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COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS/EIS AND RESPONSES 

This Final EIR/EIS/EIS includes all comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS received during the public review 
period and responses to substantive comments, including those comments raising environmental issues. All 
written comment letters and transcripts or summaries of oral comments provided at public hearings are 
included in this final document. As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, a 75-day 
public and agency review period for the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS began on April 24, 2017 and ended on July 7, 
2017. During the review period, public hearings were held on June 9, June 14, and June 28, 2017 to accept 
comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

FORMAT OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

Comment letters and responses to comments in this chapter of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS are arranged into the 
following categories: 

 Agencies, 
 Organizations, 
 Individuals, 
 Public Hearings, and 
 Letters Received after the Close of the Comment Period. 

Each letter and each comment within a letter have been given an identification number. Responses are 
numbered so that they correspond to the associated comment. Where appropriate, responses are cross-
referenced between letters or to a master response. Master responses are provided for topics that are 
raised by multiple commenters and/or would benefit from a more multi-faceted or integrated response than 
would be provided to address a single comment.  

Some of the comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS do not address environmental issues or the 
adequacy of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and instead offer design suggestions or preference for a project 
alternative. This Final EIR/EIS/EIS does not provide detailed responses to comments that address design 
matters or that do not relate to the adequacy of the document or the environmental analysis; rather, the 
commenter suggestions and recommendations for specific alternatives are noted and included in this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS, which will be reviewed by the decision makers.  

LIST OF COMMENTERS 

Table 1 provides a list of all agencies, organizations, and persons who submitted comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS during the public review period. The comment letters were arranged into the above-listed 
categories and then placed in alphabetical order before numbering them sequentially. Agency comment 
letters were organized to include federal agency letters first, followed by state and local agency letters. 
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Table 1 List of Commenters 
Letter/Hearing # Commenter Date of Comment (Date Received, if different) 

Agencies 

1 U.S. Department of Interior July 5, 2017 

2 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency June 30, 2017 

3 California Tahoe Conservancy and Nevada Division of State Parks July 7, 2017 

4 California State Clearinghouse June 16, 2017 

5 Nevada Division of State Lands June 30, 2017 

6 Nevada State Clearinghouse July 3, 2017 

7 Nevada State Historic Preservation Office July 3, 2017 

8 City of South Lake Tahoe July 7, 2017 

9 South Tahoe Public Utility District July 7, 2017 

Organizations 

10 Lake Tahoe South Shore Chamber of Commerce June 23, 2017 

11 League to Save Lake Tahoe July 7, 2017 

12 Sierra Club, Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group June 30, 2017 

13 South Tahoe Chamber of Commerce July 1, 2017 

14 South Tahoe Alliance of Resorts July 7, 2017 

15 Tahoe Meadows Association July 3, 2017 

16 Tahoe Meadows Homeowners Association June 7, 2017 

Individuals 

17 Roger Adams June 15, 2017 

18 Sherry Albrink June 14, 2017 

19 Cody Bass July 7, 2017 

20 Michele Basta July 7, 2017 

21 Frank and Gayle Boitano June 30, 2017 

22 Carol Daum May 1, 2017 

23 Fritz Eriksen No date 

24 Jerome Evans July 6, 2017 

25 Carol Gass June 24, 2017 

26 John Gladding April 26, 2017 

27 John Gladding July 7, 2017 

28 Bruce Grego July 6, 2017 

29 John Grigsby July 7, 2017 

30 Clay Grubb May 9, 2017 

31 Ann Harmon May 30, 2017 

32 Richard J. Haynes June 2, 2017 

33 Michael Howard June 28, 2017 

34 Debbie Klee May 14, 2017 

35 Jurg Lang July 3, 2017 
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Table 1 List of Commenters 
Letter/Hearing # Commenter Date of Comment (Date Received, if different) 

36 Lucien Bruce and Elizabeth P. Lindsey July 6, 2017 

37 Julie Martin July 5, 2017 

38 Erin McCune June 27, 2017 

39 Marc Mejia April 26, 2017 

40 John Messina June 9, 2017 

41 John Messina July 6, 2017 

42 Peter Miroyan June 29, 2017 

43 Patricia Murphy July 7, 2017 

44 Mary Nastronero July 3, 2017 

45 Diane Nico July 5, 2017 

46 William Nico July 5, 2017 

47 Stephen Petty June 20, 2017 

48 Mike Ross June 13, 2017 

49 Brad Shumate July 6, 2017 

50 Brad Shumate July 6, 2017 

51 Megan Siler June 13, 2017 

52 Craig Southwick June 23, 2017 

53 Susan Steinhauser and Daniel Greenberg July 6, 2017 

54 John Telfer June 26, 2017 

55 Gerald H. and Susan Shinkle Trautman July 1, 2017 

56 Diane Williams June 14, 2017 

Public Hearings 

57 Transcript for the Public Hearing at the TTD Board Meeting June 9, 2017 

58 Comment Summary Notes from the TRPA APC Meeting June 14, 2017 

59 Comment Summary Notes from the TRPA Governing Board Meeting June 28, 2017 

Letters Received after the Close of the Comment Period 

60 Scott Cook July 6, 2017 

61 Bob Miroyan  June 29, 2017 

62 Phillip Nico July 6, 2017 

63 Peter Nico July 7, 2017 

64 Maureen Richardson July 8, 2017 

65 Alfred C. Schmidt July 9, 2017 

66 California Department of Justice, Attorney General’s Office August 15, 2017 
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2018 
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RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR/EIS/EIS 

Responses to substantive comments and significant environmental issues raised in written and oral public 
comments on the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are provided in this 
section. All comment letters are reproduced in their entirety, followed by written responses. Where a 
commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by brackets and an identifying 
number notation in the margin of the comment letter. Responses in this section include master responses and 
specific responses. Master responses are presented first. They address comment topics raised by multiple 
commenters and/or issues that would benefit from a more comprehensive response than would be provided in 
a single, focused, individual response. The following topics are discussed in the master responses: 

1. Adequacy of Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis 
2. Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District 

Specific responses are intended to address the topic(s) raised by a particular comment. Responses are 
numbered to correspond to specific comments in each comment letter. To assist the reader, a paraphrased 
summary of the key comment issue is provided at the beginning of each response. In some instances, the 
responses to comments may warrant modification of the text of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. In those cases, 
information that is to be deleted is shown in strikethrough (strikethrough) and additions are shown in 
underline (underline). Text changes resulting from comments and their accompanying responses have been 
incorporated into the original Draft EIR/EIS/EIS text, as indicated in the responses.  

All of the text changes made in response to public comments result in minor modifications to the original 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS text, as explained in the “Summary” chapter and demonstrated in the body of Chapter 3, 
“Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. None of the changes included in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS resulted in new 
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of any previously identified 
significant effects; thus, the changes do not warrant recirculation of all or part of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS for 
another public review. 

Master Responses 

MASTER RESPONSE 1: ADEQUACY OF VMT ANALYSIS 
Several comments pertain to the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS’s assessment of vehicle miles traveled (VMT). This 
master response aggregates and responds to common subjects within the comments on this topic. To 
provide a comprehensive response to comments on the VMT analysis, this response addresses the following 
topics raised in comments: 

 the environmental document prepared for the 2012 RTP/SCS was a programmatic EIR and a project EIR 
can only rely on a programmatic EIR to avoid analyzing impacts, if the project does not have any new 
effects not analyzed in the programmatic EIR; 

 the project-related 0.4-mile increase in travel length exceeds the 0.3-mile maximum additional length 
that the California Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) considers a cut-off point for where 
VMT increases may not occur;  

 the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS improperly tiers from the 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS because it does not notify the 
public that tiering was occurring; 

 the project has an impact (an increase in VMT) that was not considered in the programmatic EIR for the 
2012 RTP/SCS;  
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 some of the projects within the 2012 RTP/SCS are ambitious and not guaranteed to be completed and it 
is improper to declare the project’s impact on VMT as beneficial based on an aspirational collection of 
projects that may never be completed; 

 reliance on the 2012 RTP/SCS to conclude without analysis that the project’s impact on VMT is 
beneficial is inadequate because the 2012 RTP/SCS did not apply TRPA’s threshold standard, rather it 
considered per capita VMT only;  

 the project should include a transit pilot project to address the project’s contribution to cumulative VMT 
increases beyond the phased release of land use allocations identified as mitigation in the 2012 
RTP/SCS and 2017 RTP, and codified in Section 50.4.3 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances; and 

 the EIR/EIS/EIS should disclose localized VMT increases.  

Overview of Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Findings Related to VMT 
Sections 3.6, “Traffic and Transportation,” and Section 3.19, “Cumulative Impacts,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
disclose the VMT impacts on transportation and circulation from implementation of the US 50/South Shore 
Community Revitalization Project alternatives.  

Impacts 3.6-4 and 3.6-14, Cumulative Impact 3.6-14, and Section 3.19.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS disclose 
that implementation of the realignment alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D) would create the opportunity for 
community revitalization in the Stateline/South Lake Tahoe tourist core, consistent with the approved RTP/SCS 
(originally named Alternative 3 in the 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS), and the approved RTP/SCS would have a 
beneficial effect by reducing regional per capita VMT. The opportunity for community revitalization would be the 
source of reduced VMT, because visitor uses could be concentrated in a compact, pedestrian/bicycle/transit-
served urban core, decreasing the need to take vehicle trips to reach some tourism destinations. The Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS recognizes that realignment would cause a small localized increase in VMT because the realigned 
route under Alternative B would be 0.4 mile longer around the tourist core than the current US 50 alignment 
straight through it; however, the project’s mobility enhancements and revitalization of planned development in 
an urban center would be consistent with attaining the regional total VMT threshold (as required by the Lake 
Tahoe Regional Plan and evaluated in the Regional Plan Update EIS). As a result, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
determined that Alternatives B, C, and D would promote continued attainment and maintenance of TRPA’s 
VMT threshold standard, resulting in a beneficial impact on regional VMT. 

Further, as suggested in comments received on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD has included a transit circulator 
as part of the project description of Alternative B, the locally preferred alternative, which would contribute to 
VMT reductions in the immediate area. The transit circulator is a specific expression of the general element 
of the proposed project to provide opportunities for enhanced transit as a component of the project’s 
multimodal features that have been previously described in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (see Section 2.3.3, 
“Corridor Improvements and Enhanced Bicycle, Transit, and Pedestrian Facilities”) and in the 2012 RTP/SCS 
EIR/EIS (see Section 2.8.1, “RTP/SCS Components”). It would involve new transit service between Heavenly 
Village Center, Stateline Transit Center, and the various casino parking lots. See the discussion under the 
header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for additional information. 

Within the Scope of the 2012 RTP/SCS Program EIR 
As described in Section 3.19.3, “Cumulative Impacts Addressed in the RTP/SCS EIR/EIS,” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS (beginning on page 3.19-3), the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project is included 
in the list of projects to be undertaken to implement the RTP/SCS. The RTP is a long-range plan to develop a 
transportation system in the Tahoe Region that supports a healthy community, prosperous economy, and 
sustainable environment and mitigates existing adverse mobility and environmental conditions. The SCS is an 
integrated land use and transportation plan to meet adopted goals for the reduction in greenhouse gas (GHG) 
emissions, in compliance with California’s Senate Bill (SB) 375, Statutes of 2008.  
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The RTP/SCS originally approved in December 2012, and most recently updated in April 2017, implements 
many of the contemporary concepts necessary to achieve the Region’s transportation and greenhouse gas 
reduction vision. These concepts include integration between land use planning and transportation; bringing 
work, shopping, recreation, housing, and lodging closer together; improving the linkage of development to a 
multi-modal transportation system; closing gaps in the existing bicycle and pedestrian network; enhancing 
transit service; and revitalizing communities through corridor enhancement projects that improve mobility for 
all travel modes. 

In December 2012, prior to approval of the RTP/SCS, a Program EIR/EIS was certified for the plan. In 
accordance with Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, a Program EIR may be prepared on a series of 
actions that can be characterized as one large project and are related to, among other things, the issuance 
of general criteria to govern the conduct of a continuing program or individual activities carried out under the 
same authorizing statutory or regulatory authority and having generally similar environmental effects that 
can be mitigated in similar ways. The proposed RTP/SCS EIR/EIS met these criteria for use of a Program EIR 
(TMPO and TRPA 2012a:1-3). 

As noted in Section 15168(c), subsequent proposed activities that are consistent with the RTP/SCS, such as 
individual transportation projects, are examined in light of the information in the Program EIR to determine 
whether an additional environmental document must be prepared. If the lead agency for a transportation 
project that is consistent with the RTP/SCS (such as the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization 
Project) finds that, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(2), no new significant effects would occur 
and no new mitigation measures would be required for a subsequent project, the activity can be approved as 
being within the scope of the RTP/SCS and the Program EIR, and no new environmental documentation 
would be required. In this situation, the lead agency must incorporate all feasible mitigation measures from 
the Program EIR into the subsequent project, as needed, to address significant or potentially significant 
effects on the environment covered by the Program EIR. The mitigation measures pertaining to VMT 
presented in the RTP/SCS EIR/EIS associated with the phased release of land use allocations are codified in 
Section 50.4.3 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances (TMPO and TRPA 2012a:1-3). There were no additional 
mitigation measures to be incorporated into later projects.  

A Program EIR provides a regional consideration of cumulative effects and includes broad policy alternatives 
and program-level mitigation measures that are equally broad in scope. The Program EIR prepared for the 
RTP/SCS provided a regional-scale analysis, including related to VMT, and a framework of mitigation 
measures for subsequent, site-specific environmental review documents prepared by lead agencies in the 
Region as individual planning, development, and transportation projects are identified, designed, and move 
through the planning, review, and decision-making process. Because the 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS served as 
the program environmental document for the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project and the 
project is contemplated and included in the RTP/SCS project description, the project is a subsequent activity 
of the RTP/SCS and is consistent with and within the scope of the program EIR/EIS. The 2012 RTP/SCS 
EIR/EIS did not evaluate site-specific impacts of the project (e.g., scenic, cultural resources, and housing 
impacts), which are addressed fully in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

One of the fundamental purposes of the RTP/SCS EIR/EIS was to consider all of the transportation projects 
included on the RTP list for future funding and evaluate the collective effects of those projects, as well as 
what was known about them individually at the time. The proposed project was one of the projects featured 
on the RTP list, as was enhanced transit, including BlueGo transit capital and operational enhancements 
(TMPO and TRPAa 2012a:2-25). While BlueGo transit has been replaced with TTD operating these transit 
services, these enhancements are still proposed. The 2012 RTP/SCS and its EIR/EIS defined the 
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project as follows: 

 the realignment of US 50 in the Stateline casino corridor area and the conversion of the existing US 50 
roadway, between a location southwest of Pioneer Trail in California and Lake Parkway in Nevada, into a 
two-lane roadway (one travel lane in each direction) with a center, landscaped median and turn pockets 
at major driveways and intersections (TMPO and TRPA 2012a: 2-10); and 
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 US 50 would be realigned around the Stateline casino corridor area to the east, between Lake Parkway 
in Nevada and a location southwest of Pioneer Trail in California. The new US 50 alignment would 
include two travel lanes in each direction with left-turn pockets at intersections. Between Pioneer Trail 
and Lake Parkway within the casino corridor, US 50 would become a local street and would be converted 
to two lanes, one way in each direction, with a landscaped median and turn pockets at major driveways 
and intersections. Expanded sidewalks, bicycle lanes, and traffic signals would be installed to improve 
the flow of traffic, improve pedestrian safety, and encourage the use of non-auto transportation modes 
along the roadway (TMPO and TRPA 2012b:4-6). 

Thus, the 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS considered within its regional analysis the VMT impacts of the project.  

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c), the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization 
Project is within the scope of the RTP/SCS covered by a Program EIR, because the description of the project 
was contemplated at the time of preparation of the RTP/SCS and the current project is consistent with this 
description, geographic area analyzed for environmental impacts, and is part of the covered infrastructure. 
The VMT analysis anticipated that localized changes in VMT would occur in association with individual 
roadway projects. For example, while the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project would result 
in incremental increases in localized VMT, other capital improvement projects contemplated in the 2012 
RTP/SCS, such as the SR 89/Fanny Bridge Community Revitalization Project, would result in localized 
decreases in VMT. The SR 89/Fanny Bridge Project would result in a small decrease in VMT due to the 
relocated wye intersection, because through trips along SR 89 would be approximately 0.5-mile shorter 
(TTD/TRPA/FHWA-CFLHD 2014:4.15-42).  

While the proposed realignment of the highway may result in a small increase in localized VMT the 
redistribution of land uses into a “town center” or “mobility hub” created by the revitalization associated with 
the project would reduce vehicle trips and trip lengths by decreasing the distance between housing, jobs, 
and services, and potentially eliminating the need for some trips to/from neighboring communities or 
between residences and neighborhood services. The new transit, pedestrian, and bicycle facilities that would 
be constructed as part of the project would also encourage the use of non-vehicular modes of travel once an 
individual has arrived at the project area. However, the relevant environmental significance conclusions for 
VMT depends on the regional, cumulative analysis of VMT to determine conformance with SB 375 reduction 
targets, consistency with TRPA thresholds after mitigation, and environmental impact significance. Thus, the 
analysis approach did not account for these localized improvements created by the “town center.”  

Region-wide VMT impact was found to be beneficial on the basis of VMT per capita and less than significant 
after mitigation for total regional VMT in the 2012 RTP/SCS, 2012 RPU, and 2017 RTP environmental 
documents. The VMT impacts are determined to be less than significant for the proposed project and an 
individualized VMT analysis unnecessary because the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project 
is included in the RTP/SCS project list and, therefore, evaluated as part of the cumulative analysis in those 
environmental documents. This determination approach is consistent with the current CEQA Guidelines and 
the amendments to the CEQA Guidelines proposed by OPR (OPR 2017). Therefore, no additional VMT 
analysis is necessary or warranted, because the proposed project is a later activity that is within the scope of 
the RTP/SCS program. 

Use of TRPA’s VMT Threshold Standard 
Some comments contend that reliance on the 2012 RTP/SCS is inadequate to conclude without further, 
project-specific analysis that the project’s impact on per capita VMT is beneficial, because the 2012 RTP/SCS 
did not apply TRPA’s threshold standard for VMT. The commenters suggest that the 2012 RTP/SCS looked only 
at per capita VMT, which is incorrect. The net change in VMT per capita is provided for informational purposes 
and is a useful metric from a planning perspective as it relates to the reduction target for SB 375. The 2012 
RTP/SCS EIR/EIS shows that per capita VMT would decrease with implementation of the RTP/SCS compared 
to existing conditions. That information was important for the public and decision-makers to understand that 
the RTP/SCS plan area would become more VMT-efficient under the proposed RTP/SCS than under existing 
conditions. Impacts to the Region-wide VMT threshold are disclosed and fully evaluated in Impact 3.3-3 (TMPO 
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and TRPA 2012a: Table 3.3-16). The environmental review for the 2012 RTP/SCS, 2012 RPU, and 2017 
RTP/SCS are fully coordinated, using the same methodology for estimating VMT and forecast VMT at buildout 
that exceeds the TRPA 2,030,938 VMT Threshold. The mitigation presented in the certified environmental 
documents for these plans requires the phased release of land use allocations followed by monitoring and 
forecasting of actual roadway traffic counts and VMT. (The conclusions of the 2012 RPU EIS were challenged in 
court and found to be legally satisfactory.) 

Requests for Localized VMT Analysis 
Some comments suggest that the EIR/EIS/EIS should include a local-scale analysis of VMT that would 
identify the increase in VMT associated with the project.  

The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS evaluates the localized transportation effects of the project in Section 3.6, “Traffic and 
Transportation.” It discloses forecasted traffic volumes on individual roadway segments and intersections 
within the study area (see Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Tables 3.6-13, 3.6-14, 3.6-22, 3.6-23, 3.6-24, and 3.6-25). The 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS evaluates the effects of the alternatives on the level of service of key roadway segments 
(Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Impacts 3.6-3 and 3.6-13) and key intersections (Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Impacts 3.6-1, 3.6-2, 
and 3.6-12). It also evaluates the effects of the alternatives on bicycle and pedestrian facilities (Impacts 3.6-
5 and 3.6-15); transit (Impacts 3.6-6 and 3.6-16); vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian safety (Impacts 3.6-8 
and 3.6-18); emergency access (Impacts 3.6-9 and 3.6-19); construction-related traffic and parking impacts 
(Impacts 3.6-7, 3.6-10, 3.6-17); and permanent parking impacts (Impact 3.6-11). These impacts are 
analyzed using the geography within which the impact would occur (i.e., across the study area, or at the local 
roadway segment or intersection).  

