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1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 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;

pier removal, relocation, and reconstruction;

4
4
4
4 construction of a new public beach, lakefront recreation facilities, and pedestrian path;
4
4 golf course and cart path modifications; and

4

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 VIl 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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Introduction Ascent Environmental

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 Realighment 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:

4 Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides an overview of the environmental review process and presents a
discussion of the EIS certification and project approval process.

4 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.

4 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.

4 Chapter 4, “References,” lists references cited in this document.

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

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS

2.1 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)

A A A A A Kk

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 List of Commenters
LetterID 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 June 28, 2012
Drinking Water
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
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS 2-1
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Table 2-1 List of Commenters
LetterID Commenter Date of Comment
Local Utilities, Service Providers, and Quasi-Governmental Entities (E)
E1l 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 (0O)
01 |Barton Health June 26, 2012
02 |Barton Health June 18, 2012
03 |Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce and Visitors Authority June 20, 2012
04 |Boys & Girls Club of Lake Tahoe June 16, 2012
O5 |Heavenly Lake Tahoe June 25, 2012
06 |League to Save Lake Tahoe June 27, 2012
07 |JMA Ventures, LLC May 15, 2012
08 |Marriott Vacation Club International June 27, 2012
09 |Midkiff & Associates, Inc. June 26, 2012
010 |Sierra Colina, LLC June 27, 2012
Individuals (I)
11 James F. Barr June 23, 2012
12 Casey Blann June 25, 2012
13 Patrick Fountain Not dated
14 Chris Proctor June 25, 2012
15 Patricia Sorokwasz June 25, 2012
16 Marilyn Spencer Not dated
17 Alison Stanton June 28, 2012
18 Paul Sterling June 27, 2012
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.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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2.4.1  STATE AGENCIES

S1

From: Angela Shepard [mailto:angela_shepard@dot.ca.gov]
Sent: Thursday, July 05, 2012 1:42 PM

To: Theresa Avance

Cc: Chuck Scharer (cscharer@edgewoodcompanies.com); lew@fmttahoe.com; Lyn Barnett
(Lyn@wbaplanning.com); Nanette Hansel (nanette.hansel@ascentenvironmental.com); Patrick
Rhamey

Subject: RE: Caltrans comments: Edgewood Lodge & Golf Course Improvement Project

Theresa,

| apologize about the late response. Since you are no longer obligated to consider late comments, |

just wanted to send a brief email. We hope the following can be considered: The DEIR indicates that

there is a traffic fee program that this project may contribute to. We do recommend that this project S1-1
contributes to the fee program to mitigate the 7.5 increase in average delay thrrough the Park Ave.

and Highway 50 intersection, as indicated on Table 5.10-8.

Please contact me if you have any guestions.
Thank you,

Angela Shepard

Transportation Planner

Office of Transportation Planning - North
Division of Planning and Local Assistance
Caltrans - District 3

703 B Street

Marysville, CA 85901

Phone: (530) 740-4992
angela shepard@dot.ca.gov

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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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.

2-4
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Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments

Response Nevada Department of Transportation
S2 Thor A. Dyson, P.E., CPM - District Il 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 Il 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).

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Permits Branch—Bureau of Water

Response Pollution Control
S3 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.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
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Response
S4

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Public Water System Branch-Bureau
of Safe Drinking Water
Andrea Seifert, P.E., June 28, 2012

S4-1

S4-2

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.

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
guantify 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

2-18
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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
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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 (00703003111) that extends into Lake Tahoe from a
location north of the existing lakefront residences; the Kingsbury General Improvement
District (KGID) intake line (00709005I11); 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 issuanee 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
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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.
$4-5 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 tikely 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 ervirenmental
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. ¥

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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S4-7

54-8

S4-9

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.

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

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.

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).
ONRWSs are provided the highest level of protection under EPA’s Antidegradation Policy,
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Also, in

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 ONRWSs 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.

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

A A A A A

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 Nevada Division of State Lands
S5 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 State Historic Preservation Office
S6 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 | 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 | of the Draft EIS) has been removed from TRPA’s website. We apologize for this
error.
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2.4.2 LOCALAGENCIES
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Response City of South Lake Tahoe
L1 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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Edgewood Draft EIS
Page 2 of 2

Threshold Improvement Projects

I: Edgewood Lodge Stormwater Approach — Best Management Practices (BMPs) for
the lodge complex

Water Quality Improvements to the Stateline Stonnwater Association Pond System
Edgewood Creek Improvements

Friday’s Station Dam Rehabilitation

Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course Fertilizer Management Plan

i ol

Overall, it is anticipated that the water quality improvement projects will result in
approximately 500,000 pounds of sediment and 50,000 pounds of fine sediment, as well as
nitrogen and phosphorus, being captured on an annual basis and prevented from entering
Lake Tahoe.

As demonstrated by the proposed Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project,
as well as the Beach Club on Lake Tahoe and Sierra Colina Village Projects, investment by
the private sector in water quality improvement projects can significantly benefit the Lake
Tahoe environment. Investment by the private sector in water quality improvement projects
also reduces the cost of TMDL implementation for the public sector, which has been an
expensive proposition for local jurisdictions during the current economic climate. For these
reasons, Douglas County is committed to continuing to foster public-private partnerships and
support efforts by the private sector, such as Edgewood Companies, to implement projects
that will help to protect the clarity of Lake Tahoe.

Douglas County appreciates your consideration of these comments and hopes that the TRPA
Governing Board moves forward with certifying the Final EIS and approving the proposed
project later this year. If you have any questions, please contact me at (775) 782-9821 or
smokrohisky@co.douglas.nv.us.

Sincerely,

Sl

Steve Mokrohisky
Douglas County Manager

cc: Joanne Marchetta, TRPA Executive Director
John Hester, AICP, TRPA Planning Manager
Theresa Avance, AICP, TRPA Senior Planner
Mahmood Azad, PE, Principal Engineer/Fisheries, Nevada Tahoe Conservation District
Brandon Hill, Project Manager, Real Estate Edgewood Companies

L21
cont'd
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Response Douglas County Board of Commissioners
L2 Steve Mokrohisky, Douglas County Manager, June 26, 2012

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the

time it considers project approval.

L2-1
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2.4.3  LOCAL UTILITIES, SERVICE PROVIDERS, AND QUASI-GOVERNMENTAL
ENTITIES
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Response Paiute Pipeline Company
E1l Jesus Martinez, Transmission Engineer, June 28, 2012
El1-1 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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a. Fire flow
i. Hydrant placement [max 350" spacing)
il. Road width for hydrants.
1. Need min 26" width.
2. Need to allow for two fire vehicles to pass each other.
b. Casita pathway
i. Likely to need pullouts along Casita Path at hydrant locations.
it. TDFPD would also like turn around at south end
iii. Roads/Paths must be able withstand 75,000 Ibs
iv. Casita path must be 20" wide {minimum}
v. 12' paved area with 3’ permeable material on both sides capable of
withstanding 75,000 Ibs loading will be acceptable
c. Fire suppression Flow to the lake side of the south wing of Main Lodge structure
i. One option is for the Casita Path to make a bridge over the pond wide
enough and strong enough to support Fire Truck.
ii. Bridge over pond could also function as a hammerhead turnaround
iii. Even with this hammerhead in place, TDFPD would want at least one
turnout off the Casita Path at a location south of the Casitas.
iv. Potentially, the pullout could be aligned with the wide end of a path
that connects a Casita to the Casita Path,
v. An option to serve fire suppression flow to the lake side of the south
wing of the main Lodge may be to provide standpipes
vi. The standpipes would be served by a fire department connection on the
Casita Path and/or the driveway cul-de-sac near the Clubhouse -
pumper trucks would connect to the fire department connection, and
then hose connections would be made at the standpipes.
vil. Access to the standpipes would have to be maintained accessible
throughout the year.
d. Section C 105 related to fire hydrants footnote C may allow for distance greater
than 350° between hydrants -
i. TDFPD may permit along the main driveway in to the project.
ii. Possible idea thrown out about TOFPD mini pumper
1. Would be purchased and maintained by Edgewood
2. May be possible to get one small enough to travel on golf cart
paths
3. Edgewood: How much would it cost? Not sure if mii pumper is a
feasible solution.
7) Challenges
a. Tree Removal
i. The project is limited by TRPA rules on how many trees it can remove
il.  This limit is already being bumped up against
b. Impervious Coverage
i. Strict TRPA limits on allowable coverage are already being bumped up
against.
ii. A wider shoulder, hydrant turnouts and a turnaround will anly
exacerbate this situation.
8) Action ltems
a. Edgewood (Brandon]

3|

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

2-39



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

i. Follow up with Richard Shaw of Design Workshop
1. Are there written notes from the 2008 review process and
negotiations that took place with Rick Nicholson of the TDPFD?
2. How was the concern about fire suppression flow to lake side of
the south wing addressed in 20087
3. Isthere any precedent for the TRPA not treating pervious
stabilized surfaces as coverage.
b. TDFPD {Eric Guevin)
i. Wil stand pipes along the lake side of the south wing be sufficient for
fire suppression?
il.  Will 3" wide stabilized shoulders be sufficient considering 12" wide cart
path?
ili. Follow-up with Rick Nicholsan to understand possible solution to
concern about fire suppression service to |ake side of south wing.
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2™ Meeting Date: 06/04/12
Meeting Subject: TOFPD Comments on Edgewood Lodge Draft EIS
Entities Represented: Edgewood Companies and the Tahoe Douglas Fire Protection District

Attendees: Brandon Hill, Chris Stetler, lason Drew, Eric Guevin, Ben Sharit

1) Follow-up from 5/29/2012 Meeting

a. Eric Guevin talked with Rick Nicholson

I. Site Plan is modified from that reviewed by TDFPD in 2008
1. Unit count reduced to 194, down from 235 units

South Wing rotated westward toward Lake
Water feature enlarged between pond and Casita cart path
Spa Annex building eliminated
Small Lodge Building eliminated
Number of Casita structures increased to 10 from 3

7. Were plans resubmitted to TDFPD after changes?
ii. South wing fire suppression

1. Insufficient access to east side of south wing of main Lodge
Building

2. TDFPD okay with standpipes on backside (west side of Lodge
building in lieu of fire access road)

3. Fire access pathway needed along east side of Lodge South
Wing

4. TDFPD: need to be able to bring ladder truck along entire
frontage of main lodge building.

S. Jason Drew: Does fire access lane along south wing need tobe a
road or can it be a stabilized pedestrian zone surface?

6. As long as it is identified as an emergency fire access lane and is
kept free and clear of furnishings, equipment and cars, it can
have dual purpose as pedestrian/cart path area.

iil. Casita Pathway

1. 12" wide casita pathway with 3’ stabilized shoulders on each
side was approve by Rick Nicholson in 2008 and will be
acceptable going forward as a dedicated fire access through to
Lake Parkway.

2. If a fire access lane is provided along the south wing of the main
Lodge Building, the casita path on the east side of the water
feature will not require the additional shoulder stabilization.

3. All fire lane surfaces must meet loading requirements

a. What are the outrigger point loading requirements?

4. All fire lanes (including shoulders) must be kept free and clear

during all seasons
a. Snow clearance during winter
5. Edges of 18’ wide fire access lanes must be delineated

SRGIER TN

2) Recap (Brandon):

5
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a. Design fire access lane along east side of Main Lodge Building south wing [west
side of pond)
Entire east side of Lodge to have a fire access lane along it
Fire access lane to be a minimum of 18" wide
Hydrant turnout locations to be a minimum of 26 wide
Casita path east of water feature to stay 12" wide but will no longer require
stabilized shoulders.
f. Change eliminates the need to have a fire truck/engine pullout between Lodge
arrival circle and intersection of Casita Path and fire access lane south of Main
Lodge Building access road
g. Asaresult of the circular arrival sequence, the dedicated fire lane along south
wing, and the 12’ wide casita pathway, no dedicated fire truck / Engine truck
turnaround required.
h. Casita Access path south of intersection with dedicated fire lane must have
stabilized shoulders to allow a stabilized width of 18"
i. Westside of lodge south wing is adequately protected by standpipes
j. Pull out to provide 26" width still required at all hydrant locations
k. Summary of TDFPD/Edgewood meetings should be provided with comments to
the Lodge EIS project
3) Action items
a. Edgewood (Brandon Hill)
i. Provide copy of consolidated meeting minute notes to the group
ii. Work with Design Workshop to revise site plan to accommaodate TDFPD
comments and Edgewood concessions
iii. Work with Design Workshop to assess impacts of changes on TRPA tree
removal limits and coverage limitations
iv. Provide rough draft of site plan revisions to the TDFPD for additional
review and conceptual approval
b. TDFPD (Eric Guevin)
i. Research and inform NCE and Edgewood as to outrigger point loading
requirements for fire engines,
ii. Prepare comments to be submitted to the TRPA which include:
1. Summary of meetings between EC and TDFPD
2. Comments & Agreed to Resolutions
3. Conceptually approved site plan subject to final construction
document review

pano
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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

E3-2

E3-3

E3-4

See response to comment S4-2.
This comment is noted. See also response to comment S4-3.

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;

=

Contaminant handling and spill prevention element;

Spill reporting element, including a list of affected agencies to be contacted in the
event of a spill;

g

|

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.

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 Il, 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 Barton Health
o1 Clint Purvance, M.D., C.P.E., Chief Medical Officer, June 26, 2012

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the

01-1
time it considers project approval.
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Response Barton Health
02 John G. Williams, President & Chief Executive Officer, June 18, 2012

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the

time it considers project approval.

02-1
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9
We appreciate the opportunity to comment and urge your positive action on Alternative 1A of 031
the proposed project. We would be more than happy to answer any questions regarding our :
position that this letter raises. cont'd

Sincerely, ;
g‘_ ) {,UL-/C/L—’L

Bill Chernock

Executive Director *

On behalf of the Board of Directors of the Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce & Visitors
Authority

1477 ULS. Hwy 395 Suite A, Gardnerville, NV 89410
T75-782-8144 » Fax: 775-782-1025 » Email: info@carsonvalleynv.org
www. carsonvalleynv.org » www visitcarsonvalley.org
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Response Carson Valley Chamber of Commerce and Visitors Authority
03 Bill Chernock, Executive Director, June 20, 2012

03-1 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 2-57



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
2-58 Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS



Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS 2-59



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

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

04-1 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
2-60 Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS



Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS 2-61



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

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

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the

time it considers project approval.

