the existing clubhouse
and walkway, completed and approved by TRPA on 7/11/2007. (see adjoining document
“111219 – VMS – Existing Conditions”)
2. Elevations of the proposed structures and associated screening vegetation within the
shoreland were created.
3. The elevations were then used to quantify the amount of the different materials visible
from the lake, as well as to determine the percentage of visible perimeter.
4. Corresponding Munsell colors, and their color and reflectance ratings, were selected for
each of the materials based upon actual material samples.
5. Texture ratings were determined through evaluation of both the proposed material and its
proposed use within the project.
6. Material quantities, Munsell colors, color & reflectance ratings, and texture scores were
then inserted into the TRPA contrast rating sheet thus rendering contrast ratings for each
proposed structure:
a. Clubhouse Expansion
= 21
b. Proposed Pier
= 23
c. Pool Deck
= 19
d. Pedestrian Bridge
= 21
e. Creek Outlet
= 16

Asheville • Aspen • Austin • Denver • Salt Lake City • Tahoe

1390 Lawrence Street, Suite 200, Denver, Colorado 80204 • (tel) 303-623-5186 • (fax) 303-623-2260
www.d e signwork shop.co m
F:\Projects_A-L\3977-Edgewood Resort\H-Working Documents\Entitlement Applications\Visual Magnitude Study\111219 - ME - Proposed Visual
Magnitude Narrative.docx

7. A composite contrast rating of 20 was then determined by determining the percentage of
overall visible area attributed to each structure, multiplying the resulting percentages by
the respective contrast ratings, and then totaling the resulting figures.
8. A linear foot of the shoreline was determined by measuring the length of the parcel
boundary along the lake front. A longer shoreline than the baseline was determined due to
the addition of new lake frontage acquired through the proposed removal of two existing
home sites, located within the project area.
9. A “possible allowed visible square footage” of 16,705 was then determined using the
formulas established within the TRPA Contrast Rating spreadsheet
By going through the above process, it was determined that the total proposed visible square
footage of 6,459 (after vegetative screening) falls well within allowable parameters.

Notes:
- All baseline information for the clubhouse and walkway comes directly from the baseline
study approved in 2007. Additions to that approved assessment include only baseline
assessment for existing home lots and proposed activity associated with the new project.
- The elevations for all improvement in the shoreland and shorezone were developed and
measured using AutoCAD.
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CONTRAST RATING SHEET
Clubhouse
Rock
Wall

Glazing

Copper

Wood
Fascia

Wood
Handrail

Slate
Roof

Exposed
Beams

Metel
Handrail

Mechanical

Concrete
Stairs

Window
Trim

Chimeny

Wood
Wall

Exposed
Wood

Area SF

1756.4

1812.1

61.0

642.3

134.8

2290.7

187.4

4.9

48.4

45.7

558.0

35.5

231.0

289.3

Percentage

21.7%

22.4%

0.8%

7.9%

1.7%

28.3%

2.3%

0.06%

0.6%

0.6%

6.9%

0.4%

2.9%

3.6%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

7

1

17

15

15

8

12

17

17

7

15

7

15

15

5Y 6/1

>15%

Gley1 2.5/1

7.5YR 4/6

7.5YR 4/6

10R 4/2

5Y 6/1

7.5YR 4/6

5Y 6/1

7.5YR 4/6

7.5YR 4/6

Color and
Reflectance
Rating 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass

+

0.3

+

0.0

+

0.1

+

0.0

+

1.0

+

0.0

=

8097.5

=

7.9

=

2.3

=

+

=

0.3

=

+

=

1.2

=

+

=

0.1

=

+

=

0.2

=

+

=

=

=

1.5

7.5YR 5/6 Gley1 2.5/5B Gley1 2.5/5B

Total Lakefront
Façade

+

0.4

+

0.5

+
Percentage

21.7%

22.4%

x

Surface Plane/
2
Texture Score

x
+

Heavy

x
+

None

x
+

Moderate

Heavy

Moderate

Moderate
0.2

x
+

None
+

0.0

5

x
+

None
+

0.0

7

x
+

Moderate
+

0.0

6

x

Minimal
+

0.4

8

+

x
+

Heavy
+

0.0

3.6%

7

x

7

+

Moderate

Moderate

=

+

5

2.9%

=

2.0

x
+

0.4%

=

+

7

6.9%

=

0.1

x
+

0.6%

=

+

7

0.6%

=

0.6

x
+

0.1%

=

+

8

2.3%

=

0.0

7

28.3%

=

+

1.7%

=

1.1

5

=

+

7.9%

x
+

=

1.7

5
None

=

Texture:
# of Planes: 30

8

0.8%

+

0.2

+

0.3

=

6.6

=

6

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible: 43%

Perimeter Score 3

=

303' of 701'

CONTRAST RATING
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CONTRAST RATING SHEET
Proposed Pier
Wood
Beams

Total
Lakefront
Façade

Exposed
Metal

Area SF

132.9

Percentage

84.8%

15.2%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

15

17

7.5YR 4/6

7.5YR 3/1

Color and
Relectance
Rating 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass

+

0.0

+

0.0

+

0.0

+

+

0.0

+

0.0

85%

15%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

7

+

+

+

+

156.8

=

15.3

+

=

+

None

Moderate

0

+

0

+

0

=

+

=

0.75

=

+

=

=

=

5.95

5

=

=

+

+

=

Texture
# of Planes: 2

2.6

+

=

Surface Plane/
Texture Score 2

+

+

=

Percentage

+

=

=

12.7

23.9

+

0

+

0

=

6.7

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible:

100%

Perimeter Score

3

=

1

=

157' of 157'

CONTRAST RATING
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CONTRAST RATING SHEET
Total
Lakefront
Façade

Pool Terrace
Rock Wall

Glazing

Metel
Handrail

Slate Roof

Concrete
Stairs

Exposed
Wood

Wood Wall

Exposed
Metal

Pool Tile

Area SF

1206.4

Percentage

38.8%

45.6%

10.0%

0.0%

1.7%

1.7%

0.6%

1.1%

0.5%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

7

1

15

17

7

15

15

15

15

5Y 6/1

>15%

Gley2 3/5PB

Gley2 2.5/5B

5Y 6/1

7.5YR 4/4

7.5YR 3/4

7.5YR 3/1

Gley1 3/N

Color and
Reflectance
Rating 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass

+

+

0.1

52.7

+

19.2

+

0.3

+

0.1

+

33.2

+

14.0

+

0.2

+

0.1

46%

10%

0%

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

8

+

Heavy

+

None

None

Moderate

+

0.1

7

7

+

Moderate

+

0.1

+

Moderate

0.1

+

3105.9

=

5.5

5
None

+

5

+

None

=

0.0

+

=

+

7

=

0.7

+

=

+

5

=

2.3

+

=

+

7
Moderate

=

3.1

5

=

=

0.0

+

=

+

53.5

=

1.5

+

39%

=

# of Planes: 10

+

1.4

=

Texture

0.5

+

=

Surface Plane/
Texture Score 2

+

310.4

=

Percentage

+

=

=

2.7

1415.1

+

0.1

+

0.1

=

6.6

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible:

40%

Perimeter Score

3

=

7

=

306' of 757'
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CONTRAST RATING SHEET
Pedestrian Bridge
Rock Wall

Area SF
Percentage
Color and
Relectance
Rating 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass

20.1

+

+

+

+

+

64.4%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

x

x

x

x

x

x

7

15

5Y 6/1

7.5YR 4/6

0.0

+

0.0

+

0.0

+

0.0

+

0.0

36%

64%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

8

+

+

+

+

56.5

=

12.2

+

=

+

Moderate

Heavy

0

+

0

+

0

=

+

=

4.48

=

+

=

=

=

2.88

7

=

=

+

=

9.7

=

+

=

=

Texture
# of Planes: 4

+

x

=

Surface Plane/
Texture Score 2

36.4

35.6%

2.5

Percentage

Total
Lakefront
Façade

Exposed
Wood

+

0

+

0

=

7.4

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible:

100%

Perimeter Score

3

=

1

=

60' of 60'

CONTRAST RATING
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CONTRAST RATING SHEET
Creek Outlet

Total
Lakefront
Façade

Loose
Rock

Area SF
Percentage
Color and
Relectance
Rating 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass

38.7

+

+

+

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

x

x

x

x

x

x

=

38.7

=

7.0

7

5Y 6/1

0.0

+

0.0

+

0.0

=

+

=

0.0

=

+

=

=

Texture
# of Planes: 1

+

x

=

Surface Plane/
Texture Score 2

+

100%

7.0

Percentage

+

+

0.0

+

0.0

100%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

x

x

x

x

x

x

x

8

+

+

+

+

+

=

+

Heavy

0

+

0

+

0

=

+

=

0

=

+

=

=

=

8

+

0

+

0

=

8.0

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible:

100%

Perimeter Score

3

=

1

=

70' of 70'

CONTRAST RATING

16

Area SF
Percentage

8098 +

157 +

71%
x

CONTRAST RATING

1%
x

21

19

Total
Lakefront
Façade

39 +

0%
x

21

0+

0%
x

16

11457

0%
x

0

0

0.0 +

0.0 +

0
=

0.0 +

0=

0%
x

=

=

0.0 +

0+

0%
x

=

=

5.1 +

Cr
ee
kO
utl
et

57 +

27%

23
0.2 +

Pe
de
Br stri
idg an
e

err
ac
e

3106 +

x

=

=

14.9 +

Po
ol
T

Pr
op
os
ed
Pie
r

Cl
ub
ho
us
e

COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING

0.0 =

20.2

=

COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING

LAKEFRONT FAÇADE:
SCREENED AREA:
VISIBLE AREA:

20

11,457
4,804
6,653

VISIBLE S.F. ALLOWED

595

L.F. of Shoreline > 100'

3610

Possible Allowed Vis. S.F.

16705

Visual Simulation Methodology
Memorandum

Lighting Plan and Details

Appendix K

Edgewood Water Company: Source Water
Quality Protection Memorandums