In contrast, VMT is a regional or larger scale metric that has been used to reflect transportation-related 
effects on air quality and greenhouse gas emissions. Air quality impacts occur at the scale of the Lake Tahoe 
Air Basin, and greenhouse gas impacts occur at the global scale. In recognition of this fact, TRPA has 
adopted a VMT threshold standard that applies at the air basin scale (i.e., the Lake Tahoe Region). 
Compliance with SB 375 is also determined at a regional scale, i.e., the TMPO territory in California. The 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analyzes the effects of the alternatives on VMT at the regional scale (within which these 
impacts would meaningfully be described), consistent with the adopted TRPA standard and SB 375 
reduction target (see Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Impacts 3.6-4 and 3.6-14, Cumulative Impact 3.6-14, and 
Section 3.19.3, “Cumulative Impacts Addressed in the RTP/SCS EIR/EIS”). 

The only available threshold for VMT is region-wide. No threshold has been developed to determine whether 
VMT within a project locale or other particular sub-area would be significant, because the metric is 
meaningful at a regional, rather than localized, scale. The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS appropriately evaluated the VMT 
effects of the project at the scale that provides meaningful information in relation to established standards 
and/or targets, i.e., the Lake Tahoe region. However, for informational purposes, project engineers have 
conducted an estimate of VMT as part of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The additional analysis has been 
incorporated into Appendix I of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS and is summarized here.  

The project-level analysis of VMT is based on data taken from the latest versions of the TRPA Regional Travel 
Demand Model (TDM) and the Tahoe Regional Trip Reduction Impact Assessment (TRIA) tool. The TRIA tool 
was developed in support of the RTP to determine the effects of the various vehicle trip reduction strategies 
implemented as part of the RTP. Trip reduction strategies include actions such as concentrating new 
development in town centers, and implementing parking management strategies, transit service and 
facilities, and bicycle and pedestrian facilities. TRPA’s travel model is calibrated at a regional level for 
analysis of the latest RTP. Using the model for the granular analysis of project-specific VMT is not ideal, 
because regional models typically have lesser precision at a project level; however, it is reasonable to apply 
the model to this project for the purpose of endeavoring to obtain a general understanding of its impact on 
VMT, because it is the best available tool. The analysis considered future year traffic volumes that enter the 
project site from the east or west and depart the project area on the opposite side.  
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The first steps in the analysis considered future design year average daily traffic volumes (ADT) used in the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and multiplied the ADT on the new highway alignment by the 0.4-mile increase in trip 
length. The analysis accounts for existing “cut-through” traffic that navigates through the Rocky Point 
neighborhood via Chonokis Road and Montreal Road (estimated to be approximately 8,000 to 
10,000 vehicles per day). The cut-through trips are already traversing a distance as long, or longer than the 
new US 50 alignment. Since the cut-through trips would be rerouted to the new US 50 alignment and are 
already traveling a similar distance, these trips would not contribute to an increase in VMT and were 
excluded from the change in VMT estimation. Based on this basic calculation, the realignment would result 
in an increase of approximately 7,000 VMT/day due to the 0.4-mile longer highway alignment.  

The next step in the analysis considered the effect that other features of the project would have on VMT. The 
TRIA tool was used to approximate the percent reduction in vehicle trips due to project features such as 
providing housing within the tourist core; enhanced pedestrian, bicycle, and transit infrastructure; and 
implementation of a new transit circulator in the tourist core. Housing within the town center or mobility hub 
would reduce vehicle trips and trip lengths by decreasing the distance between housing, jobs, and services, 
and would potentially eliminate the need for some trips to/from neighboring communities (e.g., the Wye or 
Ski Run areas) or between residences and neighborhood services. The proposed transit, pedestrian, and 
bicycling facilities would encourage the use of non-vehicular modes of travel once an individual has arrived 
in the area. Trip reduction rates were approximated for each feature using the rates of the comparable 
strategies in the TRIA tool. For example, by providing centralized, shared parking, the TRIA tool allows a 
reduction of approximately 1.32 percent to the trips associated with the project. To calculate the project-
related local VMT effect, this total reduction percentage was then applied to future design year trips 
obtained from the TRPA TDM origin destination data multiplied by an approximate average trip length.  

When evaluating the average lengths of trips that would be reduced due to project features, a range of 
values were considered. If it were assumed that the proposed project features would not reduce any 
vehicular trips that travel outside of the immediate project area, the reduction would be approximately 
2,000 VMT/day from other sources, such as a decrease in trips to neighborhood services that can be 
reached by walking or with a bicycle. However, if it is assumed that some trips between the project area and 
other nearby communities would be reduced as well, the estimated reduction could reach up to 
12,000 VMT/day. For this analysis a reasonable, moderate approach was taken, whereby it was assumed 
that project features would reduce trips that stay within the immediate project vicinity as well as trips 
between the project area and as far away as the Wye. With this moderate assumption, the proposed project 
would be reasonably anticipated to result in an approximately 7,500 VMT/day reduction.  

Based on this supplemental VMT analysis, the project would result in essentially no net change or a slight 
reduction in VMT, which affirms the findings of the broader regional-scale analysis. This would be due largely 
to the combination of project features and land use changes that would allow residents to reside close to 
their place of employment and would encourage visitors to the project area to park once and to use transit, 
bicycle, or to walk to a variety of services that are available in a centralized area (i.e., town center).  

Thus, even with this sub-area VMT analysis, the analysis conclusions are unchanged and there is no basis to 
make an additional determination of significance.  

The RTP/SCS’s List of Projects 
Some commenters suggest that the RTP/SCS includes ambitious or aspirational projects that are not 
guaranteed to be completed. An example of an aspiration project cited is TTD’s proposed cross-lake 
passenger ferry project.  

Each 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS alternative included a list of one of three groups of transportation projects and 
roadway‐related water quality projects (Transportation Strategy Packages A, B, or C) that constitute the 
projects intended to implement the adopted goals, policies, and programs. These transportation strategy 
packages consist of various projects from the fiscally constrained and unconstrained project lists. The 
federal transportation bill Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century (MAP‐21) (23 CFR 
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450.322[f][10][i]) requires that the RTP/SCS be fiscally constrained, meaning that the costs of projects 
planned in the RTP/SCS must be implementable with “reasonably foreseeable” revenues during the plan’s 
timeframe. Under California state law, the Region’s strategy for meeting greenhouse gas reduction targets 
must also be fiscally constrained. In addition to addressing projected available funds and projected costs of 
constrained projects, the RTP/SCS can also “include recommendations for additional financing strategies” to 
inform an “unconstrained” list of projects, should additional funding be available in either the short or long 
term. This would allow for projects to be considered and implemented as funding becomes available. 

The cross-lake ferry project raised as an example by the commenter is one of TTD’s near-term capital 
improvement projects. In 2017, TTD received grant funding from FHWA through the Congestion Mitigation Air 
Quality (CMAQ) program to continue work on this north-to-south shore public passenger ferry. Although this 
funding is no longer available in the Tahoe Basin, TTD is currently working to obtain fundings to replace 
funding from the CMAQ program. Work to date has involved preliminary engineering, site analyses, and 
scoping for environmental review. 

Because the underlying legislation that is the basis for the RTP/SCS requires that the list of projects be 
reasonably foreseeable and implemented within the plan’s timeframe, the projects identified in the RTP/SCS 
are not aspirational as suggested in some comments.  

After consideration of public comments on the VMT analysis, including the literature cited in comments, TTD, 
TRPA, and FHWA consider the VMT analysis presented in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS to be reasonable and the 
conclusions are sufficient to adequately inform decision-makers about the VMT effects resulting from 
implementation of the project alternatives. No changes to the document are required. 

Notice of Tiering from 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS 
The US 50 project is a “later activity” that is “within the scope” of the RTP/SCS and its Program EIR, consistent 
with the provisions of Section 15168 of the State CEQA Guidelines, as described above. The project is not 
being “tiered” from the RTP/SCS EIR, as described in Section 15152 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Therefore, 
Section 15152(g) regarding a statement that the lead agency is using tiering does not apply. 

MASTER RESPONSE 2: EFFECTS ON ACCESS TO TAHOE MEADOWS HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Several comments received pertain to the impact of the realignment alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D) 
on access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District and related impacts on the Linear Park. This master response 
aggregates and responds to common elements of this topic that have been noted in multiple comments. To 
provide a comprehensive approach to these comments, this response addresses the following topics raised 
in them: 

 limiting left-in/left-out turns to and from Tahoe Meadows onto US 50 from Lake Road would create a 
traffic hazard;  

 vehicles entering and exiting Tahoe Meadows at the US 50/Lake Road intersection make heavy use of 
the left-in/left-out center turn lane on US 50 during summer months;  

 removing the existing left-in/left-out opportunity may require vehicles to make a U-turn at the US 
50/Pioneer Trail intersection, the US 50/Wildwood Avenue intersection, or a mid-block location. 
Commenters contend that Impact 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS should include impacts to LOS 
associated with Tahoe Meadows residents and guests making U-turns at these locations; these 
commenters also suggest that the need to make longer trips to facilitate U-turns could increase VMT; 

 the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider the safety of Tahoe Meadows residents, guests, and Linear Park 
pedestrian and bicyclists related to the highway improvements and right-of-way needs associated with 
the realignment alternatives;  
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 realignment of the Linear Park near the main entrance to the Tahoe Meadows community at Lake Road 
and US 50 would create a traffic impact;  

 reducing the width of the Linear Park would degrade the recreation user experience of the Linear Park 
and bicyclists would be uncomfortable having to ride closer to the fence. The commenters assert that 
the EIR/EIS/EIS must analyze and present design solutions for the intersection of US 50 and Lake Road 
to minimize the interaction of vehicles and users of the Linear Park; 

 some commenters disagree with the conclusion of Impact 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS that the 
recreation user experience at the Linear Park would not be degraded because the changes to the Linear 
Park would create significant hazards to users of the park; 

 changes to the width of the Linear Park at the entrance gate to Tahoe Meadows would cause vehicles to 
queue and back up onto US 50 while vehicles wait for the cars ahead of them to get through the keypad 
access, creating rear-end collision hazard and safety impact;  

 the proposed changes to the Linear Park that reduce the separation distance between the Linear Park 
shared-use path and the Tahoe Meadows fence to substandard widths would degrade the facility to 
below Class I bicycle facility minimums and would adversely affect the safety and experience of 
recreational users; 

 narrowing the Linear Park would be a “breach of faith,” because the land for the Linear Park was 
acquired from Tahoe Meadows owners by an eminent domain process; 

 TTD should install a traffic signal at the US 50/Lake Road intersection that is activated on demand to 
allow for safe ingress to and egress from Tahoe Meadows;  

 emergency vehicle access (and access for neighborhood evacuation in the event of an emergency) at the 
intersection of US 50 and Lodge Road must be continuously maintained throughout construction of any 
improvements (including construction staging), at opening in 2020, throughout construction of 
replacement housing near this location, and in 2040. The commenters note that Exhibits 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS show a construction staging area directly in front of the emergency vehicle access 
at US 50 and Lodge Road and, for Alternative D, access is only provided to the Holiday Inn Express; 

 maintain access for residents to the pedestrian gate at Lodge Road; and  

 development of mixed-use development Site 1 for Alternatives B and C would block the connection 
between Lodge Road and US 50; it is also unclear whether Alternative D maintains connections between 
Lodge Road and US 50. 

Project Refinements Related to Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District and the Linear Park  
As described under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: 
Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, since the initiation of public review of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD has continued to refine details of the locally preferred action (Alternative B) in response to 
public input, ongoing agency discussions, and continuing concept planning.  

With respect to access to Tahoe Meadows and the Linear Park, TTD met with representatives of Tahoe 
Meadows on several occasions to discuss their concerns. On June 23, 2017, TTD and its project design 
engineers presented refined drawings that minimize impacts on the Tahoe Meadows entrance, retain the left-
in/left-out turn option for Lake Road, and minimize impacts on the Linear Park. These refinements are 
described under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle 
(Locally Preferred Action),” and illustrated in Exhibits 2-1 and 2-2 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The refinements 
demonstrate the distance from the main entrance gate of Tahoe Meadows to the edge of curb of the 
reconfigured US 50 would not be shortened more than 3 feet, which would minimize the effect on vehicle 
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queuing at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows and the encroachment on the Linear Park. With these refinements, 
an approximately 100-foot section of the Linear Park in a location where the path meanders toward US 50 
would be moved up to 4 feet closer to the Tahoe Meadows fence, while maintaining a minimum 5-foot 
separation from US 50. The separation between the shared-use path and the fence at this location would be 
greater than the existing separation distances in other locations along the Linear Park. While the width of the 
Linear Park would be reduced by 4 feet in this location, the width of the existing shared-use path would be 
retained at 8 feet. These refinements would require acquisition of 0.03 acre (about 1,300 square feet). The 
refinements would also apply to Alternatives C and D. 

The refinements address comments related to retaining left-in/left-turn access to and from Tahoe Meadows 
onto US 50 from Lake Road and resolve the need for Tahoe Meadows residents and guests to make U-turns 
at the US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection, the US 50/Wildwood Avenue intersection, or a mid-block location 
and concerns related to LOS at these intersections. The refinements also eliminate the need to consider 
additional VMT related to U-turn movements and for a traffic signal at the US 50/Lake Road intersection, as 
suggested by some commenters.  

Project Effects on Vehicle Queuing at the US 50/Lake Road Intersection  
The commenters assert that there are an estimated 36,000 total vehicles trips entering and exiting the 
Tahoe Meadows entrance gate on Lake Road during the peak summer season that was not analyzed in the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

The analysis of queuing of vehicles entering and exiting the Tahoe Meadows neighborhood at the 
US 50/Lake Road intersection has been updated to reflect the refined design in the revised US 50/South 
Shore Community Revitalization (Stateline) Project – Caltrans Project Report Traffic Operations Analysis (see 
page 45 in Appendix B of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS). Additional Synchro analysis was performed at the 
US 50/Lake Road intersection, located approximately 1,100 feet west of the existing US 50/Pioneer Trail 
intersection. Lake Road serves as the gated access point to the Tahoe Meadows neighborhood, which was 
conservatively assumed to contain 110 single-family homes based on aerial photographs. Using the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition trip generation rates, the Tahoe 
Meadows neighborhood generates an estimated 1,146 daily trips (or with a total of 114 p.m. peak-hour trips 
[72 trips entering and 42 trips exiting]) or approximately 103,140 vehicle trips during a three-month period. 
Queueing at the US 50/Lake Road intersection was analyzed for all alternatives considered in the 
EIR/EIS/EIS under Existing, Year 2020, and Year 2040 annual average and summer peak conditions. With 
all of the alternatives, the US 50/Lake Road intersection would retain its current configuration with left-
in/left-out turns allowed with use of the existing two-way left-turn median lane. The entrance gate on Lake 
Road, set back approximately 45 feet minimum from the westbound US 50 edge-of-traveled way under 
Alternatives B, C, and D, was modeled using a typical gate-opening cycle length. With the entrance gate in 
place, average queues entering Tahoe Meadows were projected to be one vehicle (or 25 feet) or less with 
occasional peak hour 95th percentile queues reaching two vehicles (or 50 feet). Additionally, 95th percentile 
eastbound and southbound queue lengths of one vehicle (or 25 feet) are projected at the intersection under 
all alternatives and study conditions such that the realignment alternatives would not substantially change 
vehicle queuing at this location. 

Effects on the Linear Park 
The realignment alternatives would affect a 280-foot section of the Linear Park. As described above and under 
the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2 of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, a 100-foot 
section of the Linear Park that meanders toward US 50 would be moved up to 4 feet closer to the Tahoe 
Meadows fence, while maintaining a minimum 5-foot separation from US 50. The separation between the 
shared-use path and the fence would be greater than the existing separation distances in other locations along 
the Linear Park and would not affect the recreation user experience of pedestrians and bicyclists using the 
path. While the width of the Linear Park would be reduced by 4 feet, the width of the existing shared-use path 
would be retained at 8 feet, which would continue to meet the minimum paved width of a travel way for a Class 
I bicycle path (Caltrans 2017: 1000-4). The existing stop signs along both sides of the path at the Lake Road 
crossing would be retained to minimize conflicts between path users and vehicles entering and existing the 
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Tahoe Meadows community. Therefore, users of the Linear Park would not be exposed to significant hazards 
as suggested in some comments.  

Comments related to the narrowing of Linear Park being a “breach of faith” do not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS. These comments are 
noted for consideration by decision makers.  

Access to Lodge Road 
Several commenters state that uninterrupted emergency access on Lodge Road must be maintained 
throughout the life of the project (i.e., construction, at project opening, and through to buildout) and question 
whether the development of mixed-use development Site 1 with Alternatives B, C, and D would maintain the 
connection between Lodge Road and US 50.  

As described in the last sentence of the second full paragraph on page 3.4-23 in Section 3.4, “Community 
Impacts,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the “emergency access to Tahoe Meadows on Lodge Road and access to 
the Holiday Inn Express would be maintained.” If Alternatives B or C were approved, then access would be 
provided through Site 1, as stated on page 3.4-19 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Access to Lodge Road for these 
alternatives would be from US 50. If Alternative D were approved, the access would be provided through the 
remaining right-of-way (ROW) adjacent to US 50. In either case, access to Lodge Road would be incorporated 
into the final design plans to be completed subsequent to project approval.  

Page 2-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS describes potential construction staging areas to be used to store 
project-related construction equipment and materials. For Alternatives B and C, one of the potential 
construction staging areas identified includes the existing US 50 right-of-way abandoned after the 
construction of realigned US 50, which would be used during construction of the tourist core improvements 
only. Exhibits 2-2 and 2-3 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS show the conceptual layout of this staging area. 
Emergency access to Lodge Road would be maintained at all times during construction.  

With respect to non-emergency access to Lodge Road, access to the pedestrian gate would be maintained 
with the realignment alternatives. It is understood that a small number of Tahoe Meadows residents (located 
within the northeastern portion of the community) may use the Lodge Road gate for vehicle access 
purposes. With Alternative D, the US 50/Lodge Road intersection would be very close to the US 50/Pioneer 
Trail intersection, so access for private vehicles may be limited to right-in/right-out turns only, depending on 
what would be permitted by Caltrans. Because there would not be a center median at this location, 
emergency vehicles would be able to make left-turns in and out at this intersection to the extent they are 
able to control traffic and safely execute a turn. Because the location of the US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection 
is further away from the US 50/Lodge Road intersection with Alternatives B and C, it may be possible to 
retain left-in/left-out access to this intersection during final design.  
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Letter 
1 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
July 5, 2017 

 

1-1 The commenter states that the Department of Interior has no comments on the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS and Section 4(f) analysis. The comment is noted for consideration by decision 
makers. 
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Letter 
2 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
June 5, 2017 

 

2-1 The commenter provides introductory text summarizing Draft EIR/EIS/EIS findings and 
describes that the document includes insufficient information about impacts to wetlands and 
waters of the U.S. Specific resource concerns are addressed in Comments 2-3 through 2-7 
below.  

2-2 The comment includes a summary page that identifies the U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency’s (EPA) comment rating definitions used when reviewing environmental documents, 
including the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is acknowledged.  

2-3 This commenter states that the wetland delineation completed for the project is considered 
expired and a new delineation will be required prior to project approval. This statement is 
correct. A new delineation was completed in 2017 and submitted to the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers (USACE) for verification in March 2018. A preliminary jurisdictional determination 
was issued by USACE concurring with the findings of the wetland delineation on May 22, 
2018 (see Appendix R). 