05-1
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Response League to Save Lake Tahoe
06 Darcie Goodman Collins, PhD, Executive Director, June 27, 2012
06-1 The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the
time it considers project approval.
06-2 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 commaodities (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 JMA Ventures, LLC
07 David A. Tirman, AlA, Executive Vice President, May 15, 2012

07-1 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 Marriot Vacation Club International
08 Greg Campbell, Area General Manager, June 27, 2012

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the

08-1
time it considers project approval.
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Response Midkiff & Associates
09 Gary D. Midkiff, President, June 26, 2012

The comment of support is noted. The TRPA Governing Board will consider this comment at the

09-1
time it considers project approval.
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Response Sierra Colina, LLC
010 Steven C. Kenninger and Gail A. Jaquish, Ph.D., June 27, 2012

010-1 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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2.4.5 INDIVIDUALS

6/23/12

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
ATTENTION: Ms. Theresa Avance
Subject: Edgewood Lodge Project/EIS

Dear TRPA Governing Board Members,

I'm writing to you regarding the Draft Environmental Statement for the Edgewood Tahoe
Project. Please understand that I'm a private citizen and Tahoe homeowner and that I'm
vitally interested in anything that can contribute in meaningful ways to our coveted Lake
Tahoe lifestyle. 1 feel this new project will do just that.

I'm not an expert on soils or water or environmental science. I'm simply someone who
feels that there's a necessary balance between doing what's right for our precious
environment and doing what’s right for our struggling community. I've been a resident
here for over a decade and feel this entire area is at a tipping point.

When I attended the first public meeting about this project at Edgewood, [ came away
impressed with the lengths to which Edgewood was going to ensure that this balance was
protected and respected. If anything, | felt they were leaning further into protecting the
environment than protecting their corporate needs.

I was particularly impressed with Edgewood’s plan to provide more beach access and 111
outdoor recreation opportunities. This is especially important here in this main casino
core where these are currently scarce commodities. As outlined in the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement, the Lodge project would include public access to all
kinds of lakefront recreational activities heretofore not available. I like the idea of a
public swimming beach where there’s now a parking lot, food and beverage service,
viewing decks, kayak and bike rentals, restrooms and more. This all struck me as hugely
positive for this area as well as for Tahoe. And to accomplish this, Edgewood is even
moving an entire golf hole.

Looking deeper into the EIS, I saw that “...public users would have access to the
lakefront recreation area via the public shared use access pathway or a loop drop off area
in front of the existing clubhouse.” To all that, [ say hurrah!

I was also impressed with Edgewood’s plans to keep over 500,000 pounds of sediment
per year out of the lake. I ask you this: what other private (non-government) entity in
Tahoe would step up and do something like this? I can’t think of one.

Moving to our struggling local economy, I see this project as a huge economic driver.
I've even heard of a study done by the City of South Lake Tahoe that says the Edgewood
project could generate as many as 400 jobs, The positive ripple effect for this city's
businesses and housing market and more would be profound, and all at a time when it is
so profoundly needed.
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In my opinion, completing this project would add immeasurably to the appeal of South
Lake Tahoe. Edgewood, in its current configuration, is a tangible asset and proves its
worth with every visit I've ever made. Whether it’s to have a casual lunch at Brooks, to
enjoy a pleasant dinner (with a local’s 2-for-1 deal) or to attend a wedding there, 1 always
come away impressed. There seems to be a rare and understated, “Edgewood Way” of
doing things that just resonates well with me.

I feel the Edgewood Lodge Project will only propel all of that to an even higher level. In
so doing, our entire community will prosper and South Lake Tahoe will become an even
more diverse destination choice. From campers to casino and motel guests to timeshare
owners and now to the people that will be attracted to this new property, Lake Tahoe will
become even more appealing. It should even attract more international visitors.

I appreciate this opportunity to have my voice heard and I hope that you will do all you
can to move this project forward. For so many good reasons, it’s just the right thing to do.

Sincerely,
James F, Barr

1845 Bonanza Trail
South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150

530.542.2160

11-1
cont'd
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Response
11 James F. Barr, June 23, 2012

11-1 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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June 25, 2012

Casey Blann

Vice President and General Manager
Kirkwood Mountain Resort

P.O. Box 1

Kirkwood, CA 95646

209-258-7202
cblann @ vailresorts.com

RE: Edgewood Lodge Project, Draft EIS

Dear Tahoe Regional Planning Governing Board Members,

Improvement to the envirc | conditions at Lake Tahoe is good for business, both for the
California and Nevada sides of the Lake. We are all well aware that tourists travel to our area
and people move to our region because of the beauty of our natural landscapes, People who
travel 1o Lake Tahoe to recreate do so with certain expectations of having world class amenities
to match the world class scenery. This improvement to Edgewood certainly represents one of the
quality projects that we need to continue to create in order to compete on the world market.

Projects like the Edgewood Lodge are exactly the type of redevelopment we need in the Basin;
partly due 1o the fact that is beneficial to both States. They have removed unsightly hotels (by
buying expensive TAU'S), some in stream zones, and relocated those development rights to a
much more desirable location; the downtown core of South Lake Tahoe. Because of this transfer
of development rights, visitors can walk to a variety of amenities. Keeping people out of cars is
good for the air quality in Lake Tahoe; again, a benefit to both California and Nevada. And let's
remember, they are doing all of this on their own dime. A great example of private enterprise
footing the bill for envi I imp

Another benefit of the Edgewood Project is that it will improve the lives of many families in
both Nevada and California by virtue of the jobs that the new Lodge will bring. With
unemployment rates averaging 19% in South Shore, we sorely need this. Once built, the Lodge
will provide the equivalent of 183 new full-time jobs. This translates in to 183 families who can
make a living, go to our schools, and live in our community,

Not mentioned in the Draft EIS but in an outside study, conducted by Bay Area Economics,
commissioned by the City of South Lake Tahoe last year, along with the mentioned job growth,
the Lodge is expected Lo bring additional economic benefits:
* Lodge guests are expected to spend up to $24 million annually at local busincsses
* The Lodge is expected to generate up to $2 million in TOT and Transicnt Lodging
License Fees (8% and 2% respectively) per year
* The Lodge is expected to generate sales tax of up to $1.7 million (7.1% tax at $24 million
i revenue)
In summary, we need the Edgewood Tiahoe Lodge to serve as a role model for what
redevelopment projects in Lake Tahoe can look like in the future, especially in South Lake
Tahoe. The proposed alpine architectural style and the fact that they are going for a silver level
of green building standards indicates that not only are they going to create something that is
visually appealing but also reduce the impacts on water and energy use.

Let's get Edgewood Lodge passed and start moving forward on all of these good things.

Thank you,

Casey Blann

12-1
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Response
12 Casey Blann, June 25, 2012

12-1 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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To: The Tahoe Regional Planning Agency Govemning Board
Subject: Edgewood Tahoe Lodge Project

From: Patrick Fountain
1246 Tata Lane
South Lake Tahoe,
California 96150

Phone: 530-541-5596

E-mail Wineowl@sbeglobal.net

Dear Governing Board members,

This letter is written in support of the Edgewood Tahoe Lodge project. 1 would like to
thank anyone who was involved in the changes that the project has brought to the south
end of the community. Tearing down the old dilapidated motel that sat on Bonanza Street
and replacing it with a neighborhood park is a god sent for that area of our community.
Most of the children that live in the apartment buildings in that area of the community
have been subject to playing in the streets and parking lots for many years. Bringing a
neighborhood park to that area of the community is creating a safe, clean, and healthy
environment for the children that are being raised in the housing that surrounds that area.

The Edgewood Tahoe Lodge project will bring both construction jobs and long-term jobs
to our community. As a long term resident of the community I have raised my family
here and have been able to prosper. [ would like to see that same opportunity made
available to the youth of our community. This type oppertunity is created by quality
projects such as the Edgewood Tahoe Lodge.

13-1

The Edgewood Tahoe has been a quality business partner for our community for many
years. Going forward with and approving the Edgewood Tahoe Lodge project will be a
quality investment that will benefit our community for years to come.

Thank you.
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Response
I3 Patrick Fountain, Not dated

13-1 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
14 Chris Proctor, June 25, 2012

14-1 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
15 Patricia Sorokwasz, June 25, 2012

I5-1 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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RE: Edgewood Lodge Project, Draft EIS Comment

Dear Theresa Avance ,Tahoe Regional Planning and Advisory Planning Agency
Members,

My name is Marilyn Spencer, I am the broker owner of Alpen Mortgage Ca and NV.
I'have gone over the available materials for the Edgewood Lodge Project, and

would like to voice my enthusiastic support.
Unlike other projects in our area that have gone uncompleted, the financial and

business reputation of the family and corporation behind this project is stellar. The time.

careful planning and energy that has gone into it ensures its success. The consulting
firms attached to this project are local talent, who have a vested interest in wanting only
the best for the place they live.

Not only will local jobs be generated, but the tourist revenues for the area will increase
also. Helping the smaller shops and stores in the arca to stay in business.

The Edgewood project has kept to a mountain architectural design of the buildings and
grounds, keeping it consistent with the surroundings. The golf course will remain a
world class attraction, now with the benefit of being a destination resort.

I give my full support to the Edgewood Lodge Project and anxiously await its
completion.

Regards,

Marilyn Spencer

16-1
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Response
16 Marilyn Spencer, Not dated

16-1 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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To: Teresa Avance, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
From: Alison Stanton, Consulting Research Botanist

3170 Highway 50 Suite # 7, South Lake Tahoe, CA 96150
alisonestan @sh: I

Date: 6/28/2012
Re: Edgewood Lodge Draft EIS comments

I am an independent research botanist and a 10 year resident of the Lake Tahoe Basin. [
moved here in 2002 to initiate a research program on the endangered Tahoe yellow
cress (TYC). Through my extensive field research on the species and my participation
and facilitation of the TYC Adaptive Management Working Group (AMWG), | have
become the foremost expert on the species.

The beach at Edgewood Golf course has been included in lake-wide surveys that have
been conducted for TYC since 1979. The number of TYC stems occurring along the beach
and at the mouth of Edgewood Creek may have fluctuated over time, but the site has
been regularly, if not continually occupied. Based on this empirical survey data, the site
has been designated a Core area for conservation of the species in the TYC Conservation
Strategy.

It is my personal and professional opinion that the proposed Edgewood Lodge project 171
does not pose a threat to the long-term persistence of Tahoe yellow cress on the site or
threaten the viability of the population. It is the conclusion of the DEIS and my own
conclusion that the potential impacts to TYC stem not from construction or operation of
the Lodge but from the day-lighting of Edgewood Creek as part of Threshold
Improvement Project C. However, the potential benefits from the proposed Threshold
Improvement Projects would greatly outweigh any potentially significant effects on TYC.
The recommended mitigation for the potential effect is rigorous and includes a longer
survey period (5 years) than is generally imposed for similar projects (2-3 years). In
addition, the proposed mitigation includes a strong adaptive management component
and full cooperation with the TYC AMWG to both assess and mitigate any potential
impacts from the project.

Edgewood Companies has a demonstrated track record of environmental stewardship
for TYC and collaboration with the AMWG. AMWG members have been allowed access
to their beach to conduct annual surveys and in 2007 and 2008 [ was allowed to conduct
experimental plantings of container-grown TYC and translocation of naturally occurring
TYC on the golf course beach. Edgewood Companies has an active TYC Stewardship Plan
in place and hosted a community planting event of 100 container-grown TYC this year in
May.

The adaptive approach to TYC mitigation and the proposed water quality improvements
included in the project design sets an excellent precedent for shorezone development
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around Lake Tahoe. The proposed water quality improvements go above and beyond
mitigation requirements and | commend Edgewood Companies for including them in the
project. Edgewood Lodge would provide a great economic benefit to the community of 17-1
South Lake Tahoe and the project design includes a host of beneficial water quality

cont'd
improvements that will help protect Lake Tahoe clarity. This is the way development
should happen at Lake Tahoe and I strongly support the Edgewood Lodge project.
® Page 2
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Response
17 Alison Stanton, June 28, 2012

17-1 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 Ascent Environmental

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
2-92 Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Final EIS



Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments

Response
I8 Paul Sterling, June 27, 2012

18-1 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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2.4.6

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).

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission { APC)

Public Hearing Notes on Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Draft EIS

May 9, 2012
9:30 AM—11:45AM

Comment By

Comment S y

Response Provided at
Meeting (where applicable)

APC Members — Clarifying Questions

from parking lot to lodge/golf
course facilities. Do they walk?

Does the applicant intend to apply
for a gaming permit?

John Upton Is there separate study that Yes, Nichols Consulting
substantiates the sediment load Engineers (NCE) prepared
findings analysis.

Will the pier be in a location where Yes.

it could be used by the public?

Would beach users be able to use Nanette Hansel (Ascent) and

self-parking or valet parking? Edgewood Companies (EC):
Not intended to be a drive-to
beach

Mike Riley Confused about how the public gets | Theresa Avance (TRPA): Golf

course users would self-park;
lodge users would use valet
parking.

EC: No, does notthink it is
permitted.

Peter Maurer

Where would dredging material go?

Patrick Rhamey (EC): It
would remain on site; much
of it would be worked into
the golf course
improvements.

Chuck Green

What is the construction
timeframa?