2-4 The commenter states their support for the stormwater improvements included in the 
proposed project and recommends that the project proponent, TTD, commit to these 
improvements in the Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter also recommends that a wetland 
delineation be completed and verified prior to publication of the Final EIR/EIS/EIS. As 
described in the Response to Comment 2-3, a delineation of wetlands and aquatic resources 
was completed for the project in 2017, submitted to the USACE for verification in 
March 2018, and verified on May 22, 2018 (see Appendix R). This delineation would be used 
to minimize impacts to aquatic resources in the final design of the preferred alternative. 
Changes related to the latest wetland delineation prepared for the project are presented in 
Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. These updates do not 
alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

In response to this comment, the last paragraph on page 3.16-14 in Section 3.16, “Biological 
Environment,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS has been revised as follows: 

Construction associated with Alternatives B, C, and D would result in permanent loss 
or temporary disturbance of montane riparian and montane meadow habitats, which 
are considered sensitive. Additionally, the wetland and aquatic resources delineation 
prepared for the project (Ascent Environmental 2018) identified ten wetlands and 
two jurisdictional “other waters” within the project site. Table 3.16-3 summarizes and 
compares the acreage of sensitive habitats present and affected on a permanent 
and temporary basis for each realignment alternative. Additionally, the NES for the 
project (TTD 2015) identified several potential wetlands and other waters of the 
United States within the project site, based on a preliminary wetland delineation 
conducted in 2010 and 2011. This preliminary delineation of potential wetlands and 
other waters of the United States has not been verified by the USACE and will need to 
be updated prior to permit application and approval. Most of these areas are 
included within the montane riparian and montane meadow habitat types mapped 
and quantified in the project site.  
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Also, Table 3.16-3 on page 3.16-15 in Section 3.16, “Biological Environment,” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS has been revised to incorporate information from the wetland delineation as 
follows: 

Table 3.16-3 Acreage of Permanent and Temporary Effects on Sensitive Habitats 

Sensitive 
Habitat Type 

Alternative B Alternative C Alternative D Alternative E 
Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp Perm Temp 

Jurisdictional 
Waters 0.03 0.01 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.001 0.00 0.00 

Montane 
Riparian 0.4 0.38 0.5 0.38 0.11 1.0 0.82 0.4 0.38 0.5 0.39 0.00 0.00 

Montane 
Meadow 1.2 1.19 1.1 0.97 0.22 0.9 0.82 1.20 1.2 1.05 0.00 0.00 

Jurisdictional 
Wetlands 0.06 0.16 0.02 0.19 0.06 0.16 0.00 0.00 

Total 1.66 1.6 1.52 0.39 1.9 1.85 1.67 1.5 1.60 0.00 0.00 
Source: Data compiled by Ascent Environmental Inc. in 2014 2018 

 

Additionally, the project proponent, TTD, has committed to the stormwater improvements 
described in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS by including these features in the project description and 
environmental analysis. Although these features may be refined during final design based on 
site-specific conditions, their implementation is essential to the project and the 
environmental conclusions of the EIR/EIS/EIS.  

Finally, the commenter asks that the Final EIR/EIS/EIS identify where earthen-bottomed 
culverts would be used in the project. The project would maintain the existing earthen-
bottomed culvert for Edgewood Creek. 

2-5 The commenter summarizes conclusions regarding construction-related criteria air pollutant 
emissions, requests that the minimization and mitigation measures identified in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS be identified as commitments in the Final EIR/EIS/EIS and Record of Decision, 
and requests consideration as to whether staggering various construction activities would 
reduce cumulative air quality impacts.  

The modeling conducted for the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (described on page 3.13-16) 
conservatively assumed that project construction/grading phases could begin as early as 
2017 with final project completion for transportation improvements occurring by 2020. 
Given that project approval will not be considered until 2018, 2019 is the soonest year in 
which project construction could occur. The modeling of construction emissions in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS is conservative in that construction emissions in later years would be lower 
because pollutant emissions from construction vehicles would gradually decrease over time 
with improvements in emissions control technology and cleaner fuels.  

The potential redevelopment of the mixed-use development sites was conservatively 
assumed to occur simultaneously with the transportation improvements to evaluate a 
reasonably foreseeable, conservative scenario to avoid understating potential emissions 
impacts. To model a reasonably foreseeable, conservative scenario for construction 
emissions from the mixed-use sites, it was conservatively assumed that two of the three sites 
could be constructed simultaneously. These assumptions regarding overlapping construction 
phasing are conservative. In the context of environmental impact analysis in this document, 
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“conservative” is intended to mean avoiding the risk if understating an adverse impact. The 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS found that construction-related emissions would not result in a significant 
short-term impact to air quality with implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.13-1a and 
3.13-1b and would not combine with construction emissions of other foreseeable projects 
such that a cumulatively considerable impact would occur. Staggering project construction 
activities to minimize overlap could further reduce emissions; however, such measures are 
not necessary given that construction-related emissions would be sufficiently reduced to a 
less-than-significant/not adverse level with measures that are proposed in the EIR/EIS/EIS.  

2-6 The commenter summarizes impacts related to environmental justice and encourages 
continued community outreach throughout planning and development for the project and 
additional minimization and mitigation through community enhancement and other aesthetic 
treatment projects. The commenter also recommends including the commitment to construct 
replacement housing prior to relocating owner and tenant residents and prior to construction 
of transportation improvements. TTD’s commitment to constructing replacement housing 
(i.e., 76 dwelling units) prior to groundbreaking activities for transportation improvements in 
California are described in Section 2.3.1, “Replacement Housing,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 
As described under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, project 
refinements to Alternative B have been made to address community character and safety 
elements in the Rocky Point neighborhood, such as a community park and street lighting. 
The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers.  

2-7 The commenter summarizes the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS findings related to noise impacts and 
states that EPA strongly encourages FHWA and TTD to implement noise mitigation, including 
sound barriers, even if they have been determined to not be reasonable by FHWA or Caltrans 
because of the cost. As discussed for Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a, 3.15-3b, and 3.15-3c, if 
funding for a sound barrier is not available from FHWA or Caltrans, then funding could be 
provided by TTD or other agencies (see pages 3.15-66, 3.15-68, and 3.15-70 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS). The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 
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Letter 
3 

California Tahoe Conservancy and Nevada Division of State Parks 
July 7, 2017 

 

3-1 The comment is an email introducing an attached comment letter from the Nevada Division 
of State Parks (NDSP) and the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy).  

3-2 The commenter identifies discrepancies between the proposed pedestrian bridge shown in 
Exhibits 2-2 through 2-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and the Key Plan shown in Attachment 2 of 
Appendix D in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and contends that the Gondola Vista development no 
longer allows the pathway location agreed upon by the parties. Images depicting the sidewalk 
connecting the proposed pedestrian bridge to the main entrance of Van Sickle Bi-State Park 
were presented to NDSP and the Conservancy at a meeting on August 11, 2015. The notes 
from that meeting (also included in Appendix D) indicate that in preparing the Key Plan, the 
illustrator took artistic liberties that deviated from the plans shown in the Geometric Approval 
Drawings (GAD; included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The GAD shows the 
sidewalk hugging the wall and minimizing right-of-way (ROW) needs. The path as depicted 
would require additional ROW. The commenter is correct that the development of the 
Gondola Vista project would limit the ability to create a meandering path within the 
boundaries of the Gondola Vista property. However, portions of the path extending beyond 
the Gondola Vista property to the main entrance could be designed to include a meandering 
element through final design. (See also the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.) The appearance and context-sensitive aesthetic 
treatments of the tiered retaining walls along the mountain side of realigned US 50 would be 
retained as an element of the project; the configuration of these walls to accommodate the 
driveway to the Gondola Vista property would be refined accordingly during detailed design 
development following environmental review. The commenters’ concerns related to the path 
have been resolved through on-going discussions with TTD since publication of the Draft 
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EIR/EIS/EIS, as indicated in the Section 4(f) concurrence letter included in Chapter 5, 
“Consultation and Coordination,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 

3-3 The commenter states that page 3.10-14 and other locations in Section 3.10, “Water Quality 
and Stormwater Runoff,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS incorrectly characterize the Conservancy’s 
role in the establishment of the Rocky Point Stormwater System. The commenter also states 
that additional language should be added to Mitigation Measure 3.10-3. The comment is 
correct and the text has been revised in this final environmental document. This change is 
presented in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any 
environmental impact. 

The first paragraph on page 3.10-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised as follows:  

Drainage from the Fern Road, Echo Road, and Moss Road area is collected via storm 
drains and enters two drainage basins at the Fern Road/Pioneer Trail intersection. 
Overflow from these basins is routed west for additional treatment in the Upper and 
Lower Pine basins before discharging via the North Ditch to Lake Tahoe. In addition 
to drainage basins, several undeveloped lots within the Fern Road area were 
purchased by CSLT using grant funds provided by the California Tahoe Conservancy 
(CTC) as part of the Rocky Point Erosion Control Project. These lots provide a natural 
infiltration area for runoff from adjacent impervious areas and reduce the volume of 
runoff that must be treated in the drainage basin system. Any development on these 
parcels that affects their ability to accomplish this purpose would require mitigation. 

The second paragraph on page 3.10-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised as follows: 

Stormwater runoff from the California portion of US 50 in the tourist core is currently 
conveyed through a series of storm drains and drainage basins west of US 50, known 
as the Pine Boulevard Stormwater System or the North Ditch, before being 
discharged to Lake Tahoe. Flow from Stateline Creek crosses Montreal Road and 
enters the same storm drain system through a 42-inch reinforced concrete pipe and 
headwall near the southeast portion of the project site. Portions of the Pine 
Boulevard Stormwater System were completed using grant funds provided by the 
CTC. 

Table 3.10-7 on page 3.10-37 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised as follows: 

Table 3.10-7 Increase in Impervious Surfaces by Alternative 

Alternative 
New 

Impervious 
Surface 

Affected Storm Drain Systems 

Alternative A: 
No Build (No 
Project) 

NA NA 

Alternative B: 
Triangle 

5.47 to 7.62 
acres 

CSLT Fern Road Stormwater Basins (2) 
CTC Rocky Point Stormwater Treatment Parcels: 029-331-12, 029-331-11, and 029-332-01 
CTC Rocky Point Stormwater Easements: 029-170-05, 029-170-04, 029-351-22, 029-341-
04, and 029-363-07  
Existing Storm Drains: 2.5 miles 
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Table 3.10-7 Increase in Impervious Surfaces by Alternative 

Alternative 
New 

Impervious 
Surface 

Affected Storm Drain Systems 

Alternative C: 
Triangle One-
Way 

1.06 acres CSLT Fern Road Stormwater Basins (2) 
CTC Rocky Point Stormwater Treatment Parcels: 029-331-12, 029-331-11, and 029-332-01 
CTC Rocky Point Stormwater Easements: 029-170-05, 029-170-04, 029-351-22, 029-341-
04, and 029-363-07 
Existing Storm Drains: 2.1 miles 

Alternative D: 
PSR 
Alternative 2 

5.76 to 7.91 
acres 

CSLT Fern Road Stormwater Basins (2) 
CTC Rocky Point Stormwater Treatment Parcels: 029-331-12, 029-331-11, and 029-332-01 
CTC Rocky Point Stormwater Easements: 029-170-05, 029-170-04, 029-343-17, and 029-
341-04 
Existing Storm Drains: 2.4 miles 

Alternative E: 
Skywalk 

NA NA 

CTC = California Tahoe Conservancy; CSLT = City of South Lake Tahoe; NA = not applicable  

Source: Wood Rodgers 2015; adapted by Ascent Environmental in 2016 

 

Mitigation Measure 3.10.4 on page 3.4-46 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised as follows:  

Mitigation Measure 3.10-3: Protect functionality of Rocky Point Existing 
Stormwater Improvements 
This mitigation measure applies to Alternatives B, C, and D transportation 
improvements and mixed-use development, including replacement housing, for the 
purposes of NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA.  

The project proponent shall demonstrate that all Rocky Point stormwater 
improvements continue to meet the goals for which they were established. In the 
case of stormwater improvements purchased or constructed with CTC grant funds 
(such as the Rock Point and Fern Road systems), this includes including meeting or 
exceeding 6.4 pounds of sediment reduction per State of California dollar spent on 
site improvements. If the functionality of the Rocky Point property and facilities 
improvements cannot be maintained, the project design would be modified to 
replace these facilities with land and infrastructure that is at least as effective as the 
current facilities, or more effective. In the event that any portion of the project 
encroaches on the existing City of South Lake Tahoe stormwater basins at Fern Road, 
these basins would be reconstructed in place or replaced in-kind within available 
right-of-way. The net result would be the maintenance of existing stormwater facilities 
or the replacement of affected facilities with equivalently or more effective 
stormwater management land and infrastructure. The specific location and design of 
the replacement infrastructure would be defined during detailed design 
development. 
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Letter 
4 

California State Clearinghouse 
June 8, 2017 

 

4-1 The commenter states that the State Clearinghouse submitted the Draft EIR to selected state 
agencies for review and received no comment letters. The commenter acknowledged that 
the Draft EIR process complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements, pursuant 
to CEQA. 
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Letter 
5 

Nevada Division of State Lands 
June 30, 2017 

 

5-1 The commenter provides introductory comments related to the Nevada Division of State 
Land’s role in managing the Van Sickle Bi-State Park. The commenter notes that a private 
development is under construction adjacent to the park and expresses concern that the 
potential impacts of this development project may not have been fully analyzed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter also states that the State of Nevada will not authorize granting 
access to private development through lands owned by the State of Nevada or through Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park to accommodate the locally preferred action design for US 50. The 
discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS and Response to 
Comment 3-2 discuss access to the Gondola Vista development and potential effects on the 
park. Access for private development through lands owned by the State of Nevada or through 
Van Sickle Bi-State Park is not proposed.  
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Letter 
6 

Nevada State Clearinghouse 
July 3, 2017 

 

6-1 The commenter references an attached letter from the Nevada State Historic Preservation 
Officer, which is addressed in Response to Comment 7-1, and a forthcoming comment letter 
from the Nevada Division of State Lands, which is addressed in Response to Comment 5-1. 

The commenter also states a preference for Alternative C, asserting that Alternative C would 
result in the most benefits to the community. The commenter also states that the pedestrian 
and bicycle improvements described in Section 2.3, “Common Features of Alternatives B 
through D,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (with emphasis on Subsections 2.3.3, 2.3.4, 2.3.5, and 
2.3.6) are excellent and improvements that would drastically change the character and 
livability of the area for the better. The commenter does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

 

Letter 
7 

Nevada Historic Preservation Officer 
July 3, 2017 

 

7-1 An Architectural Inventory Report and Archaeological Survey Report for the portions of the 
project within Nevada were submitted by TTD to the Nevada State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) by TTD prior to circulation of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS in December 2015. These 
cultural reports were updated to meet current format requirements in March 2018 and were 
re-submitted to SHPO on March 22, 2018 by NDOT on behalf of FHWA. The Nevada SHPO 
has reviewed these reports and concurred with their findings as indicated in the concurrence 
letter included in Chapter 5, “Consultation and Coordination,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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Letter 
8 

City of South Lake Tahoe 
July 7, 2017 

 

8-1 The commenter suggests that data from the City of South Lake Tahoe 2014-2022 Housing 
Element Update be replaced with more current data available through the U.S. Census 
American Community Survey for statistics related to housing vacancy and the jobs-to-housing 
ratio. 

Project impacts related to housing vacancy are addressed in the analysis of alteration of the 
location, distribution, or growth of the human population for the Region during construction 
and operation (Impacts 3.4-2 and 3.4-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS) and analysis of housing 
supply availability, including affordable housing (Impact 3.4-4). Regarding housing supply, 
the project would replace the housing units that would be displaced by the project. The 
project also provides an opportunity to construct additional housing units, which could 
supplement the supply of housing in the South Shore area and meet the housing needs of 
people employed at new jobs provided by the project. However, the commenter is correct and 
the jobs-to-housing ratio information has been revised in this final environmental document. 
This change is presented in Section 3.4, “Community Impacts,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any 
environmental impact. 

The third paragraph on page 3.4-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Not all vacant housing in the City of South Lake Tahoe, Douglas County, Stateline 
CDP, and CIA study area is affordable or available to people who would like to live 
and work in these areas. As described in the City of South Lake Tahoe Housing 
Element Background Report, the reason is because a large proportion (78.8 percent 
in the City of South Lake Tahoe as of 2010) of the vacant housing is considered 
vacant for seasonal, recreational, or occasional use (City of South Lake Tahoe 
2014:4-16 – 4-17). In 2014, approximately 80 percent of vacant housing units were 
available as seasonal, recreational, or occasional use rentals (U.S. Census Bureau 
2015h). In 20102014, the city had approximately 1511 percent of vacant homes 
were available for rent long-term renters and approximately 3 less than 1 percent 
were available for sale (City of South Lake Tahoe 2014:4-17U.S. Census Bureau 
2015h). Similar vVacancy data for Douglas County, Stateline CDP, and the CIA study 
area was not readily available, but it is widely understood that these also supports 
the general understanding that these other areas within the Tahoe Basin experience 
similar shortages of long-term rental vacancies and it is reasonable to assume that 
these areas experience similar vacancy statistics as the City of South Lake Tahoe. 

The last paragraph on page 3.4-10 and Table 3.4-6 on page 3.4-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
are revised to read as follows: 

The City of South Lake Tahoe General Plan Housing Element provides information 
about the jobs-to-housing ratio within the city and county (Table 3.4-6). In 20102014, 
the jobs-to-housing ratio was 0.6 in the city and 1.0 in the county (see Table 3.4-6). 
This indicates that within the city, there are fewer jobs than available housing. Within 
the county, the amount of jobs and demand for housing is balanced. The number of 
housing units used in the jobs-housing ratio identified in Table 3.4-6 represents the 
total units, regardless of their status as owner-occupied, renter-occupied, or vacation 
rental; therefore, the jobs-to-housing ratio for housing only used by permanent 
residents could be greater than what is shown in the table. The jobs-to-available 
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housing ratio focuses on owner- and renter-occupied homes, including vacant 
housing for rent or for sale, and omitting seasonally occupied homes and homes that 
are vacant and for vacation rental use. Based on the jobs-to-available housing ratio 
for the city, CIA study area, and Douglas County, there appears to be ample housing 
stock. It is important to note that this ratio does not account for housing units that 
are occupied by multiple wage earners and does not account for housing units that 
may be solely occupied by retired individuals. 

Table 3.4-6 Jobs-to-Housing Ratio 

 
South Lake Tahoe El Dorado County 

2000 2010 2000 2010 
Housing 
Units 14,050  15,087  71,278 88,159 

Employed 
Residents 11,953 12,223 73,821 84,829 

Jobs 
Housing 
Ratio 

0.9 0.8 1.0 1.0 

Source: City of South Lake Tahoe 2014:4-22 

 

Table 3.4-6 Jobs-to-Housing Ratio (2014) 

Area Employees 
Total  

Housing 
Units 

Occupied 
Housing Units 

Vacant  
Housing for  

Rent or for Sale 

Jobs-to-
Housing 

Ratio 

Jobs-to-
Available 

Housing Ratio1 
City of South Lake Tahoe 10,556 16,337 8,585 859 0.6 1.1 
Douglas County 20,387 23,677 19,765 426 0.8 1.0 
Stateline CDP 601 454 420 0 1.3 1.4 
CIA Study Area 3,589 6,306 3,258 294 0.6 1.0 
1 The available housing units used to calculate the jobs-to-available housing ratio is the sum of the occupied housing units and vacant 
housing for long-term rent or for sale.  

Source: U.S. Census Bureau 2015e, 2015g, 2015h 

 

The impact summary on page 3.4-29 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Impact 3.4-3: Alter the location, distribution, or growth of the human 
population for the Region during operation 
Alternatives B, C, and D transportation improvements and Alternative E could result 
in additional road and facility maintenance needs during operation but would not 
generate demand for a substantial number of new employees. The transportation 
improvements do not include components that would increase population and, thus, 
would not generate additional demand for housing. Alternatives B, C, and D 
transportation improvements and Alternative E would not alter the location, 
distribution, or growth of the human population planned for the Region. 

Alternatives B, C, and D mixed-use development, including replacement housing, 
would result in the same needs for additional road and facility maintenance needs 
described for these alternatives transportation improvements. With development of 
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new commercial and housing units associated with buildout of the mixed-use 
development, including replacement housing, Alternatives B, C, and D would 
generate an estimated net increase of up to approximately 180 80 – 210 280 new 
jobs and an estimated net population increase of approximately 320 – 340 people 
(after accounting for replacement of housing and employment displaced by the 
project). The additional demand for employees would likely be met by existing 
residents in the South Shore area. Furthermore, the employment and population 
growth generated by the mixed-use development, including commercial and 
residential uses, has been planned for as part of the Regional Plan and the Tourist 
Core Area Plan. Because employment needs generated by the project could be met 
by existing residents and the project would include new housing, buildout of the 
mixed-use development would not generate new employment that would induce 
substantial population growth such that additional housing would be required to be 
constructed. Future development at any of the three mixed-use development sites 
would be subject to subsequent project-level environmental review and permitting by 
the City of South Lake Tahoe and/or TRPA that would include mitigating any adverse 
physical effects on the environment associated with a jobs and housing imbalance. 
Thus, Alternatives B, C, and D mixed-use development, including replacement 
housing, would not alter the location, distribution, or growth of the human population 
planned for the Region. 

Alternative A would not result in any changes to existing conditions that would increase 
housing demand. Alternative A would not alter the location, distribution, or growth of the 
human population planned for the Region. 