Patrick Rhamey (EC):
Anticipates Governing Board
hearing later this year. If
project is approved this year,
the earliest construction
could begin would be next
year. Initial phases would be
constructing a new hole-9,
site utilities, etc. They need
to work around Celebrity Golf
Tournament timing.
Construction would need to
commence as market
timing/funds are appropriate

PH1

PH1-1
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Comment By

Comment S Y

Response Provided at
Meeting (where applicable)

Will EC do anything that
captures/exhibits the Park family's
history and legacy?

and would allow. EC will
continue to demonstrate
thoughtful and patient
progress toward project
completion.

Patrick Rhamey (EC): We
haven't reached that level of
detail yet.

Other EC response: Yes, we
have a good opportunity and
will explore that in latter
phases of planning/design.

Mark (Fire Chief Representative)

What is the anticipated use of the
new proposed pier, and will there
be a commercial use?

No commercial use. There
would be no gas or pump
house facilities. The pier
would be used for limited
operations/access to and
from the resort.

Public Comments

Pat Fountain (resident)

Supports project. Thanks anyone
who's been invalved in the positive
changes that project is bringing to
the “south end of the community.”
Project will bring jobs and other
benefits locally.

Alison Stanton (Research
Batanist/Independent
Consultant)

Have been conducting research on

Tahoe yellow cress (TYC) since 2002,

Consulted on some of the Draft EIS
preparation related to TYC impacts.
The benefits from Threshold
Improvement Project C would
“vastly outweigh” potential adverse
impacts to TYC. The largest colony
of TYC plants occurs north of the
existing mouth of Edgewood Creek
in a collapsed area {collapsed since
2006). There is a potential
significant impact of moving the
creek mouth, but it will be difficult
to quantify.

The proposed mitigation in the
Draft EIS is a step forward in TYC
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Comment By

Comment S Y

Response Provided at
Meeting (where applicable)

conservation at Lake Tahoe. EC
would work with the TYC Adaptive
Management Working Group
(AMWG); and AMWG members
support that idea and process.

PH1-3
cont'd

Karen Hauser (The Boys and Girls
Club of Lake Tahoe)

Supports project, EC and the Park
family have been huge supporters
of youth in our community. (Karen
provided some examples of how
proposed improvements would
benefit youth.)

PHi4

Corinna Osborne, General
Manager of Horizon Casino and
15-year resident of South Lake
Tahoe

Supports Alternative “A.” Based on
thoroughness of Draft EIS, it seems
clear that the project will have no
significant impact and will improve
natural landscape. The project
would also have benefits to job
growth, though that issue was only
touched on in EIS.

Although not mentioned in the
Draft EIS, but in a separate
economic study, there will be other
economic benefits such as lodge-
guest spending in the area, up to
$4.5 million annually, and an
increase in generated sales tax.

Conclusion: We need the
Edgewood Project, to serve as a role
model as to what new development
should strive for. The silver-level
LEED certification goal and lodge
architecture are exemplary.

PH1-5

Margaret Eldridge Graph {owner
of property next to the 9" tee;
small cabin owned by
grandfather since 1930s)

Does the study address hours and
days of construction? Would the
utility lines along the “dirt road”
change? What are plans for Morgan
house at Twin Pine? Is there a
model of the project on display?

Fence type — concerned about style
of fence along Stateline border. We
would prefer something like
wrought iron instead of solid
fencing, to promote views of trees

PH1-6

PH1-7
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Comment S Y

Response Provided at
Meeting (where applicable)

and the golf course.

We support your project.

Paul Sterling {owner and
resident of Tahoe Village
Apartments on Cedar Avenue)

Strongly supports project. This is
exactly the type of world-class
development the town needs.
Under existing conditions, people
have to drive to access the beach.
Those existing driving trips could be
substantial, and could be reduced
by project. Environmental
improvements are fantastic. Also,
the benefit of acquisition of EC’s
TAUs is being understated.

Lisa Deleon, Owner of
Destination Tahoe Meetings and
Events

Supports the proposed project. The
project is a “godsend” for her group.
Her clients are constantly looking
for large lakefront properties
suitable for larger groups--viable
lakefront options to hold events and
stay. There would be plenty of
indirect benefits to the larger
community and economy. For
example, not all users of
Edgewood's meeting space/facilities
will stay at the Edgewood Lodge;
this would benefit other lodges,
caterers, florists, and other
businesses in the area.

Chris Stetler, Senior Civil
Engineer with Nichols Consulting
Engineers.

Part of consultant team that worked
an project. Formerly worked for
Lahontan RWQCB as an engineer.

In favor of project. Very impressed
with the level of EC's commitment
to go beyond what is required (e.g.,
stormwater improvements).

Charlie Donohue {APC Chair):
Project consultant testimony
is not appropriate during
public hearing/comment
period.

Club

Tom Castaneda, Tahoe Beach

The EIS is more than adequate.
EC/Park Cattle have been
tremendous stewards of the land.
The various recreation
improvements are important. The
viability of the casino core area
would benefit from improved
outdoor recreation aspects of the

-l— PH1-7
cont'd
I PHi-8

PH1-9

PH1-10

PH1i-11

PH1-12
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Comment By

Comment S Y

Response Provided at
Meeting (where applicable)

project.

Bea Gorman {Tahoe Chamber of
Commerce)

The Chamber has been promaoting
geotourism. The Edgewood project
hits all of the geotourism tenets:
LEED certification, environmental
pratection and improvements, etc.
{Bea highlighted some
environmental improvements of the
project). Importantly, the project is
using private investment dollars for
these improvements.

PH1-13

Gary Midkiff

Ponds and wetlands contribute to
water quality benefits. The golf
course has restored about 4.5 acres
of wetlands in the last 20 years, The
project would benefit the
enviranment, economy, and
socioeconomics. Urges certification
of the EIS.

PH1-14

Public Comment Closed.

APC Member Follow-up Comments

Steve Teshara

From TTD's perspective, EC has
been a great partner in the South
Demaonstration Project and other
efforts.

Regarding the new pier: suggests
considering opportunities for a cross
ferry.

Persuaded that the Alternative 1A
version of the roofline is
architecturally superior.

PH1-15

PH1-16

PH1-17

Brandy McMahan

The Draft EIS references the 2006
Douglas County Master plan;
however, the latest Master Plan was
completed in 2011, and the 2011
Master Plan is available on the
County's website.

PH1-18

11:45 AM: HEARING CLOSED
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Response TRPA Advisory Planning Commission, Public Hearing
PH1 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

PH1-8

PH1-9

PH1-10

PH1-11

PH1-12

PH1-13

PH1-14

PH1-15

PH1-16

PH1-17

PH1-18

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.

See response to comment PH1-2.
See response to comment PH1-2.
See response to comment PH1-2.
See response to comment PH1-2.
See response to comment PH1-2.
See response to comment PH1-2.
See response to comment PH1-2.

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

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.

This comment is noted.

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
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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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TRPA Governing Board

Public Hearing Notes on Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project Draff

June 28, 2012
11:00 AM—1:48 PM
{lunch recess from 12:15 - 1:15 PM)

Comment By

Comment Summary

Response Provided at
Meeting (where
applicable)

Governing Board — Clarifying Questions

Shelly Aldean

How does pier relate to the existing
Shorezone Program?

Lew Feldman: The
proposed pier
reconstruction complies
with current Shorezone
regulations.

Claire Fortier

What is meant by the chapter
“Human Health and Risk of Upset”?

Nanette Hansel (Ascent):
That is a term used in the
TRPA Initial Environmental
Checklist (IEC). The
chapter addresses risk of
exposure to natural
hazards (e.g., wildfire
exposure) and hazardous
materials (e.g., asbestos).

Shelly Aldean If Tahoe yellow cress (TYC) Nanette Hansel (Ascent):
responds well to disturbance, are TYC does respond well to
we harming the plant by restricting | natural changes in lake
access? levels and geomorphic

effects, but not trampling.
Fencing would allow

natural processes to occur,
but would avoid trampling.

Public Comments

Carol Chapman (Lake Tahoe
Visitors Authority)

Noted that NBC and other national
organizations are excited about
project. This project will encourage
international visitation. Noted that
project is going for LEED
certification and is a good model
for redevelopment. Tourism
product has environmental
benefits, becomes the madel for
our community as project goes
forward. Noted that some

PH2-1

PH2-2
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Comment By

Comment Summary

Response Provided at
Meeting (where
applicable)

conferences cannot be held at a
venue that has not been LEED
certified. Does not see any
negatives with this project. Asked
that GB certify environmental
document. Provided praises for
Edgewood Companies as
community leader.

PH2-2
cont'd

Patrick Baginiski (Tahoe
Outdoor Living Owner)

Landscaper for Bonanza Park. He
has received excellent pubic
response from the neighborhood
for the Bonanza Park. He has seen
a transformation of the
neighborhood related to the park.

PH2-3

Bill Chernock (Carson Valley
Chamber of Commerce and
Visitors Authority)

Supports project, specifically
Alternative 1A in EIS. This project
sets an example for South Shore
tourism. The South Shore lacks this
type of high end lodging. Urges
approval of Alternative 1A.

PH24

Alison Stanton (Research
Botanist/Independent
Consultant)

Involved with experimental
research related to TYC since 2002.
She is the foremost expert on TYC.
Potential effects on TYC are not
associated with the lodge, but the
proposed threshold improvement
projects. There are potentially
significant impacts to TYC from
Threshold Improvement Project C.
Concerns about alteration of flow
affecting a core population at creek
mouth. Itis not clear what long
term impacts could be. Supports
EIS adaptive management strategy
that would more than adequately
resolve potential impacts.
Appreciates five year monitoring,
which is longer than typical.
Edgewood has consistently allowed
access to property for TYC
monitoring and enhancement. She
supports this project.

PH2-5
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Comment By

Comment Summary

Response Provided at
Meeting (where
applicable)

Karen Hauser (Executive
Director, The Boys and Girls
Club of Lake Tahoe)

Introduce three girls that are boys
and girls club members. Read the
700+ pages of EIS. Gives support to
document as adequate. Read
statement in support. Noted the
connection to environment and
education opportunities provided
by the project. Recognized
Edgewood Companies for their
support of the boys and girls club.

PH2-6

Danette Winslow (St. Theresa
Catholic School/Community
Member)

Supports EIS, and helpful in
understanding the project.
Thankful for Bonanza Park project.
Edgewood is an excellent
community member. Water
quality improvements ties into 3
through 8" grade environmental
studies. Thanks the TRPA for their
work to protect and enhance the
environment. Supports the project.

PH2-7

Barbara Roberts (Neighbor to
golf course property)

Speaking for her family, including
Margaret and Alan Graf). Supports
the efforts at Bonanza Park.
Neighbor to golf course property.
Thankful and hopeful that project
will keep the neighborhood
peaceful and protect the natural
environment. Supports
Alternative 1A. They have the only
cabin that you can see from site.
Concerns about traffic flow and
construction noise, hours of
construction, and staging areas.
Regardless, supports this long
needed project.

PH2-8

Nick Exline (Midkiff and
Associates)

Supports the project. Good
example of a good marriage
between the environment and
economy. Project will provide
much needed jobs.

PH2-9
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Response Provided at
Comment By Comment Summary Meeting (where
applicable)

Governing Board Follow-up Comments

Tim Cashman What is the construction timeline? | Lew Feldman: No retail is
Any significant commercial being proposed at the
development at the hotel? lodge. Applicant hopes to

initiate construction in
2013 and will begin with
golf course realignment to
allow for hotel
construction. Lodge could
be open around 2015.

Shelly Aldean Mentioned League to Save Lake Lew Feldman: The PAS was
Tahoe letter regarding expansion of | adopted by the Governing
urban boundary and requested Board in 1994, and allows PH2-10

initial thoughts from Lew Feldman. | construction of up to 250
TAUs. He does not
interpret this project as
impacting the urban
boundary. Development
can occur in recreation
zone, like an RV park.
Lodge is expressly allowed
in the PAS and project
mitigates impacts to less
than significant. Disagrees
with urban boundary issue
raised by League.

1:48 PM: HEARING CLOSED
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Response
PH2

TRPA Governing Board, Public Hearing
June 28, 2012

PH2-1

PH2-2

PH2-3

PH2-4

PH2-5

PH2-6

PH2-7

PH2-8

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.

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

See response to comment PH2-2.
See response to comment PH2-2.
See response to comment PH2-2.
See response to comment PH2-2.
See response to comment PH2-2.

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.
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3  REVISIONS AND CORRECTIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS

3.1 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:

4 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 fer

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.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS 3-1



Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS Ascent Environmental

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 16f5$8;434-60-is+equired.
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
306385 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.022-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 26f$3,221-80-isreguired. 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 36f$13,502.60-isreguired. 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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Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS

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

PermitName

Purpose of Permit

Douglas County

Site Improvement Permit
Building Permit

Floodplain Development
Permit

Grading and engineering work
Building design

Development in floodplain

Douglas County Sewer Improvement District

Sewer Permit

Authorization for sewer connections

Nevada Division of Environmental Protection

SWPPP and other Bureau
of Water Pollution Control

Activities related to soil disturbance and
discharges at the site

permits

Water System Plan
Review

Any modifications to the water system,
including water line improvements

Nevada Department of Transportation,
District Il

Encroachment Permit

Temporary and/or permanent encroachment

work within the state’s right-of-way (if

1
necessary I

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-coversamendmentto-Chapter37-of
TRPA-CodefAlternative tA-enlylpPier
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. Required Permits and Reviews
Permitting Agency PermitName 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 necessar:

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-irimum
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

Exhibit 3-2 Project Area and Surrounding Land Uses
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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. Recent Projects at Edgewood Tahoe Golf Course
TRPA Permit# / File # Description
Permit # 19920423 Clubhouse/parking lot elements of Stateline Stormwater Association System best management

practices (BMPs), SSWA pump station, and pipeline to pond 10)
(Note: the pond numbering at the site corresponds to the adjacent golf hole number.)

Permit # 19930383 Clubhouse remodel

File # 19940843STD Underground tank removal

Permit # 19940894 Multi-year SEZ Restoration Project (restore SEZ, create wetlands, install fish ladder)

File # 19960417STD Runoff control (BMPs) and parking lot paving

Permit # 19990525 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.