NEPA Environmental Consequences:  The design features of Alternatives B, C, D, 
and E would avoid or minimize effects related 
to alteration of the location, distribution, or 
growth of the population during operation; No 
Impact for Alternative A 

CEQA/TRPA Impact Determinations:  Less Than Significant for Alternatives B, C, D, 
and E; No Impact for Alternative A 

The second and third full paragraphs on page 3.4-31 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and the fourth 
paragraph on page 3.4-31 that continues onto page 3.4-32 are revised to read as follows: 

Mixed-Use Development including Replacement Housing 
Prior to displacing existing residents, Alternative B would construct replacement 
housing along with supporting commercial uses that could be located at one or more of 
three mixed-use development sites identified within the project site (see Exhibits 2-9 
and 2-11 in Chapter 2, “Proposed Project and Project Alternatives”). If replacement 
housing is not constructed at any of these sites, then TTD would construct replacement 
housing at another location in the South Shore area to be determined prior to 
displacing any residents. Implementation of Alternative B mixed-use development, 
including replacement housing, would generate the same demand for maintenance 
employees as described above. Potential mixed-use development would generate 
additional demand for up to 269 employees associated with new commercial uses 
(Table 3.4-9), as well as up to 227 new housing units. Implementation of this 
alternative would displace up to 88 housing units, but would also result in an net 
increase of up to 177269 jobs, and a net increase of 139 housing units, and 317 
residents (see Table 3.4-7). This increase in residential population would represent a 
4 percent increase in the CIA study area population and a 1.5 percent increase in the 
City of South Lake Tahoe population. 
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The increase in additional employment generated by Alternative B with mixed-use 
development could lead to an increase in population growth and subsequent housing 
demand within the South Shore area and a change in the location and distribution of 
population, employment, and housing in the Region. The existing jobs-to-available 
housing ratio in the city is 1.1 and the jobs-to-available housing ratio in the CIA study 
area is 1.0 (see Table 3.4-6). The estimated 77 to 269 new jobs created by 
implementation of Alternative B with mixed-use development would offset the 
potential loss of an estimated 92 jobs displaced by construction of the realigned 
US 50 and new mixed-use development (see Impact 3.4-5 and Table 3.4-14 for 
further discussion of displaced businesses). After construction of the replacement 
housing, the net potential increase in new housing units would be up to 139 units. 
The mixed-use development couldwould include deed-restricted affordable housing 
and market-rate housing that could meet theserve some needs of these employees. 
As shown in Table 3.4-4, the unemployment rate in the South Shore area ranges 
from 5 percent in the CIA study area percent to 12.5 percent in the City of South Lake 
Tahoe. It is anticipated that demand for employees would likely be partially met by 
unemployed residents of the South Shore and would not require all new workers to 
come from outside of this area.  

As shown in Table 3.4-2, housing vacancy rates range from approximately 7.5 
percent in the Stateline CDP to approximately 50 percent in the CIA study area. As 
described above in “Housing Occupancy,” some of these housing units are likely 
vacation rentals or seasonal rentals, limiting actual available housing for new 
employees that may desire to relocate to the South Shore area. and, aAccording to 
data from the U.S. Census Bureauthe City of South Lake Tahoe Housing Element 
Background Report, approximately 1115 percent of vacant homes in the city were 
available as long-term rental unitsfor rent and approximately 13 percent were 
available for sale. Other portions of the South Shore area and the Lake Tahoe Region 
have similar limited supplies of long-term rental vacancies. Therefore, because the 
addition of new jobs in the project site could be partially met by existing unemployed 
residents of the South Shore, this alternative is not anticipated to result in a 
substantial increase in population that would lead to an increased demand for 
housing that could not be met by the supply of existing vacant homes available for 
rent. If the reasonably foreseeable, conservative increase of up to 269 jobs and net 
increase of 139 housing units would occur, the project could result in the need to 
construct additional housing or require employees to commute into the Tahoe Basin. 
However, existing unemployed residents in the South Shore area would be 
anticipated to fill the available jobs and existing available long-term rentals as well as 
the new housing units could meet the need of any new employees that might move 
here from outside of the area.  

For these reasons, buildout of the mixed-use development would not generate new 
employment that would induce substantial population growth such that additional 
housing would be required to be constructed. Future development at any of the three 
mixed-use development sites would be subject to subsequent project-level 
environmental review and permitting by the City of South Lake Tahoe and/or TRPA, 
which would consider the actual proposed number of new housing units and a more 
refined estimate of employee-generating commercial uses.  

The location of new jobs and additional residences resulting from Alternative B with 
mixed-use development would be primarily within the TCAP boundaries. As described 
for Impact 3.4-2, construction of new housing units and CFA is limited to the number 
of allocations available, which are capped by the Regional Plan. Additionally, this 
area is planned (in the Regional Plan and TCAP) for an increase in density and 
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development with a mix of uses and is intended to concentrate development in town 
centers that are walkable, close to jobs, shopping, and entertainment. 
Implementation of Alternative B with mixed-use development would help to achieve 
the intent of the TCAP to provide for orderly, well-planned, and balanced growth and 
to develop a mix of uses that promote convenience, economic vitality, and a pleasant 
quality of life with a greater range of facilities and services for visitors and residents 
(City of South Lake Tahoe 2013:2-6). Furthermore, these types of changes to the 
density of development within the TCAP boundary were assessed in the TCAP and 
Regional Plan environmental documents (City of South Lake Tahoe 2013, TRPA 
2012a). As shown in Table 3.4-10 and Exhibit 2-9, the estimated density of housing 
units in the mixed-use development would meet the density standards set forth in the 
TCAP and PAS 092. The TCAP environmental document determined that future 
development within the TCAP boundaries and the Region would meet future housing 
demand, including demand for affordable housing (City of South Lake Tahoe 
2013:129-130). The Regional Plan EIS determined that buildout of the Regional Plan 
would result in a balance between jobs and housing and lead to more concentrated 
development in community centers, with greater improvements to walkability, 
feasibility of other alternative transportation, and the resultant benefits (TRPA 
2012a:3.12-11 – 3.12-12).  

Because employment needs could be met by existing residents and the project would 
include new housing, buildout of the mixed-use development would not generate new 
employment that would induce substantial population growth such that additional 
housing would be required to be constructed. Future development at any of the three 
mixed-use development sites would be subject to subsequent project-level 
environmental review and permitting by the City of South Lake Tahoe and/or TRPA 
that would include mitigating any adverse physical effects on the environment 
associated with a jobs and housing imbalance. Implementation of Alternative B 
mixed-use development, including replacement housing, would not change the 
planned location and distribution of population, employment, and housing planned 
for the Region. For these reasons, this impact would be less than significant for the 
purposes of CEQA and TRPA. 

The third sentence of third full paragraph on page 3.4-43 is revised to read as follows: 

The Relocation Study concludes that there would be existing available housing units 
in the South Shore area that could be used as replacement housing. This remains 
true; however, the option to purchase and deed restrict or seek other replacement 
housing options in the South Shore area instead of constructing new housing units 
would conflict with the project objective related to a no net loss in housing supply. 
Additionally, as described in Section 3.4.1, “Housing Occupancy,” there is evidence 
to suggest that about 1115 percent of the supply of vacant homes are available for 
rent by full-time residents (see Section 3.4.1, “Housing Occupancy”). 

8-2 The commenter states the analysis in the EIR/EIS/EIS should be updated to reflect 
construction of the Gondola Vista Project and how access would be provided to this 
development for the realignment alternatives. See the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action,” and Response to Comment 3-2 for a discussion of access to the Gondola Vista 
development and potential effects on the park. 
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Letter 
9 

South Tahoe Public Utility District 
July 7, 2017 

 

9-1 The commenter notes previous information that STPUD provided to TTD regarding water and 
sewer facility relocations and modifications that could occur as a result of the project, and 
related costs. The commenter asserts that their understanding is that the costs associated 
with these impacts would be paid for by the project proponent, TTD, and would not be a 
burden on STPUD ratepayers. This comment is a summary of more detailed comments 
provided below. See Responses to Comments 9-2 through 9-8 below. 

9-2 The commenter asserts that utility relocations can be, and should be, minimized through the 
preservation of existing utility alignments via easements within existing public right-of-way for 
which abandonment is proposed. Standard engineering design practices attempt to minimize 
impacts to utilities, where feasible, to minimize disturbances and reduce project costs. 
Additionally, through implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1, TTD would coordinate with 
utility providers, including STPUD, related to all necessary relocations of utility infrastructure, 
which would also encompass maintaining access and easements to utility alignments that 
may remain as well as relocated infrastructure. 

9-3 The commenter identifies three concerns: (1) Impact 3.5-1 and Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 do 
not include a discussion of potential effects related to abandonment of public right-of-way 
and loss of easements for public utilities; (2) TTD pays for relocations and/or easement 
acquisitions associated with impacts of the project; and (3) relocation of valves, meters, and 
manholes may not be “minor” because they could require relocation of pipelines and gravity 
sewer systems.  

In coordination with utility providers at the time of final design, TTD would pay for relocation 
of utility infrastructure, which could include maintaining utility access and easements; valves, 
meters, and manholes; and relocation of pipelines and gravity sewer systems. The specific 
relocations of existing utilities, including valves, meters, and manholes and any associated 
relocations of pipelines and gravity sewer systems would be determined through 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-1. Additionally, as previously described, standard 
engineering design practices seek to limit impacts on utilities, as applicable and feasible, to 
reduce costs, construction, and impacts.  

To clarify TTD’s commitment to incorporating the cost of utility infrastructure, access, and 
easement relocations, the following revision has been made to the second sentence of the 
second full paragraph on page 2-43 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and is presented in Chapter 3, 
“Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures”: 

Within the existing US 50 right of way, the cost to move and/or modify existing 
utilities would be determined by existing agreements between the utility providers 
and [California Department of Transportation] Caltrans and [Nevada Department of 
Transportation] NDOT. Along the new US 50 alignment, it is anticipated that Tthe 
project would be responsible for all most, if not all, costs associated with relocations 
and modifications to existing utilities. caused by the construction of the project. Any 
upgrade determined by the utility companies to be done during construction would 
be paid for by the utility company. The highway realignment does not cause capacity 
issues with utility systems. If the mixed-use development sites are developed and 
create a need to increase capacity, those costs would become part of the mixed-use 
development project and included in the project level environmental document for 
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the development. TTD would oversee both the project contractor and utility relocation 
work during construction. Once constructed, the utility facilities would be owned and 
operated, including maintenance costs, by the utility companies. 

Additionally, to clarify that Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 would address the need to mitigate for 
and maintain access and easements for utilities as well as clarifying that design of the 
project would seek to avoid impacts on utility infrastructure, access, and easements to the 
extent feasible, the mitigation measure is revised as follows here and is presented in 
Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.” The correction does not alter the conclusions 
with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

The mitigation measure on pages 3.5-42 through 3.5-43 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised 
to read as follows: 

Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Prepare and implement a Utility Relocation Plan 
This mitigation measure is required for Alternatives B, C, and D transportation 
improvements and mixed-use development, including replacement housing, and 
Alternative E, for the purposes of NEPA, CEQA, and TRPA. 

Before the start of construction-related activities, including demolition of displaced 
residential, hotel/motel, and commercial buildings, the TTD (and the project 
proponent for the mixed-use development, as applicable) shall coordinate with 
STPUD, DCSID, EWC, Lakeside Park Association, Liberty Utilities, NV Energy, and 
Southwest Gas Corporation to relocate utility infrastructure, which is dependent on 
the alternative and could include infrastructure at and near the existing US 
50/Pioneer Trail and Pioneer Trail/Echo Road intersections and along US 50, Fern 
Road, Moss Road, Primrose Road, Montreal Road, and the lake side of Lake 
Parkway. The final design plans for the transportation improvements submitted to 
Caltrans and NDOT shall be prepared to minimize utility disruption or relocation, and 
identify all utility relocations affected by the transportation improvements. TTD (and 
the project proponent for the mixed-use development, as applicable) shall coordinate 
with the utility companies to minimize impacts to services throughout the project. To 
minimize disruption to utility services, relocation of the utility lines shall occur after 
any required clearing and demolition within the study area and before construction of 
the realigned US 50, and other transportation improvements. Actions needed to 
comply with this mitigation measure include coordination with each affected utility 
company to prepare a utility relocation plan that would, at a minimum, include the 
following: 

 plans that identify the utility infrastructure elements, including access for utility 
providers and easements, as applicable, that require relocation as a result of 
constructing the project transportation improvements and mixed-use development, 
including replacement housing;  

 safety measures to avoid any human health hazards or environmental hazards 
associated with capping and abandoning some utility infrastructure, such as 
natural gas lines or sewer lines; 

 timing for completion of the utility infrastructure relocation as part of construction 
of the transportation improvements and mixed-use development, including 
replacement housing, which shall be scheduled to minimize disruption to the utility 
companies and their customers;  
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 reparations, if required, and certification of necessary additional environmental 
evaluations and pertinent processes (e.g., CEQA, NEPA, and/or TRPA documents 
and requirements), all of which shall be completed, as necessary, before final 
plans for the mixed-use development, including replacement housing, are 
permitted;  

 preparation and approval by a licensed civil engineer; and  

 approval as adequate by the affected utility companies and Caltrans, NDOT, TTD, 
and TRPA, as necessary. 

9-4 The commenter notes that the proposed nonstandard design of the sidewalks (5 feet wide 
instead of 6 feet wide) could result in conflicts with the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) 
and placement of fire hydrants and other utilities. As listed on page 2-44 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, the narrower sidewalk width would only be required for a portion of the sidewalk 
on the eastbound shoulder of US 50 west of Midway Road. ADA standards allow for reducing 
the clearance around objects, such as fire hydrants or utility poles, to as little as 32 inches 
(ADA Section 403.5.1). As part of final design refinements, the locations of fire hydrants and 
other utility infrastructure can be relocated, if necessary, to comply with ADA clearance 
requirements. 

9-5 The commenter notes that the minimum fire flow rate referenced in the regulatory setting for 
Section 3.5, “Public Services and Utilities,” is incorrect. The commenter is correct and the fire 
flows, which vary by some of the different uses within the project area, have been revised in 
this final environmental document. This change is presented in Chapter 3, “Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The correction does not alter the conclusions with 
respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

The third paragraph on page 3.5-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised to read as follows:  

According to Code Section 32.4.2, adequate fire flows vary by land use within the 
study area and include:for a project in the Tourist Core Area Plan requires 750 – 
1,000 gallons per minute (gpm) over a 2-hour period at 20 pounds per square inch 
(psi) residual pressure. 

 Residential Plan Areas (single-family only): 500 – 750 gallons per minute (gpm) 
at 20 pounds per square inch (psi) for 2 hours 

 Residential Plan Areas (multi-residential): 750 - 1000 gpm at 20 psi for 2 hours 

 Tourist Plan Areas: 1,000 – 1,500 gpm at 20 psi for 2 hours 

 Hotel - Casino Areas: 3500 - 6000 gpm at 20 psi for 3 to 6 hours 

9-6 The commenter notes that not all utility lines were placed via encroachment permit and 
some utility lines may pre-date the existing highway (US 50), and requests that the section 
identify the need to maintain utility easements. See Response to Comment 9-3. Also, to 
clarify TTD’s responsibility to pay for the cost of utility relocations required for the project, the 
following revision is made as follows and is presented in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.” 
The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any 
environmental impact. 
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The fourth sentence of the fifth paragraph on page 3.5-13 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised 
to read as follows: 

With regard to mixed-use development Site 2, STPUD has expressed concern related to 
water lines and sewer gravity lines along Echo Road and Fern Road that extend 
through this site (Cotulla et al., pers. comm., 2016). The sewer gravity lines connect to 
a sewer main located in existing US 50. The conceptual plan for mixed-use 
development does not identify the locations where buildings would be placed on this 
site; thus, because the STPUD lines are in place under an encroachment permit, 
access to these lines could be eliminated. Eliminating access at this point in the water 
and sewer infrastructure system would require STPUD to install additional 
infrastructure to convey water and sewer flows around this site at the expense of TTD 
or the project proponent for the mixed-use development, as applicable. Because 
mixed-use development, including replacement housing, on Site 2 could conflict with 
STPUD water and wastewater infrastructure at this location, this would be a potentially 
significant impact for the purposes of CEQA and TRPA. 

9-7 The commenter requests that Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 be revised to consider easement 
issues, with the project proponent being completely and exclusively responsible for any costs 
associated with required relocations and/or acquisition of new easements. The commenter 
also asserts that the characterization of timing of utility relocations on pages 3.5-42 and 3.5-
43 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are in conflict. See Response to Comment 9-3 for revisions to 
Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 related to maintaining utility easements and access and timing of 
utility relocations.  

9-8 The commenter requests that the project proponent, TTD, pay for all utility relocation, 
capacity, and easement costs resulting from implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-3. 
The commenter is also concerned that some utility work could occur outside of daytime 
hours and could result in noise impacts to sensitive receptors. The impact resulting in 
surcharge at two locations in STPUD wastewater conveyance lines would be caused by 
buildout of the mixed-use developments. The construction of all three potential mixed-use 
development sites would occur only as a public-private partnership, which would include TTD 
and a private developer. Development of a single site could be done by TTD alone if 
necessary to complete replacement housing. The impact on capacity in the line between 
Sanitary Sewer Manhole (SSMH) BJ182 and SSMH BJ181 and at SSMH BJ25 would not 
occur unless buildout of the mixed-use developments were to occur. Future development at 
any one of the mixed-use development sites would undergo project-level environmental 
review to narrow down impacts of the project. Additionally, the responsibility for paying costs 
of different aspects of the project, such as potentially required improvements to STPUD 
infrastructure, would be determined as part of the agreement between TTD and its private 
partner for the mixed-use development. If any construction of utility relocations or 
infrastructure would occur outside of the exempted hours, construction activities would be 
required to adhere to noise-reduction requirements imposed by TRPA, the City of South Lake 
Tahoe and/or Douglas County, Caltrans, and NDOT. Additionally, the construction activities 
would be short-term and temporary in nature and would not be considered a new, permanent 
stationary noise source.  
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Organizations 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
52 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 53 

 

Letter 
10 

Tahoe Chamber 
June 23, 2017 

 

10-1 The commenter notes the EIR/EIS/EIS and appendices are thorough and comprehensive, the 
range of alternatives complies with applicable regulations, and expresses support for the 
project purpose, needs, and objectives. The commenter does not raise environmental issues 
or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

10-2 The commenter notes that Alternative A does not meet the project purpose, needs, and 
objectives. The commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

10-3 The commenter notes that Alternative E does not meet the project purpose, needs, and 
objectives and would not stimulate comprehensive community revitalization that is a vital 
component of the project. The commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is 
noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

10-4 The commenter notes that Alternative D would constrict the area between the realigned 
highway and the Heavenly Village Center and the flexibility for improvements would be 
reduced. The commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

10-5 The commenter states that Alternative C reduces right-of-way needs but would still affect a 
similar number of parcels as Alternative B and would also not provide a superior level of 
improvements. The commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 
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10-6 The commenter notes that Alternative B reflects the best opportunity to meet the purpose, 
needs, and objectives. The commenter summarizes the Lake Tahoe South Shore Chamber of 
Commerce participation in the Community Review Committee and Business Review 
Committee and expresses support for TTD’s “Guiding Principles related to Right-of-Way, 
Housing, Road Construction, Assistance and Support for Affected Businesses, and Continued 
Community Involvement;” the economic analysis for the project; and the additional work that 
would be required to implement the project. The commenter does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. 
The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 55 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
56 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 57 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
58 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 59 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
60 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 61 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
62 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 63 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
64 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 65 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
66 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 67 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
68 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

 

Letter 
11 

League to Save Lake Tahoe 
July 7, 2017 

 

11-1 The commenter states they are dedicated to protecting and restoring the environmental 
health, sustainability, and scenic beauty of the Lake Tahoe Basin and they advocate for 
implementation of the Bi-State Compact, 2012 Regional Plan Update (RPU), Lake Tahoe 
Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy: Mobility 2035 (2012 
RTP/SCS), and the Linking Tahoe: Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable 
Communities Strategy Horizon Year 2017–2040 (2017 RTP/SCS). The commenter requests 
the inclusion of transportation solutions that implement policies and directives from regional 
planning documents as part of the project, including transit service improvements, corridor-
wide parking management strategies, and regular and reliable transit to and from the tourist 
core. The commenter also notes the timely opportunity for the City of South Lake Tahoe and 
Douglas County to rescind outdated minimum parking requirements.  