File # 2000365STD Replace chain link fence with wrought iron fence

File # 20030239STD Golf course entry gate replacement

File# 2030101STD Golf course new and updated signage

Permit # 20030945 Utility line upgrades and maintenance facility relocation

Permit # 20050333 Outdoor recreation concessions and minor revision to parking and turn around area

Permit # 2006111 Grading permit for golf areas

Permit # 20060819 Placement of a generator on a newly constructed 68 square foot pad. Revegetated and retired
102 square feet of SEZ.

Permit # 20070006 Golf course modification (relocation of golf greens for golf holes 5 and 12)

Permit # 2007 0032 Man-modified determination (clubhouse project area changed from LCD 1b to 6)

Permit # ERSP2007-0139 |Edgewood Water Company and KGID waterline project

Permit # ERSP2008-0466 |Re-contour driving range near the golf hole 15 tee
Permit # ERSP2009-0766 |Upgrade golf course irrigation system

Permit # ERSP2009-2090 |Brooks Bar winter operation — temporary use (expired April 11, 2011)

Permit # ERSP2009-3415 |Snowmobile operation —temporary activity (permitted through November 21, 2014expired
funre-17,-2010)

Permit # Tree2010-0945 |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.

Permit # Tree2010-1295 |Tree removal (has not been completed). Limited tree removal near the maintenance building to
protect the structure.

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 rangeecalisforprovidingarange of visitor and local serving outdoor--oriented recreation
opportunities, integrated with the existing and planned improvements within the casino corerider. In addition
special areas should provide accommodations for tourists.”
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3-6 Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS



Ascent Environmental Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS

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 areacenstructed-in1978-underapermitissued-by-the
N o A \ I 079) in connectionwith the private racidence

issued-because-of-the TRPA-Shorezone Ordinanceslitigation—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. Alternative 1 - Proposed Project TAU Source Details
Land Restoration
L Capability Location and .
Description of No. of L Planned Re-use of Evidence
retired pro erty Address APN TAUs Status District of Sending Parcel Square Feet of Completed !
prop Sending Restoration P
Parcel Required
Tahoe Beach |3601 Lake 027-040-33 | 63 |TAUs banked on the sending property. 7 Tahoe Beach & Ski Club (less  |Off-site, SEZ
& Ski Club Tahoe Blvd, (Formerly The 63 TAUs were allowed to be banked 63 units), still exists. Rooms 41,263 sf restoration
South Lake 027-040- through the combining of rooms. were combined resulting in an on
Tahoe, CA 21) excess of TAUs for the Edgewood
property. Edgewood has Tahoe Golf
purchased the 63 excess units. Course
Carousel Laurel Ave, 029-061-10 | 27 |Two motels on site, Carousel Motel and 5 Redevelopment Project 3 Off-site, SEZ
Motel South Lake 029-061-14 Thunderbird Motel, were demolished to 5 13,746 sf restoration
- Tahoe, CA allow for construction of Redevelopment - on
Thunderbird 029-061-08 | 20 Project 3. The identified TAUs are in 5 Off-site, Edgewood
Motel 029-061-13 excess of those needed for 5 21,050 sf Tahoe Golf
Redevelopment Project 3, and are banked Course
on the sending property.
Colony Inn 3794 Montreal [029-441-04 | 34 |Structures previous demolished. TAUs 5 Native SEZ & Upland On-site, Parcel
Road (west of banked on the sending property. restoration 32,563 sf restored
Forest Suitgs 1b On-site, (TRPA File
Inn), Stateline, 32,247 sf ERSP 2009-
NV 3560)
C&M Lodge |1209 Bonanza, [{032-151-15 | 50 [InJune 2011 the South Lake Tahoe City 7 Conversion to a Neighborhood | Off-site, SEZ
South Lake Council approved Edgewood Companies’ Park (Bonanza Park) 30,194 sf restoration
Tahoe, CA request to transfer 50 TAUs from the site on
to the project area and to replace the Edgewood
existing structure with a park (Bonanza Tahoe Golf
Park) to be owned and managed by the Course
City after completion. Park is expected to
be constructed in 2012.
Totals 194 171,06329,8
00 sf

1 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

Tahoe Regi

onal 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 faceade 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 facgade area resulting in a net increase of 1,289095 square feet of visible
faceade 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). ONRWSs are provided the
highest level of protection under EPA’s Antidegradation Policy, stipulating that states may allow some limited
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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 ONRWSs 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:
4 recreation not involving contact with the water;

recreation involving contact with the water;
propagation of aquatic life, including a coldwater fishery;

4
4
4 municipal or domestic supply, or both; and
4

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.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
3-10 Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS



Ascent Environmental Revisions and Corrections to the Draft EIS

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 (00703003111) that extends into Lake Tahoe from a location
north of the existing lakefront residences; the Kingsbury General Improvement District (KGID) intake line
(00709005111); 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

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  Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 1 would result in an increase of approximately
5.10.1-5 622504 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 16f$8;434-60-isrequired. 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 622564 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 aaraiquality-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

assouated Wlth re5|dent|al Jfand—asesand tourlst accommodatlon unlts —'ee—e#set—the—petenﬂal—tm#ﬁc—and—a-lc

trip, TRPA wouId assess an air quality mﬁmaﬂon—t—he—a#—qua#t—y—mrﬂgaﬂen—fee and/or recognize in Ileu

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. asseciated-with-this

As the net increase in region-wide VMT resulting from Alternative 1 (6225084) is not substantial in relation to the
Regional Plan threshold, this impact is considered less than significant.

Table 5.10-9. Alternative 1 - Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calculations
. Daily Vehicle Trip | Average Trip
Land Use TRPATrip Type ! Er'l’;s ovBe |Len gtﬁ | VT
Existing Land Uses
Golf Course Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW \ 673 | 392 | 2636
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant  |Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 214 3.47 742
Brooks Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 708 3.47 2,454
North Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 320 3.47 1,109
South Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 128 3.47 444
Banquet Employees Average of RHBW and RNHB 13 3.13 41
Total Clubhouse 1,383 4,790
Single-Family Residences | Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips 19 3.60 68
Total Existing Development 2,075 7,494
Proposed Land Uses
Lodge
Hotel Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and 886 5.58 4,940
RNHB
Multiple-Bedroom Units |Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and 272 5.58 1,517
RNHB
Subtotal Lodging Units 1,158 6,457
Health Spa Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 40 3.92 157
Lodge Restaurant Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 36 3.47 125
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Table 5.10-9. Alternative 1 - Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calculations

Lodge Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 16 3.47 55
Lodge Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 324 3.47 1,123
Lodge Banquet Average of RHBW and RNHB 18 3.13 56
Employees
Subtotal Lodge Amenities 434 1,516
Total Lodge 1,592 7,973
Golf Course Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 548 3.92 2,146
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant  |Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 200 3.47 693
Brooks Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 567 3.47 1,965
North Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 324 3.47 1,123
South Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 259 3.47 898
Clubhouse Banquet Average of RHBW and RNHB 17 3.13 53
Employees
Subtotal Clubhouse 1,367 4,732
Public Beach and Pier Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 80 3.92 313
Single-Family Residences | Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips 19 3.60 68
Shuttle Vehicle Trips Average trip to casino corridor, Heavenly Village, etc. 96 1.26 121
Total Proposed Development 3,702606 15,35323
2
Net Impact at Project Site with Alternative 1 (Proposed Minus Lodging Units 373
Minus Shuttle Vehicle Trips Minus Existing Land Uses)
Units to be Transferred from Other Parcels
Carousel Motel Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and 148 5.58 825
RNHB
Thunderbird Motel Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and 109 5.58 608
RNHB
Tahoe Beach and Ski Club |Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and 422 5.58 2,353
RNHB
Colony Inn Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and 186 5.58 1,037
RNHB
C&M Lodge Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB, RHBW, and 433 5.58 2,414
RNHB
Total Units to be Transferred 1,298 7,237
Impact of Alternative 1 on Tahoe Region (Proposed Minus Existing Minus 329233 622501
Transferred)
Region Wide VMT * 1,987,794
Percent Increase Due to Alternative 1 0.03%

1 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

Mitigation Measure

No mitigation is required.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
3-14 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 5.10-41, Impact 5.10.2-5 is
revised as follows:

Impact Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 2 would result in a net increase of approximately
5.10.2-5 306485 VMT over the course of a peak summer day, or a 0.024-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 VMTef-$3,224.80-isrequired. 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 306485 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 0.022 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.

’

As the net increase in region-wide VMT resulting from Alternative 2 (306385) 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. Alternative 2 - Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calculations
. Daily Vehicle Trip | Average Tri
Land Use TRPATripType ! Er"‘;s (DVTE)Z'” e gﬂ*‘f (ml‘; T
Existing Land Uses
Golf Course | Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW | 673 | 392 | 2636
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant | Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW | 24 | 347 | 2
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Brooks Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 708 3.47 2,454
North Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 320 3.47 1,109
South Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 128 3.47 444
Banquet Employees Average of RHBW and RNHB 13 3.13 41
Total Clubhouse 1,383 4,790
Single-Family Residences Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips 19 3.60 68
Total Existing Development 2,075 7,494
Proposed Land Uses
Lodge
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
Hotel RHBW, and RNHB 708 5.58 3,948
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
Multiple-Bedroom Units RHBW, and RNHB 729 5.58 4,065
Subtotal Lodging Units 1,437 8,013
Health Spa Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 44 3.92 172
Lodge Restaurant Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 40 3.47 139
Lodge Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 37 3.47 128
Lodge Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 324 3.47 1,123
Lodge Banquet Employees Average of RHBW and RNHB 18 3.13 56
Subtotal Lodge Amenities 463 1,618
Total Lodge 1,900 9,631
Golf Course Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 548 3.92 2,146
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 200 3.47 693
Brooks Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 567 3.47 1,965
North Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 324 3.47 1,123
South Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 0 3.47 0
Clubhouse Banquet Employees |Average of RHBW and RNHB 17 3.13 53
Subtotal Clubhouse 1,108 3,834
Public Beach and Pier Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 80 3.92 313
Single-Family Residences Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips 19 3.60 68
Shuttle Vehicle Trips Average trip to casino corridor, Heavenly 96 1.26 121
Village, etc.
16,11315;
Total Proposed Development 3,751655 992
Units to be Transferred from Other Parcels * 1,491 5.58 8,313
Net Impact at Project Site with Alternative 2 (Proposed Minus Lodging Units 143
Minus Shuttle Vehicle Trips Minus Existing Land Uses)
Net Increase in Region-Wide VMT with Alternative 2 (Proposed Minus Existing
Minus Transferred) 18589 306185
Region Wide VMT * 1,987,794
Percent Increase Attributable to Alternative 2 0.021%

Home 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

1 HBR = Home Based Recreation, NHB = Non-Home Based, RHBW = Resident Home Based Work, HBO = Home Based Other, RNHB = Resident Non-

transit use (near Stateline area).

Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 2012
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Section 5.10, Traffic, Parking, and Circulation, beginning on page 5.10-54, Impact 5.10.3-5 is
revised as follows:

Impact Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT). Alternative 3 would result in a net increase of approximately
5.10.3-5 1,3422241 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 36f$43;502.60-isrequired. 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 1,3422213 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 Subsectlon 65.2.4(C) of the TRPA Code at the t|me of

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. Alternative 3 - Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Calculations
. Daily Vehicle Trip | Average Trip
Land Use TRPATHip Type ! Ends(DVIE)2 | Length (i) VMT
Existing Land Uses
Golf Course Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW | 673 | 392 | 2636
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 214 3.47 742
Brooks Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 708 3.47 2,454
North Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 320 3.47 1,109
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South Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 128 3.47 444
Banquet Employees Average of RHBW and RNHB 13 3.13 41
Total Clubhouse 1,383 4,790
Single-Family Residences Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips 19 3.60 68
Total Existing Development 2,075 7,494
Proposed Land Uses
Lodge
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
Hotel RHBW, and RNHB 731 5.58 4,076
Average of All Visitor Types Except NHB,
Multiple-Bedroom Units RHBW, and RNHB 838 5.58 4,672
Subtotal Lodging Units 1,569 8,748
Health Spa Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 44 3.92 172
Lodge Restaurant Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 40 3.47 139
Lodge Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 37 3.47 128
Lodge Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 324 3.47 1,123
Lodge Banquet Employees Average of RHBW and RNHB 18 3.13 56
Subtotal Lodge Amenities 463 1,618
Total Lodge 2,032 10,366
Golf Course Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 548 3.92 2,146
Clubhouse
Edgewood Restaurant Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 200 3.47 693
Brooks Bar Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 567 3.47 1,965
North Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 324 3.47 1,123
South Banquet Room Average of All HBO, NHB, and RHBW 259 3.47 898
Clubhouse Banquet Employees |Average of RHBW and RNHB 17 3.13 53
Subtotal Clubhouse 1,367 4,732
Public Beach and Pier Average of All HBR, NHB, and RHBW 80 3.92 313
Single-Family Residences Average of All Resident Home-Based Trips 19 3.60 68
Shuttle Vehicle Trips Average trip to casino corridor, Heavenly 96 1.26 121
Village, etc.
17,74662
Total Proposed Development 4,142046 5
Units to be Transferred from Other Parcels ° 1,598 5.58 8,910
Net Impact at Project Site with Alternative 3 (Proposed Minus Lodging Units 402
Minus Shuttle Vehicle Trips Minus Existing Land Uses)
Net Increase in Region-Wide VMT with Alternative 32 (proposed Minus Existing Minus Transferred) 469373 1,342221
Region Wide VMT * 1,987,794
Percent Increase Attributable to Alternative 32 0.076%
1 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 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

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 envirenmental-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. H-replacement-wererequiredt-would-be-within-the-existing

7
arvaigualibhnoise j A

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

Exhibit 5.3-6a Existing and Simulated View of Alternative 3 from Lake Tahoe, Viewpoint 1 (South of Existing Clubhouse)

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS 11






4  REFERENCES

Anderson, Rob, P.E., W.R.S., CFM. Principal Engineer. RO Anderson, Minden, Nevada. November 4, 2011—letter
to Bobby King, General Manager at Edgewood Water Company regarding a comparative review of the
results of the Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk Assessment dated October 2008 prepared by

Black & Veatch in conjunction with the Tahoe Water Suppliers’ Association and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers.

.July 19, 2012 —letter to Theresa Avance, Senior Planner at TRPA regarding responses to Draft EIS
comments from the Tahoe Waters Suppliers Association and the State of Nevada, Division of
Environmental Protection — Bureau of Safe Drinking Water.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency

Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS 4-1



References Ascent Environmental

This page intentionally blank.

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
4-2 Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Realignment Project Final EIS



Appendix D

Scenic Resource Materials






Contrast Rating Analysis






Memorandum

Design Workshop, Inc.

Landscape Architecture To: Edgewood Team
fj‘ﬁjﬂpll;::z‘ From: Richard Shaw
Strategic Services 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),

DESIGNWORKSHOP

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.designworkshop.com

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.

Page 2



CONTRAST RATING SHEET

House #1 Total
Exposed Wood Window Lakefront
Roof Wall Wood Fascia Glazing Door Trim Facade
[Area SF | [ 5603 |+| 9221 |+] 918 [+ 357.9 |+| 4429 |+] 473 |+] 805 |=| 2502.8 |
[Percentage | | 224% | | 368% || 37% | | 143% | [ 17.7% | | 1.9% | | 3.2% |
X X X X X X X
Color and
Relectance
Rating ! 9 3 1 1 1 1 1
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass Gley2 5/5B 2.5YR 6/6 10YR 7/1 10YR 7/1 >15% 10YR 7/1 10YR 7/1
11 11 11 11 11 1
[ 20 J+«[ 11 J+«[ 00 J+¢[ 01 J+[ 02 |+ 00 [+ 00 || 34 |
[Percentage | [ 22% || 37% || 4% || 14% || 186 || 206 | | 3% |
X X X X X X X
Surface Plane/ _
2 7 + 6 + 7 + 7 + 5 [+ 5 |+| 5 =
Texture Score
Texture Moderate Minimal Moderate Moderate None None None
# of Planes: 2
1 1 1l 1 1l 1
[ 154 |+ 222 |+ o028 |+ o098 [+ 09 |+ 01 ]+ 015 |7] 62 |

111" of 317

CONTRAST RATING

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible: 35% Perimeter Score® :
11



CONTRAST RATING SHEET

House #2 Total
Exposed Wood Fence Window Lakefront
Roof Wall Wood Fascia Glazing Brick Poles Door Trim Mechanical Facade
[Area SF | | 3520 |+ 27107 |+| 436 |+ 806 |+ 2374 |+ 324 |+| 458 |+ 236 |+ 204 |+ 42 |s| 11207 |
[Percentage | | 314% | | 242% | | 39% | | 72w || 2129 || 29% || 41% || 21% || 26w || 04% |
X X X X X X X X X X
Color and
Reflectance
Rating ! 9 12 8 15 1 5 1 15 1 1

Munsell Color for
surface and

Reflectance for glass 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
11 Il 11 11 11 11 11 11 11
[ 28 ]+« 29 ]+ 03 J+«[ 11 ]+« 02 ]+« o1 J+«[ 00 |+[ 03 [+ 00 ]+ 00 7] 7.7 |
[Percentage | [ 31% || 246 || 4% || 7% | [ 21 | [ 3% || 4% [ 2% || 3% || ow |
X X X X X X X X X X
Surface Plane/ +
2 8 + 6 + 7 + 6 + 5 + 8 + 5 + 5 + 5 + 5
Texture Score
Texture Heavy Minimal Moderate Minimal None Heavy None None None None
# Of Planeszﬁ 1l 11 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l 11 11
[ 25 |+ 14 J+[ 03 J+[ 04 J+[ 11 J+[ 02 J+[ 02 ]+ 01 J+[ 02 J+[ 00 ]-| 6.4 |
+

Percent of Perimeter Visible:  37% Perimeter Score 3 :

105' of 287 1

CONTRAST RATING



COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING

oé"’b e £\ D Total
§ 5'? \éb ,§§ Lakefront
S L L N Facade
[Area SF | [ 5954|+[ 2503[+[ 1121]+[  645]+| o]+| o]+| o]+| o= 10223 |
[Percentage | | 58w | 24%m| |  11%] | 6%]| | 0%| | 0%]| | 0%| | 0%)]
X X X X X X X X
CONTRAST RATING | 21| | 17| | 21| | 22| | o| | o] | o| | 0|
11 11 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l
[ 12.2]+] 4.1]+| 2.3]+| 1.3]+| 0.0] +| 0.0] +| 0.0] +| 00/= 199 |
11
COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING
EXISTING
LAKEFRONT FACADE: 10,223
SCREENED AREA: 3,570
VISIBLE AREA: 6,653

VISIBLE S.F. ALLOWED

L.F. of Shoreline > 100*

Possible Allowed Vis. S.F.

595

16705
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Exhibit A

Baseline Scenic Assesment for the Clubhouse and Walkway

Approved by TRPA 7/11/2007



July 11, 2007

Angela Silva

Midkiff and Associates
P.O. Box 12427

Zephyr Cove, NV 89448

SUBJECT: REVISED SCENIC SHORELAND ASSESSMENT TO ESTABLISH BASELINE
CONDITION, EDGEWOOD GOLF COURSE, 180 LAKE PARKWAY, APN 1318-27-001-001,
DOUGLAS COUNTY, NEVADA. TRPA FILE NUMBER 20070205.

Dear Ms. Silva:

This letter is to inform you that the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) has verified the
Baseline Scenic Shoreland Assessment on Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) 1318-27-001-001.
TRPA has reviewed the contrast rating score information submitted with the application and
calculated a Composite Scenic Baseline Contrast Rating Score of 21.

The baseline assessment fulfills the initial scenic requirement for a shoreland project by
documenting the existing scenic baseline condition on the site and by identifying scenic impact
mitigation measures that may be required for future projects. The information regarding scenic
impact mitigation is intended to serve as a planning and design tool to assist you with designing
future projects so that project proposals in the shoreland and shorezone meet the scenic quality
ordinances. Section | of Attachment A contains suggested ways to improve your baseline score.

Please be aware that changes in vegetation, colors, measurements and visibility due to lack of
maintenance, natural occurrences, fire, lot line adjustments, etc. may affect future site conditions.
The visible area of your existing structure has also been verified and is detailed in Attachment A.
This information will assist you in determining which level of review your future project may require
and to plan accordingly. Section 30.15.C of the TRPA Code of Ordinances describes the levels of
scenic review and mitigation that are required based on the level of activity or project (see
Attachment B for overview). Please note that this letter does not include verification of existing
land coverage or existing shorezone structures.

If you have any questions, please call.

Sincerely,

Chantal M. Charette
Assistant Planner
Environmental Review Services



Attachments:

A: Contrast Rating Verification Worksheset

B: Levels of Scenic Review and Mitigation Matrix
C: Visible Magnitude Table

e
~ /11, 7.//-206%
TRPA Exfcuﬁ rector/Designee Date

cc: Park Cattle Company
1300 Buckeye Rd. Suite A
Minden, NV 89423

Scenic Assessment
APN 1318-027-001-001/File No. 20070205
Page 2 of 4



Attachment A

I._Scenic Best Management Practices (BMPs) are mitigation measures that reduce the visual
impact of structures. They can be implemented to increase the contrast rating of the structure in
order to meet possible future requirements. The Visual Assessment Tool (Appendix H of TRPA
Design Review Guidelines) can be used to test the design elements of scenic BMPs and how they
may affect the Contrast Rating of the structure. Below is a list of recommended scenic BMPs:

Increased texture in building materials

+ Use of darker roofing, siding and/or paint (for unique site conditions where the dominant
color in the background is gray or green, those colors may be used to reduce contrast
with the natural environment.) .
Additional screening of perimeter/facade of structure
Use of low reflectivity glass treatment
Use of trellis and overhangs to create breaks and depth

In the case of your application reviewed herein, use of darker colors on exterior surfaces, changing
the glass to that with a lower reflectance, and increased screening of the perimeter of existing
structures may increase the contrast rating score.

Il._Verified Contrast Rating Score Sheets. The TRPA-verified calculations for the subject
property are included in the tables shown below. Please refer to these tables for the specific
scoring as verified by TRPA. For additional information regarding the process for scoring each

element, see the detailed instructions in the Baseline Scenic Assessment Application.
CONTRAST RATING SHEET

Edgewond Gall Course
G e Tola
Rock Wai * Wetal Hanchral, Yoo
a WoodSiogand logHimdls  Sale  Eossd  FmEchusd o Window Lakefront
Chimney  Glazing  Copper Fastia andBaams  Foof Baams Chimnay Cap Stairs Trim Fagade
[Area SF | [fowo { | ta00 || 7o || _mng i eeo |[teenof] 2o {1 so | [ tm0 [[ as0 || || IR
(Porcentage | [[Tesm | [z | Tiaw J [ torw [ 1aw | [maw] oo |[ v | [2m J [ |[om | oow |
£ X X X X X X X X X X L
Color and
Reflectance
Rating' 7 1 17 15 15 8 12 17 7 5
Wunsall Gator for
surfage ant
Relanceforgess  SYB1  i9%  Geyi2§1  75VR4 INAMS 10R4T  TSYRSS  GLEY2ZSSR G TSR4E
Voo o2 | [oz [ 9 | o H[zm | eam || 0m {d o o @ JTow | e | 82 ).
+
(Percentage | [ tad% | | 2% | oo || vze% [ s [ [osam| agw ([ 1e  J[ 2te |[s o |l om |
X X X X X X X X X L X X
Surtaco Planel 3 4| 5 5 7 8 7 7 3 + g |« 6
+ +
Texture Score’
Texture: Haavy MNona Nong Moderale Heawy  Moderate  Moderate Nore Heavy Minimal
>7 plangs 1 u " u 0 " " [0 n " u \
N T P 8 O 0 A N . Y I T

Perentol Pofimcior Vistle: 4% Perimeer Score”

259'of 596" L
CONTRAST RATWG

Scenic Assessment
APN 1318-027-001-001/File No. 20070205
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CONTRAST RATING SHEET

Walkway Total
Lakefront
Concrete Fagade
|Area SF | 8450 ]+ J+| [+] i+l l-f__645 |
[Percentage | [[100.0% ] | 0.0% | [ 00% ][ 0o0% | [ 00% |
X X X X X
Color and 4
Relectance
Rating’ 17
Munseli Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass ~ Gley1 6/10GY
I i il I il
[ 1700 4] 0.00 |+ 000 1+ 000 ]+ ooo ][ d7o |
|Percentage | | 100.0% ] | 0.0% | 00% || 0o% | [ oo% |
X X X X X
Surface Plane/ _
2 4 + + + + =
Texture Score
Texture Heavy
# of Planes: 1
1l il il il 1l
I 400 |+] 0.00 | +] 0.00 |«] o000 [+ o007 4.0 |
+
Percent of Perimeter Visible: 100% S
488’ of 488" 1
COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING
40’ j Total
J Lakefront
Facade
[Area SF 1 1 5954|+ | 845|+ [ 1+ | 1+ I+ 1=1 65909 1
[Percentage ] [ 90%] | 10%] | 0% | o%] | ol | 0%}
CONTRAST RATING | > 21] | * 2o} [ ] [ ] 1 ] [ 1
| u-1:3.9|+| - 2.2] + + 0.0] +| : 0.0 +| ! 0.0] + 0.0] =f 21.1 ]
COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING |_z_J“_;—|
EXISTING
LAKEFAONT FACADE: 6599
SCREENED AREA: 1591
VISIBLE AREA: S008

Scenic Assessment

APN 1318-027-001-001/File No. 20070205

Page 4 of 4

VISIBLE S.F. ALLOWED

L.F. of Shoreline > 100
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Memorandum

Design Workshop, Inc.

Landscape Architecture To: Edgewood Team
fj‘ﬁjﬂpll;::z‘ From: Richard Shaw
Strategic Services 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”)

Elevations of the proposed structures and associated screening vegetation within the
shoreland were created.

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.

Corresponding Munsell colors, and their color and reflectance ratings, were selected for
each of the materials based upon actual material samples.

Texture ratings were determined through evaluation of both the proposed material and its
proposed use within the project.

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

DESIGNWORKSHOP

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.designworkshop.com

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.

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.

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.