As discussed on page 1-6 of Chapter 1, “Introduction,” and pages 3.6-51 through 3.6-54 in 
Section 3.6, “Traffic and Transportation,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the project is included in 
and consistent with the 2012 RPU, the 2012 RTP/SCS, and the 2017 RTP/SCS. The project 
is also included in the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact. The study area is currently served 
by multiple transit service routes (see page 3.6-14), which would be enhanced as part of the 
project with improvements that include new bus stop shelters at existing bus stops (see 
Exhibits 2-2 through 2-4). Additionally, as described under Impact 3.6-4 and under 
“Cumulative Vehicle Miles Traveled Per Capita in the Region” in Section 3.19, “Cumulative 
Impacts,” implementation of the project would contribute to region-wide vehicle miles 
traveled (VMT) per capita decreases from improved non-motor vehicle mobility, such as the 
pedestrian overcrossing, cycle track, bicycle lanes, and sidewalks of the US 50/South Shore 
Community Revitalization Project, and the placement of a majority of new dwelling units 
within a town center as directed by the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan. As assessed in Appendix E 
and Impact 3.2-1 in Section 3.2, “Land Use,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS the project is 
consistent with and implements policies included in the 2012 RPU and 2012 RTP/SCS 
related to transit, pedestrian, and bicycle mobility. For these reasons, the project achieves 
the project purpose, need, and objectives related to transit; helps implement the regional 
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plans referenced in this comment, including policies related to reducing per capita VMT; 
provides opportunities for reduced reliance on the private automobile; and enhances transit. 

In addition to the roadway, pedestrian, bicycle, and transit improvements included in the 
project, TTD also has plans for enhancing transit service. The TTD Short Range Transit Plan 
and Linking Tahoe: Lake Tahoe Basin Transit Master Plan identify a variety of transit 
improvements, including improved signage for the Stateline transit center and improvements 
to frequency of transit services into and out of the study area and elsewhere throughout the 
South Shore area. Additionally, there would not be an increase in transit demand in 2020 
(see Impact 3.6-6 on pages 3.6-57 through 3.6-61) and transit improvements are planned 
that would meet the increase in transit demand that could occur in 2040 from buildout of 
the mixed-use development sites (see Impact 3.6-16 on pages 3.6-115 through 3.6-118). 
Regardless, a pilot transit project that includes transit circulator service through the tourist 
core, as suggested in this comment, is a refinement included in the project, as described 
under the header, “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: 
Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.  

Changing the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas County parking requirements for 
development and redevelopment would not be appropriate since these standards are not 
within the jurisdiction of any of the lead agencies for the project. Permanent impacts on 
parking are addressed in Impact 3.6-11 on pages 3.6-80 through 3.6-86. The project would 
remove some parking at Heavenly Village Center and Montbleu Resort and Casino; however, 
these businesses would continue to have sufficient parking to meet city and county 
standards. For parking impacts to the apartment complex and local businesses at the 
US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection affected by the realignment alternatives, the project would 
provide replacement parking equal to the number of spaces that would be lost within the 
footprint of the project. Additionally, the project would implement mitigation to prepare and 
implement a parking plan to offset the loss of parking that could occur if replacement 
housing and mixed-use development are constructed at Site 3 behind Raley’s (see page 3.6-
132 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The project would prepare and implement a signage plan, 
which would include signs that direct people to parking and transit as well as other points of 
interest in the study area. For these reasons, there would be no additional requirement for 
the project to implement a corridor-wide parking management plan. Regardless, TTD is 
coordinating a parking agreement that includes commitments to transit access, public 
parking access in the state line tourist core area, and parking wayfinding signs that would be 
part of the US 50 project. Implementation of this parking strategy would occur prior to 
groundbreaking of transportation improvements. 

The discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” also describes that TTD has formalized its 
commitment to construct replacement housing within the project area walkshed, with the 
preferred location within the proposed mixed-use development sites.  

11-2 The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS uses outdated traffic counts and does 
not account for construction of the Douglas County Events Center under future scenarios; 
asserts that with the option to restripe Lake Parkway between Stateline Avenue and US 50 to 
accommodate summer concert traffic, which would preclude bicycle lanes and widened 
shoulders along this roadway segment, the project proponents would not be able to make 
the finding that the project is consistent with the RTP; and asserts that the lack of pedestrian 
crossings in the Rocky Point neighborhood is inconsistent with the RTP. Finally, this 
commenter recommends that any required SEZ restoration should be completed in the same 
watershed as the SEZ that is disturbed and requests the completion of the required 
restoration plan prior to acknowledgement of the project’s permit.  
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 See the discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS regarding the 
option to restripe Lake Parkway and its elimination from further consideration. See Response 
to Comment 11-15, below, regarding pedestrian access in the Rocky Point neighborhood. 

As discussed on pages 3.6-10 and 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, recent year 2013 traffic 
counts were obtained from the Heavenly Mountain Resort Epic Discovery Project 
EIR/EIS/EIS (Hauge Brueck Associates 2015) and validated against year 2015 Caltrans 
Performance Measurement System database counts for US 50 near the Stateline area. The 
2013 traffic counts were found to be consistent with year 2015 Caltrans counts, generally 
within approximately one percent. 

The Douglas County Events Center project is in the early planning stages and is currently 
undergoing environmental review, which was initiated subsequent to release of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS. Project applicants for the Events Center have submitted an application to TRPA 
and a notice of preparation of an environmental document for the Events Center was 
released on January 5, 2018 (TRPA 2018). TRPA will review the application and associated 
documents to make sure the project is consistent with the zoning, list of permissible uses, 
and design standards contained in the adopted South Shore Area Plan and Douglas County 
Development Code. It is also understood that the Events Center planners intend to develop a 
traffic management plan that would involve scheduling events outside of peak traffic hours 
to enhance the arrival experience for event goers. The environmental review for the Events 
Center would need to demonstrate consistency with the South Shore Area Plan; it would be 
speculative to assume the Events Center would be inconsistent with these planning 
regulations. The design for the Events Center considers the US 50/South Shore Community 
Revitalization Project realignment alternatives, with and without a roundabout at the US 
50/Lake Parkway intersection (TRPA 2018:3).  

According to pages 2-12 and 2-13 of the Linking Tahoe: Regional Transportation Plan and 
Sustainable Communities Strategy Horizon Year 2017-2040 (2017 RTP/SCS), land use 
growth in the TRPA region, which includes the study area, is controlled by several factors, 
including projected redevelopment within community plans and area plans, such as the 
South Shore Area Plan. The growth projected in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which includes 0.5 
percent per year background growth and traffic from approved and pending projects, is 
consistent with forecasts contained in Table 18 of the 2017 RTP/SCS Initial Study/Mitigated 
Negative Declaration/Initial Environmental Checklist/Finding of No Significant Effect (2017 
IS/MND/IEC/FONSE; TRPA 2017a:3-51 – 3-53), and would accommodate traffic associated 
with the Events Center.  

SEZ restoration sites are limited within the Bijou Park and Edgewood Creek watersheds due 
to intensive urban development and hydrologic modification. For this reason, Mitigation 
Measure 3.16-2c, “Compensate for Unavoidable Loss of SEZ”, states that SEZ restoration 
areas would be located in the land surrounding the project site or in another appropriate 
area determined by TRPA. This flexibility allows TRPA to approve mitigation in the area where 
it would provide the greatest benefit. Regarding the timing of the restoration plan, the 
request for completion of the plan prior to permit acknowledgement is reasonable and in 
response, Mitigation Measure 3.16-2c has been revised in this final environmental 
document. The change is presented in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental 
Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.” The correction 
does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.  
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The third Bullet of Mitigation Measure 3.16-2c on page 3.16-26 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is 
revised to read as follows: 

The project proponent shall retain a qualified restoration ecologist to prepare a 
restoration plan that will address final clean-up, stabilization, and revegetation 
procedures for areas disturbed by the project. This restoration plan shall be 
completed and reviewed by TRPA prior to acknowledgement of the project’s permit. 
The restoration plan for SEZs shall include the following: 

11-3 The commenter requests that TRPA revise its air quality mitigation fees to better reflect 
current economic conditions and enter into a formal agreement with TTD regarding roles, 
responsibilities, and funding prior to the bi-state transportation consultation scheduled for 
fall of 2017. The commenter recognizes that this request is beyond the scope of the 
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project. This commenter does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

11-4 The commenter notes objectives to reduce reliance on the private automobile and 
establishment of a safe, secure, efficient, and integrated transportation system, which are 
included in the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact, 2012 RTP/SCS, and 2017 RTP/SCS. The 
commenter asserts that the proposed project provides an opportunity to improve transit 
service and implement a corridor-wide parking management strategy. See Response to 
Comment 11-1. 

11-5 The commenter asserts that the project should improve transit service, implement mitigation 
measures that would address VMT impacts from the project, and implement a transit pilot 
project that provides increased, reliable summer service to and within the tourist core. See 
Response to Comment 11-2 and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of VMT Analysis.” 

11-6 The comment pertains to concerns related to potential increases in VMT and an increase in 
demand for transit that would occur if replacement housing were to be located outside of the 
study area. These concerns are resolved by TTD’s commitment to construct replacement 
housing within the project site walkshed. See Response to Comment 11-1 and the 
discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 

11-7 The commenter suggests the project include a corridor-wide parking management strategy 
as an effort to reduce reliance on private automobiles, which could include partnerships with 
casinos and other businesses in the casino corridor to maximize use of existing parking 
infrastructure in the tourist core and plug-in electric vehicle infrastructure. See Response to 
Comment 11-1. 

11-8 The commenter notes the timely opportunity for the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas 
County to rescind outdated parking minimum requirements, which could advance the multi-
modal objectives of regional plans and disincentivize reliance on private automobiles. See 
Response to Comment 11-1. 

11-9 The commenter contends that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS should analyze and discuss any 
inconsistencies between the Long Range Transit Plan and the project. The Long Range 
Transit Plan released by TTD in February 2017 includes phases for the development of the 
full transit network serving the Tahoe Basin as well as regional and trans-sierra connections 
and specific transit projects and improvements, such as improving wayfinding to the 
Stateline transit center and increasing frequency in transit service to and from the Stateline 
transit center that is within the tourist core. The plan also includes goals, objectives, and 
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performance measures that support improving transit in the Tahoe Region. The project would 
not impede implementation of the Long Range Transit Plan. In fact, the mixed-use 
development and replacement housing in the project area as well as improvements in the 
tourist core to enhance transit stops, walkability, and bicycle infrastructure support several 
goals and objectives of the plan related to compact development and increasing residential 
density along transit corridors with targeted services that support walking and bicycling. For 
these reasons, the project is consistent with the Long Range Transit Plan. See also Response 
to Comment 11-1 and the discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative 
B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action)” of this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS. 

11-10 The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS uses outdated traffic counts, improperly 
tiers from the 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS, and does not account for construction of the Douglas 
County Events Center under future scenarios. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of the VMT 
Analysis,” and Response to Comment 11-2. 

11-11 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS improperly tiers off the 2012 RTP/SCS 
EIR/EIS, does not appropriately analyze the VMT impacts from the project, and asserts that 
the 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS only references the project as part of a preferred transportation 
strategy and no analysis of the project was provided. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of 
VMT Analysis.” 

11-12 The commenter asserts that because the VMT and air quality analyses tier from the 2012 
RTP/SCS EIR/EIS, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS relies on outdated traffic data published in 2010 
and 2015 traffic counts are available from Caltrans and the Nevada Department of 
Transportation (NDOT). As described above in Response to Comment 11-2, the 2017 RTP 
IS/MND/IEC/FONSE analysis of VMT, which considered the project, did not result in a 
different conclusion about VMT impacts than those in the 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS. 
Considering the VMT analysis in the 2017 RTP IS/MND/IEC/FONSE, while there may be more 
current traffic data available, analysis of the project’s impacts on VMT and air quality utilizing 
this data would not result in any new significant impacts. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy 
of VMT Analysis.”  

11-13 The commenter notes that the proposed Douglas County Events Center next to Montbleu at 
the corner of US 50 and Lake Parkway could generate a substantial amount of additional 
vehicle trips and parking demand and would eliminate parking spaces. The commenter 
asserts this project should be added to the cumulative impact analysis. See Response to 
Comment 11-2. 

11-14 The commenter asserts that with the option to restripe Lake Parkway between Stateline 
Avenue and US 50 to accommodate summer concert traffic, which would preclude bicycle 
lanes and widened shoulders along this roadway segment, the project proponents would not 
be able to make the finding that the project is consistent with the RTP. The commenter 
states that the project should avoid eliminating bicycle lanes on Lake Parkway. See 
Response to Comment 11-2.  

11-15 The commenter suggests installing a pedestrian hybrid beacon on the Loop Road between 
Pioneer Trail and Heavenly Village Way to enable pedestrians from the Rocky Point 
neighborhood to safely access nearby retail and shopping. Physical division of the Rocky 
Point neighborhood and connectivity for residents through the neighborhood is addressed 
under Impact 3.4-1 beginning on page 3.4-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS; mitigation is included 
on page 3.4-36. The analysis notes:  
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The current average trip length for residents in this area (midpoint between Pioneer Trail 
and Heavenly Village Way) is 0.15 mile, and with Alternative B, it would increase to about 
0.25 mile. This increased distance would in part be offset by the enhanced bicycle and 
pedestrian features (e.g., sidewalk and bicycle lane) along the realigned highway. 

The incremental increase in pedestrian travel distance would be about 500 feet.  

Alternative mitigation measures were considered to improve pedestrian access over or under 
US 50 connecting residents west of the realigned highway to adjacent commercial properties 
to the east; however, as stated on page 3.4-36 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS:  

…this mitigation measure was dismissed because the raised pedestrian walkway or 
tunnel would require long approach ramps to meet Americans with Disabilities Act 
(ADA) requirements. The long approach ramps would likely require acquisition of 
additional properties and would not reduce the trip lengths for pedestrians. 

Locating a mid-block crossing along realigned US 50, as suggested in this comment, would 
not be ideal, even with a pedestrian beacon. The location of the pedestrian beacon would be 
on a fairly high-speed roadway (the posted speed limit on realigned US 50 is anticipated to 
be 35 miles per hour [mph]), less than 1,000 feet from two signalized intersections, and in 
the middle of a curve. Additionally, the roadway is super elevated at this location due to the 
curvature of the road, so the crosswalk could not be made to meet ADA standards. Realigned 
US 50 would include bicycle lanes and sidewalk features similar to the existing Linear Park 
along US 50 near Tahoe Meadows (Exhibit 3.7-21 on page 3.7-52 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS), 
providing a safe and appealing walkway to one of the signalized crossings. 

11-16 This commenter discusses Mitigation Measure 3.16-2c and restates the concerns described 
in Comment 11-2. The commenter requests that restoration of SEZ lands take place in the 
same watershed as the SEZ area that is disturbed and requests that the restoration plan 
required by Mitigation Measure 3.16-2c be completed prior to acknowledgement of the 
project permit. See Response to Comment 11-2.  

The commenter also contends that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not analyze compliance with 
California Fish and Game Code Section 1602 and requests confirmation that compliance 
with this ordinance will occur. Fish and Game Code Section 1602 is discussed on pages 
3.16-3, 3-16-15, and 3.16-26 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Also, Mitigation Measure 3.16-2b, 
“Conduct delineation of waters of the United States and obtain authorization for fill and 
required permits”, specifically addresses compliance with this ordinance. 

11-17 The commenter asserts that TRPA should revise its air quality mitigation fees to better reflect 
current economic conditions. This commenter does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 
document. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

11-18 The commenter asserts that TRPA and TTD should enter into a formal agreement regarding 
roles, responsibilities, and funding related to implementation of the project. This commenter 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration by 
decision makers. 

11-19 The commenter summarizes comments made earlier in the letter related to a transit pilot 
project, VMT threshold impacts, constructing replacement housing outside of the project 
area, a corridor-wide parking management strategy, parking standards, and a consistency 
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analysis with the Long Range Transit Master Plan. See Responses to Comments 11-1, 11-9, 
and 11-12, and Master Response 1, “Adequacy of VMT Analysis.” 

11-20 The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS uses outdated traffic counts, does not 
address impacts to VMT, and does not account for construction of the Douglas County Events 
Center under future scenarios. See Response to Comments 11-2, 11-12, and Master 
Response 1, “Adequacy of VMT Analysis.”  

11-21 The commenter summarizes comments made earlier in the letter related to bicycle lanes on 
Lake Parkway, a pedestrian crossing in the Rocky Point neighborhood, and SEZ restoration. 
See Responses to Comments 11-2 and 11-15. 

11-22 The commenter summarizes comments made earlier in the letter related to air quality 
mitigation fees. This commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is 
noted for consideration by decision makers.  

11-23 The comment includes a 2007 memorandum from TRPA staff to the TRPA Governing Board 
requesting adoption of TRPA Code amendments for increases in air and water quality 
mitigation fees and approval of a finding of no significant environmental effect. This 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for 
consideration by decision makers. 
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Letter 
12 

Sierra Club, Tahoe Area Sierra Club 
June 30, 2017 

 

12-1 The commenter states that the calculations regarding VMT, level of service (LOS), and daily 
vehicle trip ends are not correct and do not use the best available transportation planning 
information.  

The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS traffic analysis was performed using industry standard Highway 
Capacity Manual 2010 and Institute of Transportation Engineers trip generation rates (from 
the Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition) methodologies for LOS and Daily Vehicle Trip End 
calculations. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis 
presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
Also, see Master Response 1, “Adequacy of VMT Analysis.” 

12-2 The commenter provides general statements that the scenic simulations do not agree with 
the project description, and that multiple resource sections (e.g., transportation, visual 
resources, noise, and economic impacts) include contradictory information. This comment is 
general in nature and is a summary of more detailed comments included later in the letter. 
Please refer to responses to the more detailed comments on this subject. 

12-3 The commenter suggests the document includes technical inadequacies and the topics that 
are deficient. The comment is a summary of more detailed comments included in the 
submittal. Please refer to responses to the more detailed comments on this subject. 

12-4 The commenter suggests that the project would clearly result in additional significant and 
unavoidable impacts and the environmental document does not provide the evidence 
necessary to support the environmental findings TRPA will have to make. The comment is a 
summary of more detailed comments included in the submittal. Please refer to responses to 
the more detailed comments on this subject. 

12-5 The comment includes a contents list for the remainder of the comment letter. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

12-6 The commenter describes that the project will change the South Stateline area and roadway 
network, states that decision makers need to have the best available information upon which 
to evaluate the project, and suggests the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not provide this for many 
resource impacts. With respect to the project objective pertaining to reducing overall vehicle 
delays through improved motor vehicle mobility, the commenter asserts that improving LOS 
will inevitably lead to more vehicle use and TTD and TRPA should focus on other ways to 
address traffic issues. Also see Response to Comments 12-11 and 12-24, which address 
LOS issues. The comment is general in nature and is noted for consideration by decision 
makers.  

12-7 The commenter suggests there are other ways to achieve the project’s goal to “decrease 
dependence on the use of private automobiles” and that more transit resources are needed 
for visitor traffic. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The proposed project 
includes multimodal transportation features, including transit. The comment is noted for 
consideration by decision makers. 

12-8 The commenter suggests there are other ways to reduce traffic volumes through the tourist 
core and improve walkability that should be explored and states the project may reduce cut-
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through traffic, but would also remove a large portion of the neighborhood that currently 
experiences the cut-through traffic. 

The route experiencing the greatest cut-through traffic volumes is Chonokis Road, which 
would not be removed under any of the project alternatives. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

12-9 The comment pertains to the project objective to “improve visual and environmental 
conditions within the tourist core.” The commenter states that improving aesthetics in the 
tourist core should not be at the expense of the rural and natural visual environment outside 
the tourist core and suggests that there are other ways to improve aesthetics than with 
implementation of the project. These comments are detailed later in the comment letter. 
Please refer to responses to the more detailed comments on this subject. 

12-10 The commenter suggests that the project’s goals to improve connectivity, reliability, travel 
times, and operations of public transportation modes, as well as to make public 
transportation modes more effective with better visibility, etc., can be achieved in a variety of 
ways and that it is not necessary to expand roadway capacity to meet them. The commenter 
also suggests that the project would not enhance access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park. 

Alternatives A and E would not result in changes to the roadway network, because 
Alternative A is the No Action Alternative, which proposes no improvements, and Alternative E 
only proposes improvements to pedestrian facilities elevated over the existing US 50 
alignment (all roadway lane configurations would remain consistent with existing conditions).  