Page 2



CONTRAST RATING SHEET

Clubhouse
Rock Wood Exposed Metel Mech- Window Wood Exposed Total Lakefront
Wall Glazing Copper Handrail Beams Handrail anical Trim Chimeny Wall Wood Facade
[Area SF | [1756.4 | [ 18121 [ 610 | [ 6423 || 1348 | [2290.7 | [ 1874 | [ 49 | [ 484 | [ 457 | [ 5880 | [ 355 | [ 2310 | [ 2893 |=| 8097.5 |
[Percentage | [217% | [22.4% | [ 08% | [ 7.9% | [ 1.7% | [ 283% | [ 2.3% | [006% | [ 06% | [ 06% | [ 6.9% | [ 04% | [ 2.9% | [ 3.6% |
X X X X X X X X X X
Color and
Reflectance
Rating* 7 17 15 12 17 17 15 7 15 15
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass 5Y 6/1 Gleyl 2.5/1 7.5YR 4/6 7.5YR5/6 Gleyl 2.5/5B Gleyl 2.5/58 75YR4/6  5Y6/1  75YR46 T7.5YRA4/6
1l 1 11 1 1l 1l 1 1] 1l 11 1] 1l
[ 15 ]+ 02 ]+ 01 ]+ [+« 03 J+[ 23 J+[ 03 J+[ 00 |+ o1 ]+[ 00 J+[ 20 |+ 00 |+[ 04 J+[ 05 ]| 7.9 |
+
[Percentage | [227% | [22.4% | [ 08% | [ 7.9% | [ 1.7% | [ 283% | [ 23% | [ 01% | [ 06% | [ 06% | [ 6.9% | [ 04% | [ 2.9% | [ 3.6% |
X X X X X X X X X X
Surface Plane/
5 8 |+ 5 8 7 5 5 6 8 7 7
Texture Score
Texture: Heavy None Heavy Moderate None None Minimal Heavy Moderate  Moderate
#Of Planes:& 1l 1 11 1 1l 1l 1 1] 1l 11 1] 1l
[ 17 ]+ 11 J+[ 00 ]+ [+[ 01 ]+ 20 +[ 02 ]+ 00 +[ 00 ]+[ 00 ]+[ 04 ]+[ 00 J+[ 02 J+[ 03 || 6.6 |

+

Percent of Perimeter Visible:
303" of 701"

43%

Perimeter Score®

CONTRAST RATING

[ 1



CONTRAST RATING SHEET

Proposed Pier Total
Wood Exposed Lakefront
Beams Metal Facade
[Area SF | [ 1329 |+[ 239 ]+ | +| |+ |+ |+ |=| 1568 |
[Percentage | | 848% || 152% || 00w || o00%w || 00w || 00w | | 00% |
X X X X X X X
Color and
Relectance
Rating ! 15 17

Munsell Color for
surface and

Reflectance for glass 7.5YR 4/6 7.5YR 3/1
11 11 11 11 11 1
[ 127 J+«[ 26 J+«[ 00 ]+ 00 J+[ 00 |+[ 00 [+ 00 || 153 |
[Percentage | [ 85% || 15 | [ ow || 0w || ow || 06 || ow |
X X X X X X X
Surface Plane/ _
2 7 + 5 + + + + + =
Texture Score
Texture Moderate None
# of Planes: 2
1l 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l
[ 595 |+[ 075 [+ 0 [+« o |+ o J+«[ o |+ o |4 6.7 |

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible: 100% Perimeter Score® :
11

157" of 157
CONTRAST RATING



CONTRAST RATING SHEET

Pool Terrace Total
Metel Concrete Exposed Exposed Lakefront
Rock Wall Glazing Slate Roof Handrail Stairs Wood Wall Wood Metal Pool Tile Facade
[Area SF | [ 12064 |+[ 14151 |+[ 3104 |+[ 14 ]+[ 535 |+[ 527 |+[ 1902 |+ 332 |+ 140 |s[ 81059 ]
[Percentage | | 388% | | 456 | | 100w | | 00w || 17% || 17% || o6 || 11% || o05% |
X X X X X X X X X
Color and
Reflectance
Rating ! 7 1 15 17 7 15 15 15 15
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass 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 Gleyl 3/N
1l 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l
[ 27 |+ o5 [+ 15 |+ o0 |+[ o1 |+[ 03 J+[ o1 ]+ 02 |+ 01 |4 5.5 |
[Percentage | [ 30% || 4696 || 120 || 0w || 2 |[ 20 || 1% || 1% ][ 1% |
X X X X X X X X X
Surface Plane/ +
) 8 + 5 + 7 + 5 + 7 + 7 + 7 + 5 + 5
Texture Score
Texture Heavy None Moderate None Moderate Moderate Moderate None None
# of Planeszﬁ 1l 1l 1l 1 1 1 1 1l
[ 31 |+ 23 |+ o7 |+ 00 |+ 01 |+ 01 |+ 01 |+ 01 |+ 01 |5 6.6 |
+
Percent of Perimeter Visible: ~ 40% Perimeter Score® :

306" of 757"

CONTRAST RATING



CONTRAST RATING SHEET

Pedestrian Bridge Total
Exposed Lakefront

Rock Wall Wood Facade
[Area SF | [ 201 ]+[ 364 ]+ | +| |+ |+ |+ |=] 565
[Percentage | | 356% || 644% | | 00w || 00% || 00w || 00w | | 00% |

X X X X X X X

Color and
Relectance
Rating ! 7 15

Munsell Color for
surface and

Reflectance for glass 5Y 6/1 7.5YR 4/6
11 11 11 11 11 1
[ 25 |+« 97 |+ o00 [+ o0 [+ 00 |+ 00 [+ 00 || 122
[Percentage | [ 36% || 64a% || ow || 0w || o || 0% || ow |
X X X X X X X
Surface Plane/ _
2 8 + 7 + + + + + =
Texture Score
Texture Heavy Moderate
# of Planes: 4
1l 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l
[ 2.8 |+[ 448 |+ o |+ o |+ o |+ o |+ o |9 7.4

60' of 60

+
Percent of Perimeter Visible: 100% Perimeter Score® :
11

CONTRAST RATING 21



CONTRAST RATING SHEET

w Total
Loose Lakefront
Rock Facade
|AreaSF | | 38.7 |+| |+| |+| |+| |+| |+| I 38.7 I
[Percentage | | 200 || 0% || ow || ow || o || 0% || ow
X X X X X X X
Color and
Relectance
Rating ! 7
Munsell Color for
surface and
Reflectance for glass 5Y 6/1
11 11 11 11 11 1
[ 70 J+«[ o0 J+«[ 00 ]+« 00 J+[ 00 |+[ 00 [+ 00 || 70 |
[Percentage | [ 2000 || 0% || ow || 0w || o || 0% || ow
X X X X X X X
Surface Plane/ _
2 8 + + + + + + =
Texture Score
Texture Heavy
# of Planes: 1
1l 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l
[ 8 |+ o |+«[ o J« o J+«[ o J+«[ o [+ o || 80 |
Percent of Perimeter Visible: 100% Perimeter Score®

70" of 70

CONTRAST RATING



COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING

& ¢ &
< N
og) o;‘"b /\Q}& $§ o"\ Total
§ oQo S b‘;’a.@g’} Q‘,Z* Lakefront
S ¢ &E ol o) Facade
[Area SF | | soggl+|  157|]+| 3106]+ | 57|+ | 39|+ | o]+| o]+| o= 11457 |
[Percentage | | 71%| | 1%| | 27%| | 0%]| | 0%| | 0%]| | 0%| | 0%)]
X X X X X X X X
CONTRAST RATING | 21| | 23| | 19| | 21| | 16| | o] | o| | 0|
11 11 1l 1l 1l 1l 1l
[ 14.9]+] 0.2| +| 5.1] +| 0.0] +| 0.0] +| 0.0] +| 0.0] +| 00/= 202 |
11
COMPOSITE CONTRAST RATING
LAKEFRONT FACADE: 11,457
SCREENED AREA: 4,804
VISIBLE AREA: 6,653

VISIBLE S.F. ALLOWED

L.F. of Shoreline > 100*

Possible Allowed Vis. S.F.

595

16705
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Visual Simulation Methodology
Memorandum
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Appendix K

Edgewood Water Company: Source Water
Quality Protection Memorandums
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) Anderson

July 19, 2012
Via E-mail and U.S. Mail

Theresa Avance, AICP

Senior Planner

TAHOE REGIONAL PLANNING AGENCY
P.O. Box 5310

Stateline, NV 89449

Edgewood Water Company: Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project,
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (TRPA File ENVP2008 - 0002)
Response to Comments from Tahoe Water Suppliers Association and State of
Nevada, Division of Environmental Protection — Bureau of Safe Drinking Water

Dear Ms. Avance:

As an introduction, R.O. Anderson Engineering, Inc. is under contract with Edgewood Water
Company (Water Company) to assist them with a variety of engineering and land surveying
related assignments including the design of the modifications to its existing water treatment
plant to upgrade the facilities to meet the requirements of U.S. EPA Long-term 2 Enhanced
Surface Water Treatment Rule (LT-2). As you likely know, the Water Company is a
Member of the Tahoe Water Suppliers Association (TWSA). In 2007 TWSA, in cooperation
with U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, commissioned Black & Veatch to prepare a water
quality risk assessment of the public water supplies derived from Lake Tahoe. The Final
Report for that risk assessment is entitled Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk
Assessment and is dated October 2008 (Risk Assessment). At the time the Risk
Assessment was prepared only the existing beaches and marinas, as sources of body-
contact recreation, were evaluated. For the south shore area of Lake Tahoe, those beaches
included Nevada Beach, Lakeside Beach, Pinewild and Round Hill.

The Risk Assessment also included a vulnerability assessment of each of the included
intakes (Burnt Cedar, McKinney/Quail and Kingsbury General Improvement District) to
sewage and fuel spills and other potential contaminating events in the Lake Tahoe Basin.
Such a vulnerability assessment is highly complex and dependent on numerous variables
such as in-lake travel times, relative concentrations of contaminants, the direction and
velocity of advective transport and dispersion rates to name a few. To assist water
purveyors understand and prepare response plans to potential impacts from catastrophic
contaminant spills, the authors of the Risk Assessment provided a spreadsheet-based
simplified pollutant-transport model (Lake Tahoe Transport Model). The Lake Tahoe
Transport Model was developed as a tool for utilities during a spill event to provide insight
as to contaminant risk at their intakes and could be used to estimate':

! See Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk Assessment, 2008, pp. ES-4 and 84.
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Ms. Theresa Avance
July 19, 2012
Page 2 of 5

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 effected intake, and
c. The amount of dispersion that would occur during transport.
It does not, however, calculate or predict probabilities or risks of infections resultant from
additional body contact recreation activities near public water supply intakes.

During the fall of 2011, while considering the potential impacts to the Water Company from
the pending Edgewood Lodge and Golf Course Improvement Project (Lodge Project), the
Board of Directors of the Water Company requested our company’s assistance to evaluate
the potential risks to the Water Company from that proposed project. The Water
Company’s Board of Directors wanted to better understand the risks to water quality as
evaluated in detail within the Risk Assessment and the likelihood to successfully address
those risks by enhancing their water treatment facilities to include either filtration or
ultraviolet treatment methods compliant with the requirements of LT-2 (2-log
removal/inactivation). To address the Board's expressed concerns we reviewed in detail
the Risk Assessment and then prepared a comparative evaluation of the Water Company’s
intake and treatment means to the three water systems evaluated in the Risk Assessment,
again, Burnt Cedar, McKinney/Quail and Kingsbury General Improvement District. The
results of our comparative review of the Risk Assessment were summarized in our letter to
Mr. Bobby King, General Manager of Edgewood Water Company, dated November 4, 2011:
a copy of that letter is attached for your review and information. For your convenience, our
specific findings included the following observations:

1. The science used to predict the risks associated with body-contact recreation and
vulnerability to contamination from spills, even in lake environments, 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
quantified definitively but must be defined by probabilities of occurrence.

2. The current configuration of the Water Company’s intake, being 2,500 feet long and
34 feet deep, is significantly further removed from those persons participating in
body-contact recreation at existing beaches or other potential activity centers than
the intakes to the water systems that were specifically evaluated in the Risk
Assessment. As a result, it is reasonable to assume that the risk to the Water
Company'’s intake is less than the calculated and reported risks to either KGID or the
Burnt Cedar water systems. The Risk Assessment found that if the treatment
upgrades required by the LT-2 Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (2-log
removal) are implemented at Burnt Cedar and KGID, the risk of exceeding EPA’s
target risk level of 1 per 10,000 visitors/year from body-contact recreation were 0.1%
and 0.03%, respectively. Accordingly, once the Water Company implements the LT-
2 treatment modifications and improvements, whether UV or micro-filtration, we
expect the risk of exceeding EPA’s target risk level is less than 0.1% for body-
contact recreation activities.
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3. The Water Company'’s intake, similar to all other water purveyors within the Basin, is
vulnerable to contamination by pollutant spills. In the event that the contaminant spill
involves higher concentration of particulate matter, such as a sewage spill, UV
inactivation treatment will probably be much less effective for pathogen removal due
to the higher concentration of particulate matter than body-contact recreation might
generate. The presence of high concentration of particulate matter will tend to lower
the UV inactivation rate rendering it potentially less effective than micro filtration for
removal of such contaminants.

Although not listed specifically in our letter to Mr. King, in this context it is noteworthy that a
specific conclusion reached in the Risk Assessment was that improving water treatment to
achieve 2-log removal/inactivation is expected to substantively improve microbial water
quality in the finished water.

For your information, the Water Company’s Board has since determined to proceed with the
design and permitting of upgrades to its treatment methods to achieve 2-log
removal/inactivation by using ultraviolet methods to supplement its current disinfection
processes (ozone). The Water Company anticipates submitting those designs for review by
each agency during the fall 2012 and, subject to receiving requisite approvals, further
intends to commence construction in spring or summer 2013.

We have been provided a copy of the comments to the draft Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for the Lodge Project as provided by TWSA, dated June 27, 2012, as well
as those received from Nevada Division of Environmental Protection — Bureau of Safe
Drinking Water, which were dated June 28, 2012. To address the comments from each of
these agencies seeking additional data to substantiate the findings of the draft EIS, we were
requested to use the Lake Tahoe Transport Model to quantify the potential impacts to
affected public water supply intakes from a pollution spill in proximity to the proposed beach
and pier. To complete this request, we have reviewed the methods and assumptions within
the Risk Assessment used for the vulnerability assessment of KGID’s intake. Specifically,
the authors of the Risk Assessment assumed and then simulated a 50,000 gallon raw
sewage spill “... for each of the 42 centermost shoreline segments on each of the
...Kingsbury Grade model grids.”? The findings for those simulations included®:

1. “The vulnerability assessment for Kingsbury Grade intake yielded substantially lower
peak and event-averaged concentrations when compared with other intakes.” The
report’s author credited this finding to the considerably deeper placement of KGID’s
intake to the other intakes evaluated.

2. Average concentration: 0.27 oocysts/100 L

3. Travel Time: 5.09 days.

% See Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk Assessment, 2008, pp. 73.
* Ibid, pp. 80
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4. The intake is most vulnerable to spills or other releases 300-500 m to the north, near
Nevada Beach and that “...spills to the south of the intake yielded very low predicted
concentrations.”

As you are aware, the Lodge project is located southerly of KGID’s intake. In addition,
KGID'’s intake is approximately 750 feet long and at a depth of 60 feet. As a comparison,
the Water Company’s intake is approximately 2,500 feet long and at a depth of 34 feet.

We used the Lake Tahoe Transport Model to simulate the probable outcomes from a
contaminating event occurring at or very near the beach in proximity to the proposed Lodge
project. To understand and attempt to quantify the range of potential results, we used the
model to simulate events occurring at two separate locations along the beach: the first,
directly east of the Water Company’s intake, and the second at a location about 500 feet
north of the Water Company’s intake. This latter location is closer to, but still about 0.8
miles southerly of KGID's intake and about 1.7 miles from Round Hill's intake. We also
varied the initial concentration of contamination from 100 to 500 to test model sensitivity to
such input values. From these model runs we have made the following observations:

1. From the assumed spill location that is directly east of Edgewood'’s intake, the
probability that the current is in the direction of Edgewood’s intake was found to be
0.5%, but 0% to either KGID's intake or Round Hill’s intake.

2. From the assumed spill location that is about 500 feet north of Edgewood’s intake,
the probability that the current is in the direction of Edgewood'’s intake was found to
be 4.8% and, again, 0% for both KGID's intake as well as Round Hill's intake.

3. In each run, the Median Transit Time to the Edgewood intake for a contaminating
event at either of the two tested locations was 5 hours. The Median Transit Time to
the intake at KGID ranged from 9 — 10 hours and to the Round Hill intake ranged
from 19 — 20 hours.

4. During transport dispersion will dilute contaminants concentrations from the initial
values by 99.4 — 99.6% prior to arrival at the Water Company’s intake. The effect of
dispersion is estimated to fully dilute contaminant concentrations prior to arrival at
either the KGID and Round Hill intakes.

For your convenience, | have attaching two summary tables that together list the results
from each of these model runs.

Based on the analysis of this data, once the Water Company completes its planned
upgrades to its water treatment plant to meet the requirements of LT-2, we expect that the
risk of exceeding EPA’s target risk level of 1 per 10,000 visitors/year from body-contact
recreation, inclusive of the anticipated increased activity from the proposed Lodge project,
will be less than 0.1%. The necessary standard of treatment (2-log removal/inactivation) to
minimize these potential risks can be safely and prudently achieved utilizing ultraviolet plus
ozone water treatment processes. Irrespective of the status of the Lodge project, these
upgrades to the Water Company’s treatment plant must be made by 2014 to comply with
the requirements of LT-2. The Water Company’s intake, similar to every other public water
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supply intake within Lake Tahoe, is vulnerable to being effected by a catastrophic event
resulting in a contaminant spill. The Water Company has previously taken appropriate
measures to minimize this vulnerability by locating its intake nearly ¥2-mile away from the
beach and at a depth greater than 30 feet. Accordingly, we conclude that the proposed
Lodge project will have limited if any impact on the ability of the Water Company to continue
to meet federal and state drinking water standards including the provisions of Nevada
Administrative Code (NAC) 445A.525.

During your review of this summary, should you have any questions or require any
clarifications, | trust you will not hesitate to contact me directly.

Yours faithfully,

R.O. ANDERSON ENGINEERING, INC.
Wﬁ& éi/a%h/
R

ofert O. Anderson, P.E., W.R.S., CFM
Principal Engineer

Attachments

CC: Jennifer Carr, P.E.
Madonna Dunbar
Brandon Hill
Bobby King
Patrick Rhamey
Andrea Seifert, P.E.
Chuck Sharer
Jim Summers
John Summers
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R O Anderson

November 4, 2011

Via E-mail and U.S. Maii

Bobby King, General Manager
EDGEWOOD WATER COMPANY
1300 Buckeye Road, Suite A
Minden, NV 89423

Edgewood Water Company: Water Quality Risk Assessment
Summary of Comparative Review of Results of
Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk Assessment

Dear Bobby:

As you are aware, John Summers obtained and provided us with a copy of the Final Report
entitled Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk Assessment as prepared by Black &
Veatch, which report is dated October 2008. This report was prepared in conjunction with
the Tahoe Water Suppliers’ Association and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. | am
attaching a copy of that full report for your review.

In response to questions from various Board members we have critically reviewed that
report for the purpose of being able to summarize its findings for the public water system
intakes that were evaluated relative to the existing and proposed conditions (e.g. Lodge
project pier proposal) in proximity to EWC'’s intake. The following paragraphs provide a
brief summary of the results of the subject report and a comparison of the configuration of
EWC’s intake to that of the evaluated intakes.

Due to resource constraints, the subject report evaluated the potential water quality risks at
only three separate, existing public water system intakes within the Lake Tahoe Basin.
These intakes were Burnt Cedar (Incline Village area), McKinney/Quail (west shore — Tahoe
City PUD) and Kingsbury General Improvement District (KGID).

The purpose of the report was to attempt to quantify and assess the water quality risks and
probability of infection due to body-contact recreational activities (swimming, water skiing,
jet skiing and other forms of direct contact). The authors also included a vulnerability
assessment to better understand and evaluate the in-lake transport processes for
contamination events (e.g. large sewer spills) within the basin. In both instances, the
authors focused their assessment on Cryptosporidium due to its low infectious dose and
resistance to disinfection, with the expectation that other potential contaminants will
generally react and be transported similarly.

1A tFr .o v and Comparative Review of Source Risk
Assessment.dog
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Risk Assessment from Body-contact Recreation:

Table 3-3 of the report provides a summary of the Length, Depth and Distance from Lake
Bottom for each public water system included in the report. I have attached a separate
copy of that table for your convenience. Using this data, EWC’s intake is reported as being
extended a minimum of 3.33 times (2,500’ v. 750') further out into the lake than the intakes
of the water systems evaluated. The depth of EWC's intake, 34 feet, is also deeper than
each of the evaluated intakes except KGID’s intake.

The report found that there are four beaches (referred to as “Incline Beaches”) in relative
proximity to the Burnt Cedar intake. The combined annual use of these beaches from 2005
data, were reported as somewhat over 140,000 visitors. Utilizing a variety of statistical
methods and numerous assumptions, a total average daily weekday and holiday/weekend
use volume was calculated at 442 and 3,270 visitors per day, respectively. Average daily
body-contact recreational use was similarly calculated at 221+/-50 and 1550+/-350 for
weekdays and holiday/weekends during the summer recreational season, respectively.
Using these data, the report found that the median probability' of infection is 0.28 per
10,000 per year. According to the report, EPA has set a target risk level of 1 infection per
10,000 visitors per year. Using additional statistical methods and simulations, the author
calculated the probability of exceeding that target risk at this location, due solely to
Cryptosporidium, at 7.6%.

For the McKinney/Quail intake a similar analysis was undertaken. At that west shore
location there are fewer beaches contributing and significantly fewer visitors (as you might
expect). After all the calculations, the author(s) estimated the average daily body-contact
recreational use at 20+/-10 and 140+/-70 for weekdays and holidays/weekends during the
summer recreational season, respectively. The model results predicted much lower risk
levels than for the Burnt Cedar intake. Specifically, the predicted median annual risk of
infection due to Cryptosporidium was 7.58x10™ infections per 10,000 visitors/year at this
Iocatior;. The probability of exceeding EPA’s target risk level was found to be less than
0.02%.

The intake at KGID was also evaluated in the context of recreational activities in its
proximity and the risk of infection was predicted. The report authors found that there are
four locations (Nevada Beach, Lakeside Beach, Pine Wild and Round Hill) near KGID's
intake where body-contact recreation occurs. Again, using available data, assumptions
similar to those used at the other locations and the statistical analyses of the contributing
parameters, it was estimated that an average of 1,440+/-290 and 206+/-41 individuals per
day during the summer season weekend/holiday and weekday use, respectively, could be

! There is a 50% probability that there will be more than 0.28 infections per 10,000 consumers/visitors per
year and a 50% probability that there will be less than that.
Section 5.4.7, pp. 58.
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realized. Interestingly, the use at Nevada Beach, which as you know is located just north of
KGID's intake, was identified as being particularly important due to the projected circulation
in this part of the lake and an expected southerly flow path.® The model results for KGID's
intake predicted the median annual risk level for Cryptosporidium of 0.23 infections per
10,000 visitors. The probability of exceeding EPA’s target risk level of 1 infection per
10,000 visitors per year was, therefore, estimated at 4.9%.*

The following table® provides a summary of these analyses by intake and a comparison of
the length and depth of each intake relative to Edgewood Water Company’s intake:

Intake Recreational | Treatment | Infection | Exceedance Length | Depth
Use (#/yr) | Efficiency Risk Probability | (feet) | (feet)
(%) (#/10,000/yr) (%)
Median
Burnt Cedar 129,256 55% 0.28 7.6% 670 30
McKinney/Quail 11,680 99% 0.00076 <0.02% 650 20
KGID 120,176 60% 0.23 4.9% 750 60
Edgewood Not Not Not Not 2,500 34
Water Co. calculated calculated | calculated calculated

Section 5.6.4 of the report discusses the ability of improved treatment schemes to
substantially reduce the public health risks at both Burnt Cedar and KGID. These treatment
methods would necessarily increase the removal and/or inactivation of oocysts from the raw
water. The authors of the report estimated that at Burnt Cedar and KGID the use of 2-log
removal/inactivation methods would lower the probability of exceeding the EPA target risk
level from 7.6 % and 4.9% to 0.1% and 0.03%, respectively. They further concluded that
“direct filtration or UV-treatment would both rather easily achieve 2-log removal/inactivation
of Cryptosporidium.”

The methodologies and techniques used to make the above probability estimates are quite
complex and dependent on numerous factors that are highly variable between intake sites.

Some of these variables include localized bathymetry, projected average flow paths and

lake circulation patterns. As a result, the projected probabilities of exceeding the EPA

target risk level are not a linear relationship to intake depth or length, or even distances

from potential body-contact contamination sources. However, upon EWC's implementation
of a 2-log removal/inactivation treatment method as required by LT-2, combined with length

® Section 5.5.3, pp. 60.
* Section 5.5.7, pp. 64.

® Similar to Table 5-6, pp. 66, but appended to include physical configuration of each intake including

EWC'’s
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and depth of the intake line, it is reasonable to imagine that the probability of exceeding
EPA’s target risk level of 1 per 10,000 visitors/year is probably significantly less than 0.5%.

Vulnerability Assessment:
Next, the report evaluated the vulnerability of each of these intakes to sewage and fuel
spills and other potential contaminating events within the Basin. The approach and
methodologies for making such a vulnerability assessment are highly complex and
dependent on numerous variables (e.g. in-lake travel times, relative concentrations of
contaminants reaching the intakes, the direction and velocity of advective transport,
dispersion rates. etc.). As a resuit of these complexities, one of the deliverables of the
report was a spreadsheet based simplified pollutant-transport model that can be used to
estimate;

a. The likelihood that pollutants from a given source would reach the intake,

b. The amount of time required to reach the intake, and

c. The amount of dispersion that would occur during transport.

Similar to the water quality risk assessment summarized above, the authors focused on
Cryptosporidium to compute the risk from such spills.

Table 6.4 from the report summarized the results of the vulnerability analysis assuming a
50,000 gallon sewage spill near each intake. | have attached a copy of this table for your
convenience. You will note that the median risk of infections from such a spill ranged from

a low of 0.03° at McKinney/Quail to a high of 0.28 at Burnt Cedar. Unfortunately, the
simplified pollutant transport model that was provided does not predict probabilities or risk of
infections, so a direct comparison of potential results that EWC might expect is not possible
without additional computations and simulations of catastrophic pollutant spills.

The author does note that, in the instance of such a sewage spill, treatment using UV
inactivation would probably be much less effective for pathogen removal due to the
probable presence of higher concentration of particulate matter than body-contact
recreation contamination will generate. The presence of particulate matter would lower the
UV inactivation rate and render it less effective than micro filtration for removal of such
contamination. In general, the findings of the vulnerability assessment simulations indicate
that those regions 0.3 to 1.0 mile upstream of the intakes represent the greatest potential
threat to water quality. Sewage spills occurring in regions downstream, even when in
relatively close proximity to the intake, were found to have much lower probability of yielding
high contamination concentrations.

Prior to the Water Company undertaking a separate risk analysis and vuinerability
assessment of the potential impacts related to the proposed pier that is planned with

® infections/10,000 visitors/day
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Edgewood Companies’ Lodge project, both Mr. Scharer and Mr. Johnson astutely
suggested that we investigate and review what prior studies have been undertaken for the
other water purveyors that are similarly affected by public piers. As a result of John
Summers’ good efforts, we were provided the subject report that directly addressed these
same questions for the Lake Tahoe Water Suppliers Association. Although the data that
was relied on by the engineers and scientists at Black & Veatch is from 2008, their analysis
of these risks to other water intakes seems to be comprehensive and well documented.
From a review of their report, we have come to better understand the science and risk to the
Water Company's intake due to body-contact recreational activities, which includes typical
activities in and around a public pier, as well as the vulnerability of the Water Company to a
sewage spill. Based on our detailed review of the subject report we have made the
following observations relative to Edgewood Water Company:

1. The science used to predict the risks associated with body-contact recreation and
vulnerability to contamination from spills, even in lake environments, 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
discretely determined or predicted.

2. Given the current configuration of the Water Company’s intake, being 2,500 feet long
and 34 feet deep, it is significantly further removed from those persons participating
in body-contact recreation at existing beaches or other potential activity centers than
the intakes to the water systems that were evaluated in the subject report. As a
result, it is reasonable to assume that the risk to the Water Company is less than the
calculated and reported risks to either KGID or the Burnt Cedar water systems. As
noted previously, the report found that if the treatment upgrades required by the LT-2
Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (2-log removal) are implemented at Burnt
Cedar and KGID, the risk of exceeding EPA'’s target risk level of 1 per 10,000
visitors/year from body-contact recreation were 0.1% and 0.03%, respectively.
Accordingly, once the Water Company implements the LT-2 treatment modifications
and improvements, whether UV or micro-filtration, we would expect the risk level will
also be less than 0.1% for body-contact recreation activities.