Alternative C would result in a decrease in number of roadway lanes, which is closely related 
to roadway capacity, in the project site. The existing US 50 alignment would be converted 
from a five-lane, two-way roadway to a two-lane, one-way eastbound roadway between Park 
Avenue and Lake Parkway, and the existing two-lane, two-way Montreal Road/Lake Parkway 
(southeast of existing US 50) would be converted to a two-lane, one-way westbound US 50 
segment between Pioneer Trail and Lake Parkway.  

Depending on the roadway segment, alternatives B and D would result in either no change, a 
localized decrease, or a localized increase in number of roadway lanes. The existing US 50 
Segment through the project site has a five-lane cross section, Montreal Road has a two-lane 
cross section, and Lake Parkway, north of existing US 50, currently has a three-lane cross-
section. For both alternatives, Montreal Road would be converted to US 50, and be expanded 
to a five-lane section in the California portion of the project site and a four-lane section in the 
Nevada portion of the project site. Existing US 50 would be reduced to a two-lane section 
with turn pockets from Park Avenue to its intersection with Lake Parkway and Lake Parkway, 
north of US 50, would remain unchanged. Existing US 50 from Pioneer Trail to Park Avenue 
would be left as a five-lane cross section. These configurations would lead to an 
improvement in local operations, but would not increase capacity outside of the immediate 
0.2 mile segment of the highway. An increase in lane miles on this short segment would not 
be sufficient to influence trip generation or VMT. Additionally, as discussed under the header 
“Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally 
Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD is coordinating a parking agreement to 
improve parking availability in the state line tourist core area that includes commitments to 
transit access, access to new public parking, and parking wayfinding signs as part of the 
project. Also, TTD has amended their short-range transit plan to include a transit circulator 
service in the tourist core near the state line. The transit circulator service would shorten 
walking distances between surrounding areas and amenities in the tourist core. These 
amenities would support increased use of multi-modal transportation. See Response to 
Comment 12-16 for a discussion of the effects of the project on transit ridership. 
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Van Sickle Bi-State Park currently only has one vehicular access point in the project site 
across from Heavenly Village Way. The project would create a signalized intersection at this 
entrance by installing a traffic signal that would provide vehicles entering and exiting Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park dedicated lanes and signal phases. Pedestrians would also have 
dedicated pedestrian crossing signal phases. The project would also construct a pedestrian 
bridge over new US 50 alignment, providing a direct connection between the tourist core and 
Van Sickle Bi-State Park. The pedestrian bridge would provide a safe crossing for pedestrians 
that would allow pedestrians to access the park without ever needing to cross a roadway at-
grade. 

12-11 The commenter suggests that the project may improve LOS in the short term, but that 
congestion would increase again in the long term. The commenter also states that California 
is moving toward focusing on VMT, instead of LOS, as the primary metric for identifying 
transportation-related environmental impacts.  

The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analyzes both VMT and LOS. As discussed on pages 3.6-88 and 3.6-
89 (Tables 3.6-22 and 3.6-23) in Section 3.6.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, study area facilities 
were analyzed under a long-term 2040 design year condition. Buildout of pending and 
approved projects are expected to be completed by 2040, as well as background growth in 
the region that is consistent with projections in the Caltrans District 3 US 50 Transportation 
Concept Report and Corridor System Management Plan (Caltrans 2014) and Table 18 of the 
2017 IS/IEC (TRPA 2017a:3-52 – 3-53). The 2017 RTP/SCS accounted for buildout of the 
South Shore Area Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan (TRPA 2017b:2-12 – 2-13) as well as 
construction of active transportation and corridor revitalization projects (see Figure 3.6 in the 
2017 RTP/SCS). The analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS showed that Alternatives B, D, and E 
would improve LOS within the project site through 2040. 

California is currently in the process of defining guidelines for using VMT to evaluate 
transportation impacts of projects under CEQA, as mandated by Senate Bill 743 (2013). 
However, no formal CEQA guidelines had been issued as of the time of preparation of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS nor have they been issues since then. Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS has 
used the latest available NEPA, CEQA, TRPA, Caltrans, and NDOT guidelines and significance 
criteria available for evaluating transportation impacts of projects, as discussed on pages 
3.6-15, 3.6-17, 3.6-26, and 3.6-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. TRPA has a total VMT standard 
of reducing overall VMT within the Region to at least 10 percent below 1981 levels. 
Achievement of the VMT standard is addressed in the 2012 RTP/SCS and the 2017 
RTP/SCS through a combination of transportation improvements and land use policies that 
incentivize redevelopment in urban center and mixes of urban uses that help reduce VMT. 
Master Response 1, “Adequacy of VMT Analysis,” addresses comments pertaining to the VMT 
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

Caltrans, NDOT, and TRPA all currently have guidelines that define LOS thresholds for which 
all improvement projects shall comply. Relevant agency LOS thresholds are summarized in 
Section 3.6.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, pages 3.6-15 and 3.6-17. 

12-12 The commenter states that there are other ways to improve the safety and walkability of the 
tourist core area and that the substantial visitation rebound from the economic recession 
that has occurred over the past two years illustrates that the area is already competitive with 
other tourist destinations.  

The commenter does not provide specific suggestions for safety and walkability 
improvements in the tourist core area and offers no specific information or evidence that the 
analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
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EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the 
alternatives. 

12-13 The commenter relates to the project objective to “create gateway and streetscape features 
that create a sense of place, align with compete streets principles, are reflective of Lake 
Tahoe’s natural setting, and provide effective way-finding,” and the commenter asserts there 
are other ways to achieve this objective. The comment does not provide specific suggestions 
for gateway or streetscape features, aesthetic treatments, wayfinding, or improvements that 
would implement complete street concepts. The comment offers no specific information or 
evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate. The comment does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review 
of the merits of the alternatives. Comments pertaining to the urban setting, tree removal, 
and other urban features are detailed later in the comment letter.  

12-14 The comment pertains to the project objectives to “provide opportunity for redevelopment 
and revitalization with the project site,” “provide replacement housing for all residential units 
acquired for highway right-of-way purposes before groundbreaking for transportation 
improvements,” and “result in no net loss of housing in the South Shore area.” The 
commenter asserts that a bigger, wider road will not achieve project objectives and the 
project would not replace all housing for displaced residents. These comments are detailed 
later in the comment letter. 

12-15 The commenter states that the project will increase transportation impacts and suggests that 
many of the conclusions regarding impacts discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are based on 
inadequate technical analyses.  

All transportation impacts were identified and discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS using 
industry standard methodologies and analysis, as well as traffic data that was validated to be 
consistent with existing conditions at the time of preparation of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (see 
Response to Comments 11-2 and 12-1). Section 3.6.4 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS identified 
and discussed mitigation measures for all significant impacts. The comment offers no 
specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

12-16 The commenter states that the project would expand capacity of the roadway in the study 
area by increasing vehicle speeds, extending the distance of the travel route along the 
realigned US 50, and adding more lanes to accommodate more vehicles (Lake Parkway and 
Stateline Avenue). The commenter also suggests that the increase in roadway capacity would 
be a deterrent to increased use of public transit.  

As discussed in Section 3.6.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, most of the action alternatives would 
result in higher average travel speeds on the realigned segment of US 50 relative to existing 
conditions. However, the posted speed limit on the realigned US 50 is anticipated to be 
35 mph, matching that on existing US 50 today outside of the tourist core, thus limiting the 
maximum speed vehicles would be allowed to travel. The increased average travel speeds 
would only apply to the approximately 1.25-mile segment of realigned US 50, so interregional 
traffic on US 50 would see little travel time benefit overall because deficiencies and 
congestion on neighboring segments would remain. Most of the benefits of the increased 
average travel speeds on US 50 would be felt locally. Local transit services such as the TTD 
bus routes that operate within the project site would benefit from increased average travel 
speeds on mainline US 50 and decreased traffic volumes on old US 50 through the casino 
corridor, which would lead to improved route times and rider experience of local bus routes 
and encourage transit ridership. See also the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 151 

Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS regarding implementation of a transit circulator service in 
the tourist core near the state line. 

None of the action alternatives would add capacity to Stateline Avenue. The only proposed 
improvement to Stateline Avenue would be extension of the existing southbound right-turn 
pocket at the intersection with US 50 via restriping. Under existing conditions, southbound 
Stateline Avenue approaching US 50 is wide enough to accommodate queued left-turn 
vehicles for approximately 250 feet without blocking the right-turn lane; therefore, the 
proposed restriping improvements would not affect capacity. As discussed under the header 
“Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally 
Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the option to restripe Lake Parkway from three 
lanes to four has been dropped from further consideration.  

An increase in length of the travel route along US 50 in the project site would lead to a slight 
increase in VMT (see Impacts 3.6-4 and 3.6-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS), but would not 
increase roadway capacity. The Highway Capacity Manual 2010 (Transportation Research 
Board 2010) defines roadway capacity as:  

the maximum sustainable hourly flow rate at which persons or vehicles reasonably 
can be expected to traverse a point or a uniform section of a lane or roadway during 
a given time period under prevailing roadway, environmental, traffic, and control 
conditions.  

Lengthening the roadway would have no effect on how many vehicles can travel through a 
certain point or segment of US 50 in the project site in a given time period. 

As discussed in Impacts 3.6-6 and 3.6-16 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Alternatives B, C, D, and 
E would enhance existing transit infrastructure by constructing new bus shelters within the 
project site. These enhancements would encourage increased use of public transit. See also 
the discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS regarding 
implementation of a transit circulator service in the tourist core near the state line. 

12-17 The commenter suggests that the optional restriping of Lake Parkway (north of existing 
US 50) and Stateline Avenue would increase vehicle use and that it is unclear whether these 
increases were incorporated into the transportation analysis. As described under “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B,” in Chapter 2, “Preferred Alternative and Project Refinements,” 
of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the option to restripe Lake Parkway on the lake side between 
Stateline Avenue and US 50 as a four-lane roadway is no longer being considered. With 
implementation of Alternative B, this segment of Lake Parkway would remain a three-lane 
roadway (one travel lane in each direction with a dedicated left-turn lane). Because this 
option has been dropped, there is no need to reiterate the locations in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
where it was analyzed.  

12-18 The commenter suggests that the traffic analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate 
since it does not address the increased trips that would be induced by the project.  

According to a policy brief entitled Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to Relieve Traffic 
Congestion (National Center for Sustainable Transportation 2015), “An increase in VMT 
attributable to increases in roadway capacity where congestion is present is called ‘induced 
travel’.” The increases in capacity the policy brief refer to are listed as generally consisting of 
improvements, such as adding additional lanes to existing roadways. The policy brief also 
summarizes that capacity expansion leads to a net increase in VMT. 
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Alternatives A, C, and E would not result in a net increase in number of roadway lanes in the 
project site. Depending on the roadway segment, Alternatives B and D would result in either 
no increase, a localized decrease, or a small, local increase in number of roadway lanes. As 
described in Response to Comment 12-10, this small, local increase in number of lanes 
would occur over a roadway segment that is approximately 0.2 miles long (existing US 50). 
This potentially widened roadway segment would primarily only be utilized by traffic going to 
or from the land uses located directly adjacent to the segment, for example, the Heavenly 
Village Center Shopping Center adjacent to existing US 50. See Response to Comments 12-
10 and 12-17. Since all action alternatives would lead to either no increase in number of 
roadway lanes or a small, local increase in number of roadway lanes in the project site, the 
project would induce either no or a minor amount of demand, which was accounted for under 
the background growth that was assumed consistent with the 2017 RTP/SCS.  

According to the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the term “induced travel” (FHWA 
2017): 

[I]s often misused to imply that increases in highway capacity are directly responsible 
for increases in traffic. In fact, the relationship between increases in highway 
capacity and traffic is very complex, involving various travel behavior responses, 
residential and business location decisions, and changes in regional population and 
economic growth. While some of these responses do represent new trips, much of 
the observed increase in traffic comes from trips that were already being made 
before the increase in highway capacity, or reflect predictable traveler behavior that 
is accounted for in travel demand forecasts.  

The FHWA also states that using a single demand elasticity to directly link a percentage 
increase in roadway capacity to a percentage increase in travel is highly unreliable. 

Based on the above definition of induced travel, any estimate of growth in traffic in the study 
area would need to incorporate the effects of population and economic growth, planned 
roadway improvements, travel behaviors and choices, etc. All of these factors were 
considered during the development of the approved 2017 RTP/SCS. All forecasts in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS are consistent with study area forecasts found in Table 18 of the 2017 IS/IEC 
(TRPA 2017a:3-52 – 3-53). Therefore, demand induced by the project was accounted for in 
the future year forecasts used in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

12-19 The commenter suggests that the project would induce trips and generate more travel, and 
that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS conclusion that long-term traffic flow would be improved in the 
area does not account for the idea that reduction in congestion is temporary due to induced 
travel.  

The project would induce either no or a minor amount of demand, which was accounted for 
under the background growth that was assumed consistent with the 2017 RTP/SCS. The 
demand induced by the project is accounted for in the long-term 2040 forecasts used in the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (see Response to Comment 12-18). The analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
showed that Alternatives B, D, and E would result in improved LOS within the project site 
under long-term 2040 conditions. See Response to Comment 12-11. 

12-20 The commenter suggests that since the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS claims the project is not projected 
to induce travel, there would be no increase in traffic between existing conditions and 2040 
due to limited roadway capacity; therefore, there would be no need for the project to reduce 
vehicle delays. The existing traffic operations shown in Table 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
should be consistent with the 2040 No Build alternative operations shown in Table 3.6-22, 
but they are not.  
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According to pages 2-12 and 2-13 of the 2017 RTP/SCS, land use growth in the study area, 
which is connected to growth in transportation, is controlled by several factors, including 
buildout of the South Shore Area Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan. The South Shore Area 
Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan also set limits on the maximum growth that can occur in the 
Stateline region. Also, according to page 2-16 of the 2017 RTP/SCS: 

Although growth is capped and development metered within the Tahoe Region, 
population growth is occurring outside the regional boundaries. Forecasts of four 
million people or more in Northern California and Northern Nevada over the next 
20 years are likely to increase the currently estimated 10 million vehicles entering 
the Tahoe Region annually. 

The increase in traffic projected for the No Build alternative between existing conditions and 
2040 conditions in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which includes 0.5 percent per year background 
growth and traffic from approved and pending projects, is consistent with forecasts 
contained in Table 18 of the 2017 IS/IEC (TRPA 2017a:3-52 – 3-53). 

12-21 The commenter asserts that if the project would not increase visitor traffic to the area, then 
the project would not increase visitation by 20 percent or result in an increase in retail sales. 
The commenter also questions why the project should be constructed if it would result in 
removal of trees, increases in pavement and stormwater runoff, scenic effects, noise, and 
displacement of residents and businesses. 

To clarify, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not claim that the project would result in a 20 percent 
increase in visitation. The commenter obtained this statistic from the Economic Analysis of 
the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project (TTD 2013), which was used to 
support analysis of the economic effects of the project in Section 4.6, “Economic Effects” 
(pages 4-10 – 4-23 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). 

The comment misinterprets the capability of the project to result in a 20 percent increase in 
visitation discussed in the Economic Study. The actual potential of the project to result in an 
increase in visitation is tied to implementation of best practices, some of which are outside 
the scope of the project as stated on page 49 of the Economic Study: 

The Project can be used as a means to facilitate the provision of these [best 
practices] through both direct and indirect means. If these initiatives can be 
successfully implemented by way of the Project, the positive impact on the South 
Shore economy would be substantial. While it is very difficult to predict the 
magnitude of this effect, EPS believes that a 20 percent increase in visitation could 
reasonably be expected to be achieved. 

As stated in the Economic Study and on page 4-12 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, economic 
benefits and increase in visitation to the tourist core area would be influenced by 
improvements related to those provided by the project, such as enhanced transit, affordable 
housing, maintaining a sense of place, and enhanced walkability. However, the economic 
benefits and increased visitation could be fully achieved by implementing best practices that 
extend beyond the scope of the project and have been demonstrated through the successful 
redevelopment of other tourism-oriented mountain/resort communities, including (TTD 
2013:26, 47–48): 

 comprehensive redevelopment efforts to raise the aesthetic appeal and allow visitors to 
experience new and compelling attractions; 

 provide a more complete roster of visitor amenities; 
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 offer a variety of upscale accommodations, fine dining, shopping, and other attractions; 

 enhance four-season appeal; and 

 provide events and programs that cater to a wide range of visitors and local residents. 

Full implementation of the TCAP and SSAP, along with the project, could incorporate these 
best practices to help achieve the full economic benefits and increase in visitation that is 
described in the Economic Study. 

The project would help enable an increase in visitation and increase in retail sales because it 
supports the goals and policies of the TCAP and SSAP. The TCAP and SSAP provide 
frameworks for improvement and enhancement of the built environment as well as for 
providing redevelopment and revitalization in the tourist core. As described under 
Impact 3.2-1 in Section 3.2, “Land Use,” the project is consistent with the goals and policies 
of the TCAP and SSAP. The plans for Town Centers, such as the TCAP and SSAP within the 
study area, are intended to facilitate development and implement components of those 
plans, including roadway improvements, transit improvements, and improvements that 
support bicycling and walking, such as complete streets that allow for multiple uses including 
automobiles, bikes, and pedestrians. The transportation improvements proposed by 
Alternatives B, C, and D are recognized as planned improvements in the RTP/SCS, TCAP, 
SSAP, and ATP (page 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). As stated on page 3.2-16 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS: 

Alternative B would narrow existing US 50 through the tourist core, creating a low 
speed street, and would enhance pedestrian, bicycle, and transit access and 
facilities in this area. These are some of the features of Alternative B that would help 
achieve goals, policies, and actions included in the Regional Plan, TCAP, AND SSAP 
that encourage redevelopment, development of alternative modes of transportation, 
and creating a seamless connection between California and Nevada and a seamless 
pedestrian street environment (City of South Lake Tahoe and TRPA 2013:5-1, 5-2, 6-
1, 6-2; Douglas County and TRPA 2013:75, 76; Tahoe Metropolitan Planning 
Organization [TMPO] and TRPA 2012a:3-2, 3-4, 3-6). 

The commenter’s assertions related to approval of the project in the face of potential 
adverse environmental effects do not provide any specific information or evidence that the 
analysis presented in the environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

12-22 The commenter suggests recent transportation information concludes that increasing 
capacity leads to more traffic, which shows the project will increase traffic.  

Since all action alternatives would lead to either no increase in net roadway lanes or a small, 
local increase in net roadway lanes in the project site (see Response to Comment 12-10), the 
project would induce an incremental increase in demand. The demand induced by the 
project is accounted for in the long-term 2040 forecasts used in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See 
Response to Comment 12-18. 

12-23 The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider the project’s impact on 
other roadways within the region and that the 0.5 percent per year growth rate assumed in 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is too low.  

Inter-regional roadways are outside of the study area and are not required to be analyzed for 
NEPA, CEQA, or TRPA. Analysis of major interregional roads in the Tahoe Basin area was 
included in Table 18 of the 2017 IS/IEC (TRPA 2017a:3-52 – 3-53). 
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According to pages 2-12 and 2-13 of the 2017 RTP/SCS, land use growth in the TRPA region, 
and therefore the study area, is controlled by several factors, including the South Shore Area 
Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan. The growth projected in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which 
includes 0.5 percent per year background traffic volume growth and traffic from approved 
and pending projects, is consistent with forecasts contained in Table 18 of the 2017 IS/IEC. 
In addition, the 0.5 percent per year growth rate assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is a long-
term average. Growth during individual years may vary significantly, as shown in the recent 
traffic trends in Table 3.6-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. However, overall growth averages out to 
approximately 0.5 percent per year between the existing conditions and design year 2040 
assuming full build out of the South Shore Area Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan. See 
Response to Comment 12-21 regarding the alleged 20 percent increase in visitation 
resulting from the project. 

12-24 The commenter asserts that the project would be growth-inducing because it fosters 
population growth and economic growth and removes barriers to growth (i.e., improves LOS 
conditions). The commenter also asserts that the project would expand the existing 
transportation network.  

The commenter is correct that the project could result in additional housing units, economic 
benefits, and improved LOS standards. The project would not result in induced growth that 
was not planned and accounted for in the Regional Plan. As described in Response to 
Comment 12-21, the economic benefits associated with the project are tied to 
redevelopment in the tourist core that could occur with implementation of the TCAP and 
SSAP. On page 4-5, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS states: 

Development in the Tahoe Region is guided by the Regional Plan, which allows new 
development and redevelopment through authorization of residential allocations, 
commercial floor area, tourist accommodation units, and residential bonus units. As 
a result, development is capped in the Region and implementation of capital 
improvement projects, such as the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization 
Project would not result in an increase in the planned development patterns in the 
Region. 

The commenter refers to the requirements of Section 50.4.3 of the TRPA Code for mandatory 
LOS standards that must be met and maintained before commodity allocations for individual 
jurisdictions are released. The commenter is incorrect in asserting that the improvement of 
LOS conditions would be growth-inducing because meeting those conditions would result in 
the release of additional commodities. Table 50.4.1-1 in Section 50.4.1 of the TRPA Code 
identifies the maximum amount of residential allocations, commercial floor area, and tourist 
units that can be allocated in the Region as a whole and breaks out how much of the total 
allocations can be distributed between the jurisdictions. The LOS standard is a condition that 
jurisdictions must meet to receive their share of the total allocations. 

The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS also addresses the potential growth-inducing effects related to the 
mixed-use development on page 4-5: 

Alternatives B, C, and D with mixed-use development would result in localized growth 
of residential and commercial uses that is planned for in the Regional Plan. This 
development would be subject to the commodities system set forth by the Regional 
Plan that distributes a limited number of residential and commercial floor area (CFA) 
allocations. 

The commenter’s assertion that the project would result in an increase in growth beyond the 
Regional Plan’s assumed growth rates because TRPA does not currently limit the conversion 
of single-family homes to vacation rentals, is invalid. While it is true that single-family homes 
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in the Tahoe Basin can be used as vacation rentals, those homes are either used by full-time 
residents or they are used for vacation rentals. In either case, the number of single-family 
homes is still capped by the Regional Plan. As described in Section 2.3.1, “Replacement 
Housing,” on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “All of the replacement housing would be 
deed-restricted such that the housing units must be used for full-time residents and may not 
be used as second homes or for vacation rental use.” 

The traffic volume growth rate of 0.5 percent per year is consistent with forecasts contained 
in the 2017 RTP/SCS IS/IEC and represents a long-term average of traffic trends. See 
Response to Comment 12-23. 

All project alternatives would result in either no increase or a minor increase in number of 
roadway lanes in the project site, depending on certain project options. See Response to 
Comment 12-10.  

For the reasons described herein and discussed in Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Section 4.3, “Growth-
Inducing Impacts,” the project would not induce growth beyond that planned for in the 
Regional Plan. 

12-25 The commenter states that the transportation analysis applies a 10 percent trip reduction to 
all cumulative developments in the area, but does not provide evidence to justify this 
reduction. The commenter also suggests it is not appropriate to apply a reduction to some of 
these cumulative developments because they are not located immediately within the study 
area or near other amenities.  

According to Figures 1.5 and 1.6 in the 2017 RTP/SCS, transit and non-motorized travel 
methods make up approximately 17 percent of all trips in the Tahoe region, including trips by 
residents, commuters, and visitors for both recreational and typical daily activities. Assuming 
approximately 10 percent of trips generated by future developments would be 
transit/bike/pedestrian is a reasonably conservative estimate consistent with current mode 
choice data within the region.  

Based on a review of available information for approved and pending projects as well as aerial 
imagery, all of the approved and pending projects included in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS would be 
located within approximately 0.5 mile of a bus stop. Existing pedestrian and bicycle facilities 
adjacent to the approved and pending projects vary. Some existing pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities are within the vicinity of the approved and pending projects, but most facilities are not 
continuous. The 2017 RTP/SCS proposes to increase transit service in the South Shore area, 
including increased frequency of bus routes and improved transit stops and facilities. The 
project would construct new transit stops, bicycle and pedestrian improvements, and a transit 
circulator service in the tourist core (see the discussion under the header “Project Refinements 
to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action)”) that would 
provide better network connectivity within the project site and study area. 

12-26 The commenter states that growth rates in the RTP analyses are no longer applicable due to 
recent increases in traffic and that the EIR/EIS/EIS must resolve this deficiency. See 
Response to Comments 12-20, 12-23, and 12-24 regarding growth rates.  

12-27 The commenter states that the 2012 RTP/SCE EIR/EIS did not analyze the impacts of the 
proposed project. The commenter further states that there was no analysis of the vehicle 
trips, VMT, or LOS impacts of the proposed project included in the 2012 environmental 
documents. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of VMT Analysis.” 
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12-28 The commenter provides an example of how to estimate VMT and asserts that the 
EIR/EIS/EIS needs to analyze and disclose the increase in the total VMT associated with the 
proposed project. See Master Response 1, “Adequacy of VMT Analysis.” 

12-29 The commenter contends that the EIR/EIS/EIS should disclose the local VMT and daily vehicle 
trip ends (DVTEs) for El Dorado County and/or the City of South Lake Tahoe and Douglas 
County as was done for the 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report. Table 12-15 referenced in this 
comment summarizes VMT and DVTE over a 5-year period based on Caltrans and NDOT traffic 
count data, not a projection. The data shows the variability of these traffic metrics and 
demonstrates an overall decrease in DVTE and VMT over the period. See Master Response 1, 
“Adequacy of VMT Analysis,” regarding the commenter’s request for a localized analysis.  

12-30 The commenter states that the project’s Economic Assessment concluded the project would 
lead to a potential 20 percent overall increase in vehicles to the area and the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS dismisses this increase in visitors. The commenter asserts that either the 
economic benefits of the project have been overstated or the traffic impacts understated. 
See Response to Comment 12-21. 

12-31 The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS traffic analysis should use 2015 traffic 
counts and account for recent growth rates and trends into the post-2014 analyses (e.g., for 
2020 and 2040).  

Regarding use of 2014 traffic counts, see Response to Comment 11-2. An annual growth 
rate of 0.5 percent was used for post-2014 analysis. See Response to Comment 12-23. 

12-32 The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must reflect recent increases in traffic 
through the use of an updated baseline year or adjustments to the growth rate used in the 
analysis. The commenter also states that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS needs to identify which 
locations found in Table 5 of Appendix I have been counted once every 3 years (see also 
Table 5 in Appendix B of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS). The footnote in Table 5 of Appendix I of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS stating the following, “At certain locations, Caltrans and NDOT counts may 
have been actually conducted only once in every three years,” has been removed as it was 
originally included in error, which is reflected in Appendix B of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.  

Year-to-year differences in annual average daily traffic (AADT) are not a good indicator of 
overall long-term AADT trends as AADT can fluctuate significantly from year to year. Any years 
for which Caltrans or NDOT count book volumes are adjusted or estimated may still be 
considered accurate in the context of long-term (20-year) traffic trends. Additionally, Caltrans 
Performance Measurement System data for locations found in Table 5 of Appendix I of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Appendix B of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS have been used to verify the 
trends shown in Table 5. 

Regarding use of 2014 traffic counts, see Response to Comment 11-2. An annual growth 
rate of 0.5 percent was used for post 2014 analysis. See Response to Comment 12-23. 

12-33 The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must re-evaluate the annual growth rate 
used in the transportation analysis and apply a different growth rate to future year impact 
analyses. The commenter notes that a growth in traffic of 2 to 12 percent occurred from 
2014 to 2015.  

Year-to-year differences in AADT can fluctuate significantly and are not a good indicator of 
overall long-term AADT trends (see Response to Comment 12-32). Regarding use of a 
0.5 percent growth rate for future year analyses, see Response to Comment 12-23. 
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12-34 The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS should reflect the best available 
transportation planning information and evaluate alternative options to reduce vehicle use and 
accommodate emergency responders and operations without expanding roadway capacity.  

The use of LOS as a means of qualitatively assessing traffic operating conditions is a widely 
used industry standard (see Response to Comment 12-11). The project proposes to increase 
roadway capacity in the project site by a minor amount, if at all, depending on project options 
(see Response to Comment 12-16). As shown in Table 2-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, 
throughout the history of the project, 20 alternatives have been studied to produce the 
alternatives that best address the project’s purposes, need, and project objectives. 

See also Response to Comment 12-10 regarding roadway capacity.  

12-35 The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS should evaluate local LOS impacts that 
would result from any foreseeable developments in the study area, as well as potential 
impacts to intersections between the Y (SR 89/US 50 intersection) and the state line.  

Impact 3.6-12 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS evaluates LOS impacts under conditions with buildout 
of all approved and pending projects within or near the study area, as well as construction of 
the mixed-use developments proposed as part of the project, at study area intersections and 
roadways. The study area facilities were chosen based on discussion with TRPA, Caltrans, 
and NDOT staff. Any foreseeable developments not approved or pending in the project site 
would be required to be consistent with the South Shore Area Plan (SSAP) and Tourist Core 
Area Plan (TCAP). Assessment of traffic generated by future development that would not be 
consistent with the SSAP and TCAP would be speculative. Traffic generated from these 
projects has been accounted for in the 2017 IS/IEC. 

12-36 The commenter asserts that the project does little to improve transit and it should include 
improved transit as a priority issue and mechanisms to generate additional funding needed to 
implement future transit. See Master Response 11-1 and the discussion under the header 
“Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for details on transit elements incorporated into the project.  

12-37 The commenter states that the EIR/EIS/EIS needs to evaluate the increase in DVTEs from 
the project, including those due to induced travel and a net increase in housing units and 
commercial floor area.  

Because all project alternatives would lead to either no increase in net roadway lanes or a 
small, local increase in net roadway lanes in the project site (see Response to Comment 12-
10), the project would induce a less-than-significant amount of demand. The demand induced 
by the project is accounted for in the long-term 2040 forecasts used in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
See Response to Comment 12-18. Response to Comment 12-21 addresses the commenter’s 
concerns about the alleged 20 percent increase in visitation associated with the project. 

Impact 3.6-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS shows that Alternatives B, C, and D would generate 
more than 200 new daily vehicle trip ends with implementation of the proposed mixed-use 
development, which would be a significant impact. Implementation of Mitigation 
Measure 3.6-20 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS would reduce the impact to less than significant. 

12-38 The commenter acknowledges that the project does not create new vacation rentals or 
contribute to the conversion of single-family homes to vacation rentals, but states that the traffic 
associated with vacation rentals should be incorporated into the cumulative impact analysis.  

As stated in Draft EIR/EIS/EIS page 3.6-23, industry standard Institute of Transportation 
Engineers ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition trip generation rates were used to develop 
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Year 2040 volumes forecasts. As outlined in ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, daily 
and peak hour trip generation rates for Single-Family Detached Housing (Land Use 210) 
(i.e., permanent residences) are approximately three to four times higher than Recreational 
Homes (Land Use 260) (i.e., vacation homes) daily and peak hour trip generation rates. 
Therefore, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS assumption that the existing single-family housing in the 
area would retain its original land use offers a more conservative cumulative condition 
forecast. Additionally, the future growth assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is consistent with 
land use growth in the TRPA region as outlined in 2017 RTP/SCS, which assumes 
implementation of the South Shore Area Plan and Tourist Core Area Plan. 

12-39 The commenter states that the cumulative impact analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS needs to 
consider the potential localized impact of traffic from the Edgewood Mountain Recreation 
Resort District (RDD).  

Neither TRPA nor Douglas County consider the RDD an approved or pending project. Projects 
that are not currently approved or pending are not directly assumed in the future scenarios 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. As stated in pages 2-12 and 2-13 of the 2017 RTP/SCS, cumulative 
growth in the area is dictated by various programs, such as the South Shore Area Plan. Any 
future developments in the Tahoe region, such as the RDD, must conform to these Area Plan 
requirements. The cumulative growth projected in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which includes build 
out of the South Shore Area Plan, is consistent with forecasts contained in Table 18 of the 
2017 IS/IEC (TRPA 2017a:3-52 – 3-53).  

12-40 The commenter notes that it is unclear whether traffic generated by the implementation of 
the 2005 Van Sickle Bi-State Park (VSBSP) Master Plan has been incorporated into the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS cumulative analysis.  

 The Van Sickle Bi-State Park Master Plan (Master Plan) is not yet an adopted plan. The 
IS/ND/Expanded IEC prepared for the Master Plan found that implementation of Phase I of the 
Master Plan would generate a total of 183 DVTE and 28 one-way peak hour vehicle trips (11 
inbound and 17 outbound; Conservancy 2009:260 – 261). Van Sickle Bi-State Park is located 
immediately adjacent to the largest bed base in the Tahoe Basin, which allows for a short walk 
or bicycle ride to the park for visitors in the tourist core area. Additionally, the project proposes 
an additional pedestrian access point to the park with the proposed pedestrian overcrossing 
near the Harrah’s entrance. The Traffic and Air Quality Mitigation Program in the TRPA Code of 
Ordinances defines an increase of more than 100 but not more than 200 daily vehicle trips as 
a minor increase in traffic, which would not require preparation of a traffic study (see Section 
65.2.2(e) of the TRPA Code). The relatively small increase in traffic generated by buildout of 
Phase I of the Master Plan would be accounted for in the 0.5 percent increase in background 
growth in traffic considered in the traffic analysis in the EIR/EIS/EIS. See Response to 
Comment 11-2 for additional discussion of the assumptions used in the traffic analysis related 
to background growth and other planned projects.  

 12-41 The commenter states that the access road for the Gondola Vista project and its associated 
impacts are not reflected in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See the discussion under the header 
“Project Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally 
Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 

12-42 The comment pertains to the project objective to “improve visual and environmental conditions 
within the tourist core.” The commenter asserts that the visual improvements appear to focus 
on the existing urban environmental along US 50, and improvements would be completed at 
the expense of the adjacent, less developed natural areas along the proposed realigned US 50 
route. The commenter suggests that this objective can be met without realigning the highway. 
The comment focuses on a single objective, neglecting consideration of the overarching 
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purpose and need for the project of which scenic quality improvements are only one element. 
The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers.  

12-43 The commenter asserts that the visual impact conclusions are flawed, because the negative 
impacts to the natural areas east and northeast of existing Lake Parkway and Montreal 
Road, including Van Sickle Bi-State Park, are not adequately addressed. The commenter also 
notes a decrease in visual quality associated with the limited viewpoints that were analyzed 
for these areas.  

Exhibit 3.7-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS shows the location of illustration viewpoints considered 
in the analysis. Five before-and-after illustrations were prepared to consider the impacts of 
the realigned highway on Montreal Road, Lake Parkway, and Van Sickle Bi-State Park. Three 
illustrations were prepared to consider the impacts along the new main street through the 
tourist core. The impacts on the scenic quality and visual character of Lake Parkway and 
Montreal Road is discussed on page 3.7-28. The analysis concludes that implementation of 
the proposed project (Alternative B) “would have minor effects on scenic quality and visual 
character in this part of the project.” Many context-sensitive design treatments have been 
included in the project design to address potential impacts in these natural areas. These are 
described in Section 2.3.2, “Pedestrian Bridge over Realigned US 50,” and Section 5.3.1, 
“Section 4(f) Consultation,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Illustrations of these features are 
included in Appendix D, “Resources Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) 
and Proposed de Minimis Determination,” in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Appendix C of this 
Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenters assertion that the analysis is flawed is unfounded.  

12-44 The commenter suggests that there are far more viewpoints selected for analysis in the 
urban areas than the natural areas where emphasis should be placed. The comment 
includes an excerpt with Figure 7 from the Visual Impact Assessment (VIA) included in 
Appendix G of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, with circled viewpoints that should be included.  

It appears that the author of the comment did not consider the additional visual illustrations 
prepared for the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and included in Section 3.7, “Visual 
Resources/Aesthetics.” As noted in Response to Comment 12-43, more illustrations were 
prepared to analyze impacts along Montreal Road and Lake Parkway, than the new main 
street through the tourist core. The reasonable viewpoints that are requested are already 
included in Section 3.7 and those included in Appendix D, nearly all of the requested images 
were already included in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analysis.  

It is not necessary to analyze impacts from locations within Heavenly Village as the realigned 
highway would not be visible from these locations because of intervening structures (the 
three-story Marriot buildings, four-story parking structure, and two-story Forest Suites Inn 
buildings) and trees.  

It is not necessary to illustrate views from existing Lake Parkway driving east around the turn 
near Montbleu where one first sees views across Lake Tahoe, because the highway 
improvements in this area would not block existing views of the lake. It would more likely 
enhance views of the lake by extending the roadway alignment to the east.  

12-45 The commenter asserts that improvements in the visual quality rating of urbanized areas 
would be completed at the expense of the visual quality of natural areas, and TRPA should 
focus on alternative means to improve the urban areas that do not degrade natural areas. 
The commenter asserts that Viewpoints 2, 7, and 8 are located in natural areas along Lake 
Parkway and states that the VIA concluded a negative impact to visual quality of these 
viewpoints. Finally, the commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS should evaluate Lake 
Parkway as a potential future TRPA roadway travel unit with potential future scenic resources 
that could be designated as such in the next threshold assessment.  
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 Chapter 90 of the TRPA Code defines “urban areas” as those areas designated as residential, 
tourist, commercial/public service, or mixed-use by the applicable plan area statement (PAS), 
community plan, or area plan. The project site is located within one of the most densely 
developed areas in the Tahoe Basin. Most areas within the project site in California within the 
TCAP, including Lake Parkway, are designated Tourist and located either within a Town Center 
or Regional Center Overlay area (City of South Lake Tahoe and TRPA 2013: Figure 2-1). The 
only portion of the project site in California not within the TCAP includes the Rocky Point 
neighborhood, which is designated as residential in applicable PASs. Portions of the project site 
within Nevada are located entirely within the SSAP on lands primarily designated as Tourist, 
with land northeast of Lake Parkway designated as Resort Recreation (Douglas County and 
TRPA 2013). Therefore, the project site is located in an urban area.  

 The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS discusses the effect the realignment alternatives would have on the 
scenic quality and visual character of Lake Parkway in Impact 3.7-1 (pages 3.7-28, 3.7-34, 
and 3.7-48) and concludes these alternatives would have a minor effect on scenic quality 
and visual character after implementation of various design elements and context-sensitive 
aesthetic treatments developed in consultation with the Van Sickle Bi-State Park managers. 
The context-sensitive treatments were developed subsequent to completion of the VIA and 
are shown in Exhibits 3.7-7, 3.7-8, 3.7-9, and Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. It is 
beyond the scope of the EIR/EIS/EIS to evaluate yet-to-be-established TRPA scenic travel 
routes and scenic resources beyond the analysis that has already been included in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

12-46 The commenter states that with design modifications that would convert the pedestrian 
skywalk associated with Alternative E to a narrower walkway would reduce its visual mass. 
The commenter inquires about what project objectives would not be met with a narrower 
walkway and where events that would otherwise close the street down could be held. See 
Response to Comment 66-2. 

12-47 The commenter contends that impacts of all manmade structures on viewsheds have not 
been adequately considered, and excerpts Draft EIR/EIS/EIS text stating that traffic signals 
and light standards do not have sufficient mass to substantially disrupt scenic views. The 
comment requests clarification on how these vertical components have been accounted for 
in the simulations and viewpoints along Lake Parkway and within Van Sickle Bi-State Park. 
Visual illustrations contained in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS show the vertical features referred to 
in this comment. Exhibits 3.7-7 and 3.7-9 show proposed street lighting along realigned 
US 50 on the lake side of the roadway and sidewalk. Exhibits 3.7-8 and 3.7-9 show proposed 
traffic signals along realigned US 50 at the main entrance to Van Sickle Bi-State Park and at 
the Harrah’s driveway. Exhibit 3.7-15 shows proposed street lighting along existing US 50 
between Lake Parkway and SR 207. Exhibits 4 and 5a in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
also show proposed street lighting and traffic signals along realigned US 50. See Response 
to Comment 12-61 regarding viewpoints from within Van Sickle Bi-State Park.  

12-48 The commenter states that the proposed mixed-use sites are located in areas where heights of 
up to 95 feet are allowed in the TCAP. The commenter further states that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
dismisses the responsibility for evaluating the potential visual impacts of the proposed mixed-
use sites and that the potential height and bulk of three new tall structures would impact the 
scenic views from highways, pedestrian paths, bike paths, and recreation areas. The 
commenter notes that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not include analysis or simulated images to 
assess the potential scenic impacts associated with the proposed mixed-use sites. 

 For Alternative B, Site 1 is within the Tourist Center Mixed-Use (TSC-MU) zoning district, which 
allows a height of up to 56 feet and buildings of up to four stories. Site 2 is partially within 
the Tourist Center Neighborhood Mixed-Use (TSC-NMX) and Open Space (OS) zoning districts 
and partially within PAS 092 (Pioneer/Ski Run). The TSC-NMX zoning district allows a height 
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of up to 36 feet and buildings of up to three stories. PAS 092 allows heights of up to 42 feet 
(Section 37.4 of the TRPA Code), but does not specify a limit on number of stories. Site 3 is 
within the Tourist Center (TSC-C) zoning district, which allows heights of up to 95 feet and 
buildings of up six stories. (City of South Lake and TRPA 2013: Figure 5-1 and Table 7) The 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS considers a conceptual plan for potential development of the three mixed-
use sites with buildings of up to three stories on each of the sites (see discussion under the 
header “Mixed-Use Development Sites” beginning on page 2-25 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS).  