3. The Water Company’s intake, similar to all other water purveyors within the Basin, is
vulnerable to contamination by pollutant spills. In the event that the contaminant spill
involves higher concentration of particulate matter, such as a sewage spill, UV
inactivation treatment will probably be much less effective for pathogen removal due
to the higher concentration of particulate matter than body-contact recreation might
generate. The presence of particulate matter will tend to lower the UV inactivation
rate rendering it less effective than micro filtration for removal of such contaminants.

I hope this review and summary of the findings of the subject report are helpful as you
weigh the potential need or merit of having a separate water quality risk assessment
completed to evaluate the potential impacts to the Water Company due to the pier proposed
with the Lodge project.
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During your review of this summary, should you have questions or simply wish to discuss
these matters directly, | hope you will contact me.

Yours faithfully,
R.O- ERSON ENGINEERING, INC.

h—

Robert O. Anderson, P.E., W.R.S., CFM
Principal Engineer

Attachments

cc: Gordon DePaoli, Esq.
Steve Johnson, CPA
Patrick Rhamey
Chuck Scharer
Scott Schunter
Jim Summers
John Summers
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Table 6-4: Summary of results from vulnerability analysis assuming a 50,000 gallon
sewage spill near the McKinney/Quail, Burnt Cedar and Kingsbury Grade intakes.
Values represent the median for a spill across the full range of possible spill

focations.
Average Concentration (oocysts/100 L5 3..02 o 1.48 0.27
Peak Concentration (oocysts/100 L) 253 130 7 7 113
Travel Time (d) ’ 0.85 1.05 500 T
Risk (infections/10,000,day) T Tooes 028 012
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November 4, 2011

Via E-mail and U.S. Mail

Bobby King, General Manager
EDGEWOOD WATER COMPANY
1300 Buckeye Road, Suite A
Minden, NV 89423

Edgewood Water Company: Water Quality Risk Assessment
Summary of Comparative Review of Results of
Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk Assessment

Dear Bobby:

As you are aware, John Summers obtained and provided us with a copy of the Final Report
entitled Lake Tahoe Source Water Protection Risk Assessment as prepared by Black &
Veatch, which report is dated October 2008. This report was prepared in conjunction with
the Tahoe Water Suppliers’ Association and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. | am
attaching a copy of that full report for your review.

In response to questions from various Board members we have critically reviewed that
report for the purpose of being able to summarize its findings for the public water system
intakes that were evaluated relative to the existing and proposed conditions (e.g. Lodge
project pier proposal) in proximity to EWC'’s intake. The following paragraphs provide a
brief summary of the results of the subject report and a comparison of the configuration of
EWC's intake to that of the evaluated intakes.

Due to resource constraints, the subject report evaluated the potential water quality risks at
only three separate, existing public water system intakes within the Lake Tahoe Basin.
These intakes were Burnt Cedar (Incline Village area), McKinney/Quail (west shore — Tahoe
City PUD) and Kingsbury General Improvement District (KGID).

The purpose of the report was to attempt to quantify and assess the water quality risks and
probability of infection due to body-contact recreational activities (swimming, water skiing,
jet skiing and other forms of direct contact). The authors also included a vulnerability
assessment to better understand and evaluate the in-lake transport processes for
contamination events (e.g. large sewer spills) within the basin. In both instances, the
authors focused their assessment on Cryptosporidium due to its low infectious dose and
resistance to disinfection, with the expectation that other potential contaminants will
generally react and be transported similarly.
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Risk Assessment from Body-contact Recreation:

Table 3-3 of the report provides a summary of the Length, Depth and Distance from Lake
Bottom for each public water system included in the report. | have attached a separate
copy of that table for your convenience. Using this data, EWC's intake is reported as being
extended a minimum of 3.33 times (2,500’ v. 750’) further out into the lake than the intakes
of the water systems evaluated. The depth of EWC'’s intake, 34 feet, is also deeper than
each of the evaluated intakes except KGID's intake.

The report found that there are four beaches (referred to as “Incline Beaches”) in relative
proximity to the Burnt Cedar intake. The combined annual use of these beaches from 2005
data, were reported as somewhat over 140,000 visitors. Utilizing a variety of statistical
methods and numerous assumptions, a total average daily weekday and holiday/weekend
use volume was calculated at 442 and 3,270 visitors per day, respectively. Average daily
body-contact recreational use was similarly calculated at 221+/-50 and 1550+/-350 for
weekdays and holiday/weekends during the summer recreational season, respectively.
Using these data, the report found that the median probability’ of infection is 0.28 per
10,000 per year. According to the report, EPA has set a target risk level of 1 infection per
10,000 visitors per year. Using additional statistical methods and simulations, the author
calculated the probability of exceeding that target risk at this location, due solely to
Cryptosporidium, at 7.6%.

For the McKinney/Quail intake a similar analysis was undertaken. At that west shore
location there are fewer beaches contributing and significantly fewer visitors (as you might
expect). After all the calculations, the author(s) estimated the average daily body-contact
recreational use at 20+/-10 and 140+/-70 for weekdays and holidays/weekends during the
summer recreational season, respectively. The model results predicted much lower risk
levels than for the Burnt Cedar intake. Specifically, the predicted median annual risk of
infection due to Cryptosporidium was 7.58x10™ infections per 10,000 visitors/year at this
Iocatiog. The probability of exceeding EPA’s target risk level was found to be less than
0.02%.

The intake at KGID was also evaluated in the context of recreational activities in its
proximity and the risk of infection was predicted. The report authors found that there are
four locations (Nevada Beach, Lakeside Beach, Pine Wild and Round Hill) near KGID’s
intake where body-contact recreation occurs. Again, using available data, assumptions
similar to those used at the other locations and the statistical analyses of the contributing
parameters, it was estimated that an average of 1,440+/-290 and 206+/-41 individuals per
day during the summer season weekend/holiday and weekday use, respectively, could be

! There is a 50% probability that there will be more than 0.28 infections per 10,000 consumers/visitors per
year and a 50% probability that there will be less than that.
Section 5.4.7, pp. 58.
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realized. Interestingly, the use at Nevada Beach, which as you know is located just north of
KGID’s intake, was identified as being particularly important due to the projected circulation
in this part of the lake and an expected southerly flow path.®> The model results for KGID’s

intake predicted the median annual risk level for Cryptosporidium of 0.23 infections per

10,000 visitors. The probability of exceeding EPA’s target risk level of 1 infection per
10,000 visitors per year was, therefore, estimated at 4.9%.*

The following table® provides a summary of these analyses by intake and a comparison of
the length and depth of each intake relative to Edgewood Water Company’s intake:

Intake Recreational | Treatment | Infection | Exceedance | Length | Depth
Use (#/yr) | Efficiency Risk Probability | (feet) | (feet)
(%) (#/10,000/yr) (%)
Median
Burnt Cedar 129,256 55% 0.28 7.6% 670 30
McKinney/Quail 11,680 99% 0.00076 <0.02% 650 20
KGID 120,176 60% 0.23 4.9% 750 60
Edgewood Not Not Not Not 2,500 34
Water Co. calculated | calculated | calculated calculated

Section 5.6.4 of the report discusses the ability of improved treatment schemes to
substantially reduce the public health risks at both Burnt Cedar and KGID. These treatment
methods would necessarily increase the removal and/or inactivation of oocysts from the raw
water. The authors of the report estimated that at Burnt Cedar and KGID the use of 2-log
removal/inactivation methods would lower the probability of exceeding the EPA target risk
level from 7.6 % and 4.9% to 0.1% and 0.03%, respectively. They further concluded that
“direct filtration or UV-treatment would both rather easily achieve 2-log removal/inactivation
of Cryptosporidium.”

The methodologies and techniques used to make the above probability estimates are quite
complex and dependent on numerous factors that are highly variable between intake sites.

Some of these variables include localized bathymetry, projected average flow paths and

lake circulation patterns. As a result, the projected probabilities of exceeding the EPA

target risk level are not a linear relationship to intake depth or length, or even distances

from potential body-contact contamination sources. However, upon EWC's implementation
of a 2-log removal/inactivation treatment method as required by LT-2, combined with length

® Section 5.5.3, pp. 60.
* Section 5.5.7, pp. 64.

® Similar to Table 5-6, Pp. 66, but appended to include physical configuration of each intake including

EWC’s
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and depth of the intake line, it is reasonable to imagine that the probability of exceeding
EPA's target risk level of 1 per 10,000 visitors/year is probably significantly less than 0.5%.

Vulnerability Assessment:
Next, the report evaluated the vulnerability of each of these intakes to sewage and fuel
spills and other potential contaminating events within the Basin. The approach and
methodologies for making such a vulnerability assessment are highly complex and
dependent on numerous variables (e.g. in-lake travel times, relative concentrations of
contaminants reaching the intakes, the direction and velocity of advective transport,
dispersion rates. etc.). As a result of these complexities, one of the deliverables of the
report was a spreadsheet based simplified pollutant-transport model that can be used to
estimate:

a. The likelihood that pollutants from a given source would reach the intake,

b. The amount of time required to reach the intake, and

c. The amount of dispersion that would occur during transport.

Similar to the water quality risk assessment summarized above, the authors focused on
Cryptosporidium to compute the risk from such spills.

Table 6.4 from the report summarized the results of the vulnerability analysis assuming a
50,000 gallon sewage spill near each intake. | have attached a copy of this table for your
convenience. You will note that the median risk of infections from such a spill ranged from
alow of 0.03° at McKinney/Quail to a high of 0.28 at Burnt Cedar. Unfortunately, the
simplified pollutant transport model that was provided does not predict probabilities or risk of
infections, so a direct comparison of potential results that EWC might expect is not possible
without additional computations and simulations of catastrophic pollutant spills.

The author does note that, in the instance of such a sewage spill, treatment using UV
inactivation would probably be much less effective for pathogen removal due to the
probable presence of higher concentration of particulate matter than body-contact
recreation contamination will generate. The presence of particulate matter would lower the
UV inactivation rate and render it less effective than micro filtration for removal of such
contamination. In general, the findings of the vulnerability assessment simulations indicate
that those regions 0.3 to 1.0 mile upstream of the intakes represent the greatest potential
threat to water quality. Sewage spills occurring in regions downstream, even when in
relatively close proximity to the intake, were found to have much lower probability of yielding
high contamination concentrations.

Prior to the Water Company undertaking a separate risk analysis and vulnerability
assessment of the potential impacts related to the proposed pier that is planned with

® infections/10,000 visitors/day
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Edgewood Companies’ Lodge project, both Mr. Scharer and Mr. Johnson astutely
suggested that we investigate and review what prior studies have been undertaken for the
other water purveyors that are similarly affected by public piers. As a result of John
Summers’ good efforts, we were provided the subject report that directly addressed these
same questions for the Lake Tahoe Water Suppliers Association. Although the data that
was relied on by the engineers and scientists at Black & Veatch is from 2008, their analysis
of these risks to other water intakes seems to be comprehensive and well documented.
From a review of their report, we have come to better understand the science and risk to the
Water Company'’s intake due to body-contact recreational activities, which includes typical
activities in and around a public pier, as well as the vulnerability of the Water Company to a
sewage spill. Based on our detailed review of the subject report we have made the
following observations relative to Edgewood Water Company:

1. The science used to predict the risks associated with body-contact recreation and
vulnerability to contamination from spills, even in lake environments, 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
discretely determined or predicted.

2. Given the current configuration of the Water Company'’s intake, being 2,500 feet long
and 34 feet deep, it is significantly further removed from those persons participating
in body-contact recreation at existing beaches or other potential activity centers than
the intakes to the water systems that were evaluated in the subject report. As a
result, it is reasonable to assume that the risk to the Water Company is less than the
calculated and reported risks to either KGID or the Burnt Cedar water systems. As
noted previously, the report found that if the treatment upgrades required by the LT-2
Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule (2-log removal) are implemented at Burnt
Cedar and KGID, the risk of exceeding EPA’s target risk level of 1 per 10,000
visitors/year from body-contact recreation were 0.1% and 0.03%, respectively.
Accordingly, once the Water Company implements the LT-2 treatment modifications
and improvements, whether UV or micro-filtration, we would expect the risk level will
also be less than 0.1% for body-contact recreation activities.

3. The Water Company’s intake, similar to all other water purveyors within the Basin, is
vulnerable to contamination by pollutant spills. In the event that the contaminant spill
involves higher concentration of particulate matter, such as a sewage spill, UV
inactivation treatment will probably be much less effective for pathogen removal due
to the higher concentration of particulate matter than body-contact recreation might
generate. The presence of particulate matter will tend to lower the UV inactivation
rate rendering it less effective than micro filtration for removal of such contaminants.

I hope this review and summary of the findings of the subject report are helpful as you
weigh the potential need or merit of having a separate water quality risk assessment
completed to evaluate the potential impacts to the Water Company due to the pier proposed
with the Lodge project.
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During your review of this summary, should you have questions or simply wish to discuss
these matters directly, | hope you will contact me.

Yours faithfully,
R.O- ERSQN ENGINEERING, INC.

Ch—

Robert O. Anderson, P.E., W.R.S., CFM
Principal Engineer

Attachments

cc: Gordon DePaoli, Esq.
Steve Johnson, CPA
Patrick Rhamey
Chuck Scharer
Scott Schunter
Jim Summers
John Summers
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Table 3-3: TWSA Partner Agencies’ Intake Length, Depth, and Distance from Lake
Bottem*
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Table 6-4: Summary of results from vulnerability analysis assuming a 50,000 gailon
sewage spill near the MceKinney/Quail, Barnt Cedar and Kingsbury Giade intakes.
Values represent the median for a spill across the full range of possible spill
focations.

~ McKinney/Quail. BurntCedar Kingsbury Grade -

" Average Concentration (oocysts/100 L) | 3.02 1.48 0.27

Peak Concentration (oocysts/100 L) 253 N EEY 1713 )
‘Travel Time (d) " los8s 1.05 1509 i
Risk (infections/10,000,day) | 0.03 To28 012 '
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