 The potential for the mixed-use development to affect scenic resources is discussed in 
Section 3.7, “Visual Resources/Aesthetics,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
programmatically evaluates the potential for the mixed-use development sites to degrade 
scenic quality and visual character (beginning on page 3.7-29), interfere with or disrupt 
scenic vistas or scenic resources (beginning on page 3.7-43), and increase light and glare 
(beginning on page 3.7-46). The analysis also describes that the mixed-used development 
sites would have to undergo subsequent project-level environmental review once they are 
defined and submitted for permitting.  

 As described in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the mixed-use development sites would be required to 
avoid impacts on scenic vistas and scenic resources through building design and orientation 
consistent with TRPA Code. Similarly, the mixed-use development sites would need to comply 
with all applicable design standards and guidelines, including height standards, and would 
need to be oriented and designed in a ways that avoid impacts to TRPA scenic threshold 
ratings for travel routes and scenic resources. Further, because the proposed three-story 
buildings would be intermixed with other one to three stories buildings in the immediate 
surrounding area, the proposed mixed-use development sites would not be substantially more 
bulky or taller than surrounding buildings and would not substantially alter the visual character 
of the area. Conceptual illustrations of the mixed-use development sites prepared in support of 
the project are included below. For the reasons described above, the mixed-use development 
sites would not impact the scenic view from highways, pedestrian paths, bike paths, and 
recreation areas as suggested by the commenter. Therefore, further analysis is not necessary.  

 
Source: Design Workshop 2015 

Alternative B: Conceptual view looking north from the proposed 
New US 50/Pioneer Trail/Old US 50 intersection toward potential 
mixed-use development Sites 1 and 2. 
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Source: Design Workshop 2015 

Alternative B: Conceptual view from the Linear Park looking toward the 
tourist core from a point behind mixed-use development Site 1. 

 
Source: Design Workshop 2015 

Alternative D: Conceptual view looking toward the proposed 
New US 50/Pioneer Trail/Old US 50 intersection and mixed-use 
development Sites 1 and 2. 

12-49 The commenter states that the same comments regarding the project-specific impact 
analysis apply to the cumulative impact assessment and that the EIR/EIS/EIS needs to 
address these flaws, including the impacts of the Gondola Vista Project. 

 This comment is general in nature. The Gondola Vista Project is listed in the cumulative 
project list in Table 3.19-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and considered in the impact analysis in 
Section 3.19, “Cumulative Impacts.” A discussion of cumulative impacts related to visual 
resources/aesthetics begins on page 3.19-24. See also the discussion under the header 
“Project Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally 
Preferred Action)” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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12-50 The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS needs to discuss the impact of vehicle 
headlights on realigned US 50 on adjacent natural and recreational areas, including 
potential future campers and trail users within Van Sickle Bi-State Park. 

 The potential for the realignment alternatives to increase light and glare, including light related 
to headlights of vehicles, is discussed in Impact 3.7-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Potential future 
camping and trail locations are shown on conceptual drawings in the Van Sickle B-State Park 
Master Plan (Conservancy 2009), which was never adopted. Headlights of vehicles on 
realigned US 50 would not result in significant light and glare impacts on park users because 
existing and planned camping and trail use areas would be setback and topographically 
separated from the realigned highway and would be screened from the highway by intervening 
stands of trees and existing Gondola Vista residential structures (currently under construction). 
Van Sickle Bi-State Park is in close proximity to the tourist core and urban development; thus, 
expectations about light and noise at this park would be different than if it were located in a 
more remote location. Therefore, further analysis is not necessary.  

12-51 The commenter describes that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS identifies a potentially significant 
impact of headlights to the residents in the Rocky Point neighborhood that can be mitigated 
with construction of the 6 to 8-foot sound barriers identified in Mitigation Measures 3.15-3. 
The commenter states that FHWA will not pay for installation of this barrier and there are no 
guarantees it would be installed and asserts that the impact conclusion should be significant 
and unavoidable.  

 See Response to Comment 12-74 regarding funding for the sound barriers.  

 As described on page 3.15-66 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, sound barriers and/or rubberized hot 
mix-asphalt (RHMA) applied on top of the roadway would be necessary to reduce noise to a 
level below the applicable TRPA land use-based noise thresholds. Because sound barriers 
are more effective than RHMA and the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not find any significant and 
unavoidable impacts related to their implementation, TTD has committed to constructing 
noise attenuation features including sound walls where needed, earthen berms, short walls, 
boulders, trees, wood fences, etc. within the greenway created on either side of the realigned 
US 50 as its primary noise reduction features since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

12-52 The commenter suggests that the EIR/EIS/EIS needs to evaluate the net increase in light 
pollution along the mountain side of realigned US 50. The commenter states incorrectly that 
the mountain side of realigned US 50 lacks development with existing sources of light. 

 The commenter is presumably referring to the mountain side of existing Lake Parkway. 
Existing sources of lighting on the mountain side of Lake Parkway includes the Gondola Vista 
residential development and the electrical substation across Lake Parkway from Raley’s. The 
lake side of Lake Parkway is fully developed and includes multiple sources of existing lighting 
(including the Heavenly Village Center, Forest Suites Resort in Lake Tahoe, Harrah’s, and 
Montbleu). As described on page 3.7-46 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, new sources of lighting on 
the mountain side of Lake Parkway would be limited to safety lighting at the US 50/Heavenly 
Village Way intersection and the US 50/Harrah’s driveway intersection. The project would 
also install directional lighting for safety on the entry and exit to the pedestrian bridge and 
safety lighting along the path between Heavenly Village and the pedestrian bridge. As 
discussed under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD has 
committed to implementing neighborhood design amenities in the Rocky Point neighborhood 
within the study area that would enhance the community character and safety elements of 
the neighborhood that remains after realignment of US 50, including street lighting. Safety 
lighting in these areas would not result in substantial night lighting and glare because 
standard design practices would limit spillover illumination. No further analysis is necessary.  
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12-53 The commenter states that their comments associated with the project-specific analysis also 
apply to the cumulative analysis and that light impacts associated with the project and other 
cumulative projects in the study area (i.e., Gondola Vista, and potential future development 
within the Edgewood Mountain Resort Recreation District) have not been addressed.  

 Cumulative Impact 3.7-3 (beginning on page 3.19-26 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS) discusses 
cumulative increases in light and glare and concludes that new projects (such as those in 
Table 3.19-2) would not result in substantial night lighting and glare, because standard 
design practices would limit illumination. Also, codes, regulations, and design standards 
pertaining to lighting associated with any new developments would limit illumination. Design 
standards would control exterior materials of all new buildings and minimize reflectivity. 

 At the time of writing of this document, there are no known plans for development of the property 
within the Edgewood Mountain Resort Recreation District. It would be speculative to try to 
analyze lighting impacts associated with any type of development on that property. The Gondola 
Vista Project is listed in the cumulative project list in Table 3.19-2 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and 
considered in the impact analysis in Cumulative Impact 3.7-3. No further analysis is necessary.  

12-54 The commenter contends that the viewpoint simulations along Lake Parkway do not appear 
to reflect the removal of trees. The commenter has compared trees marked for removal in 
Figure 1 in Appendix L of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS with three visual simulations from the VIA 
(Appendix G of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). As described in Response to Comment 12-45, the VIA 
was prepared before the development of various design elements and context-sensitive 
aesthetic treatments that are incorporated into the realignment alternatives. The context-
sensitive are shown in Exhibits 3.7-7, 3.7-8, and 3.7-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
viewpoint locations depicted in these exhibits are similar to those referenced in this 
comment. Because the commenter focused on visual simulations that have been 
superseded and the commenter does not identify any concerns related to the simulations 
included in Section 3.7, “Visual Resources/Aesthetics,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, for which 
impact determinations were made, no further analysis is needed.  

12-55 The commenter again refers to the VIA exhibits excerpted in Comment 12-54 and contends 
that the simulations do not adequately reflect the widening of Lake Parkway and retaining 
walls associated with the realignment alternatives. The commenter also requests clarification 
on the total length of the retaining walls and associated height, and additional simulations of 
views showing pedestrians walking along sidewalks next to the retaining walls, crossing the 
roadway, and from the pedestrian bridge.  

 With respect to the commenters request for a visual simulation showing pedestrians walking 
along sidewalks next to retaining walls, no at-grade sidewalks are proposed along the 
mountain side of realigned US 50 east of the Van Sickle Bi-State Park entrance. Exhibits 3.7-7 
and 3.7-9 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS illustrate pedestrians on the opposite side of the roadway; 
these exhibits show the extent of retaining walls in these viewpoints and wall heights relative to 
bicyclists and vehicles. Exhibit 3.7-8 shows pedestrians crossing the roadway at the US 
50/Heavenly Village Way intersection. Exhibits 4 in Appendix D of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
illustrates pedestrian views from the pedestrian bridge as requested by the commenter.  

 Because the commenter focused on visual simulations that have been superseded and the 
commenter does not identify any concerns related to the simulations included in Section 3.7, 
“Visual Resources/Aesthetics,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, for which impact determinations 
were made, no further analysis is needed. 

 Page 3.7-27 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS describes the length and height of the retaining wall 
as follows:  
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Widening the road to four lanes along the current Lake Parkway alignment would 
require acquisition of additional right-of-way and construction of retaining walls along 
the east side of realigned US 50. The retaining walls would be constructed in the 
area from the entrance road to Van Sickle Bi-State Park to about 900 feet east of 
Harrah’s Driveway. The walls would range in maximum height from 6 feet to 18 feet. 

 The highest retaining locations for the realignment alternatives are depicted on the 
Geometric Approval Drawings included in Appendix B of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  

12-56 The commenter states that the EIR/EIS/EIS must include a baseline scenic inventory for Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park and evaluate the impacts of the alternatives on scenic resources. The 
commenter also states that the EIR/EIS/EIS needs to assess the potential designation of Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park as a scenic resource, despite the 2011 and 2015 Threshold Evaluation 
Reports excluding a scenic assessment of the park. The commenter further states that the 
EIR/EIS/EIS must evaluate the impacts that the project would have on this resource, 
including areas of existing and potential facilities as identified in the Master Plan. 

 As described in Response to Comments 12-40 and 12-50, the Van Sickle Bi-State Park 
Master Plan (Master Plan) is not yet an adopted plan. Realigned US 50 would not result in 
significant visual impacts because, as described in Response to Comment 12-45, existing 
and planned camping and trail use areas associated with Van Sickle Bi-State Park would be 
setback and topographically separated from the realigned highway and would be screened 
from the highway by intervening stands of trees and existing Gondola Vista residential 
structures (currently under construction). For these reasons, further analysis is not 
necessary. See also Response to Comments 12-45, 12-47, 12-50, 12-61, and 12-68. 

12-57 The commenter excerpts text from Section 3.17, “Relationship Between Local Short-Term 
Uses of the Human Environment and the Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term 
Productivity,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and states that it is misleading to suggest the impacts 
have been minimized when the project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts. 
The commenter’s requested revision is reasonable, and the text has been revised in this final 
environmental document. This change is presented in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures,” of 
this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the 
significance of any environmental impact. 

The third paragraph on page 3.17-1 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS has been revised as follows: 

In the long term, the build alternatives would result in increased coverage (see 
Section 3.11, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS); tree removal and disturbance and loss of sensitive habitats (see 
Section 3.16, “Biological Environment”); increases in ambient noise levels and visual 
impacts on neighborhood character in the Rocky Point residential area west of the 
Heavenly Village Center (see Sections 3.15, “Noise and Vibration,” and 3.7, “Visual 
Resources/Aesthetics”); and the division of the Rocky Point neighborhood and 
displacement of residences. These impacts would be reducedminimized through 
implementation of mitigation measures intended to reduce environmental effects. 
However, the following impacts would remain significant and unavoidable after 
mitigation: the physical division of the Rocky Point neighborhood (for Alternatives B, 
C, and D), impacts on roadway segment operations (Alternative C), impacts on 
emergency vehicle access (for Alternative C), impacts on visual character (for 
Alternatives B, C, D, and E), impacts on scenic views or vistas (for Alternative E), 
potential structural damage from groundborne vibration related to construction 
(Alternative E), and increases in traffic noise (Alternatives B, C, and D).  
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12-58 This comment claims that Impact 3.10-1, “Potential for degradation of surface water quality 
due to construction activities,” is incomplete because it does not identify the volume of soil 
produced by excavation activities and the manner and location of its disposal. Impact 3.10-1 
addresses potential construction-related effects on surface water quality. The volume of cut 
and fill materials and its disposal is addressed in Impact 3.5-4, “Increased generation of 
solid waste.” As described in Impact 3.5-4, land clearing, grubbing, scraping, excavation, land 
leveling, grading, cut and fill, and demolition activities associated with Alternatives B, C, and 
D would generate approximately 5,700 cubic yards of solid waste, which would be disposed 
of at Lockwood Regional Landfill in Storey County, Nevada. 

12-59 This comment concerns Impact 3.10-2, “Surface water quality,” and includes a statement 
regarding the analysis of fertilizer use and another regarding the sufficiency of the proposed 
stormwater improvements. Related to fertilizer use, the commenter faults the analysis in 
Impact 3.10-2 for not quantifying the amount of fertilizer use that would be permitted for 
maintenance of project landscaping. As described in the second paragraph on page 3.10-24 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the TRPA Code and Handbook of Best Management Practices 
require that landscaped areas use native or adapted plan species which require minimal 
amounts of fertilizer. In addition, the project would be required to prepare a fertilizer 
management program and a revegetation plan which describe the amount and method of 
any necessary fertilizer applications in accordance with TRPA Code Section 61.4.5. These 
provisions, which are linked to permit approval, provide strong protections against the risk of 
fertilizer migration into surface and ground waters. Therefore, quantifying the allowable 
amount of any specific fertilizer is unnecessary.  

Regarding the sufficiency of the proposed stormwater treatment enhancements, the commenter 
claims that the project does not commit to installing stormwater facilities that exceed the 
required 20-year/1-hour stormwater runoff volume, and therefore cannot support the beneficial 
finding of Impact 3.10-2. The comment correctly states that no regulation requires the project to 
capture more than the 20-year/1-hour storm, however the project proponent, TTD, has publicly 
stated their intent and commitment to maximize stormwater capture and enhance water quality 
through implementation of the project. This commitment has included coordination with local 
jurisdictions to identify enhancements that would create the maximum water quality benefit and 
to include these as project components. As described on pages 3.10-24 through 3.10-26 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, these include many enhancements that are separate from the creation of 
oversized stormwater basins. These include capture of stormwater from the US 50/SR 207 
intersection which currently discharges directly to Edgewood Creek, installation of curb and 
gutter and stabilization of bare shoulders on Stateline Avenue, installation of sediment traps on 
all drainage inlets within the project site, and upgrades to the US 50 stormwater infrastructure. 
Although the project proposes to maximize the size of stormwater basins, the capacity of the 
basins is dependent on final engineering. However, the beneficial finding of Impact 3.10-24 is 
based on the entire suite of water quality enhancements and not dependent solely on the 
additional capacity of these basins.  

12-60 This comment addresses Impact 3.10-3, “Stormwater runoff.” The commenter states that 
the analysis of stormwater runoff should require facilities that can accommodate more than 
the standard 20-year/1-hour design storm. The TRPA stormwater runoff significance criteria 
specifically cites containment of the 20-year/1-hour design storm. Additionally, as described 
in Impact 3.10-2, “Surface water quality,” the project includes the construction of several 
stormwater capture basins which have the potential to capture runoff from events much 
larger than the design storm. The commenter also makes the claim that the analysis does 
not adequately discuss the permit conditions of the Stateline Stormwater Association (SSWA) 
facilities. SSWA does not currently hold a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit for stormwater discharge to surface waters. The Nevada Division of 
Environmental Protection and the Environmental Protection Agency found that SSWA’s 
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NPDES permit was unnecessary and it was terminated in October 2015. Finally, the 
commenter states that stormwater BMPs should be installed prior to construction. TRPA 
Code Section 5.3.1 requires that temporary water quality BMPs be installed and inspected 
prior to the start of construction or ground disturbance. 

12-61 The commenter refers to Impact 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS related to changes to the 
quality of recreation user experience and states that no scenic inventory has been 
performed; thus, the existing baseline is unknown. The commenter also asks why Appendix K 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “Noise Modeling Data,” shows that a 5-decibel (dB) adjustment was 
applied to the discrete receptors located in Van Sickle Bi-State Park. 

As stated on page 3.7-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “Because [Van Sickle Bi-State Park] is 
relatively new (opened in summer 2011), the park has not yet been officially added to TRPA’s 
list of public recreation areas.” Additionally, recreation users in Van Sickle Bi-State Park 
would have limited views of the project because, as stated on page 3.7-4, “the majority of 
the park is set back and separated from Lake Parkway by existing private parcels (Exhibit 2-
1), except at the park entrance and a short section of frontage near the state line,” and as 
described on page 3.7-28, “Recreationists at Van Sickle Bi-State Park would have little or no 
view of the project site once inside the park because of screening by topography and existing 
tree cover.” Therefore, characterization of the existing scenic baseline is described and 
assessed to the extent necessary for analysis of project impacts in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 

A 5-dB adjustment was included to account for noise attenuation provided by stands of forest 
in the park and topographic separation from the roadway. This is explained on page 3.15-19 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Here the analysis states, “…for those receptors located in heavily 
forested areas of Van Sickle Bi-State Park, adjustments were made to the modeled noise levels 
to account for the additional attenuation provided by stands of trees based on applicable 
guidance (Hoover & Keith Inc. 2000:6-9, as cited in Caltrans 2013a:7-8).”  

The commenter also requests a map “which indicates which noise measuring sites in [Van 
Sickle Bi-State Park] correspond with the numbered values” in the tables in Appendix K of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. A map showing all discrete receptor locations analyzed in the noise 
analysis is provided in Figure 3 of the Noise Study Report. The Noise Study Report is cited as 
follows in Section 3.15, “Noise and Vibration,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and is available at 
the TTD and TRPA offices during normal business hours: 

California Department of Transportation. 2015b (November). Noise Study Report, 
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project. Prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. 

12-62 The commenter asserts that the list of noise abatement options that can be selected are not 
required thus the requirement to implement all feasible measures related to a significant and 
unavoidable impacts has not been met. Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a, 3b, and 3c require that 
TTD prepare a study supplemental to the Noise Abatement Decision Report that identifies all 
necessary measures to ensure attainment of all applicable TRPA thresholds and identify all 
feasible measures to reduce traffic noise increases as stated in the mitigation. A set of feasible 
noise reduction measures that would benefit the most receptors and meet noise standards 
would be included in the study. This additional study would be required at a later point in the 
planning and design process when more specific project design details are available, but before 
acknowledgement of the TRPA permit. In spite of these measures, the traffic noise impact would 
remain significant and unavoidable because some of the improvements would require owner 
approval for modifications to private property (e.g., installation of noise insulation features) and 
it may not be feasible to reduce substantial increases in noise at every receptor site. For these 
reasons, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS has met the requirement to implement all feasible measures 
related to a significant and unavoidable impact related to traffic noise, and as it relates to the 
physical division of the Rocky Point neighborhood (Impact 3.4-1). 
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12-63 The commenter references Impact 3.4-4 and page 3.4-43 and states that the project does 
not relocate individuals in Single Room Occupancy units (SROs) and, therefore, does not 
provide for relocation of all affordable housing units. The commenter also asserts that the 
analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is based on outdated data regarding affordable housing 
and available rental units.  

 See the discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS and Response to 
Comment 66-4 regarding relocation of individuals in SRO units. 

 The City of South Lake Tahoe provided similar comments regarding updating affordable 
housing and available rental units. See Response to Comment 8-1. 

12-64 The comment expresses concern related to locating replacement housing outside the project 
site and the effects of removing SRO units without replacement. The League to Save Lake 
Tahoe had similar comments regarding the location of replacement housing. See Response 
to Comment 11-1. See the discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative 
B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS and Response to Comment 12-64 related to displacement of SRO units. 

12-65 The commenter states the document does not identify whether displaced units are part-
time/seasonal housing or only full-time housing. The impacts related to displaced units 
reflect the maximum number of units that could be impacted by the project regardless of 
housing occupancy. The impact analysis does acknowledge that the majority of affected units 
are occupied by renters and few affected units are occupied by owners (see page 3.4-43 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). 

12-66 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must disclose impacts related to locating 
replacement housing outside of the project site that could result in relocating Spanish-speaking 
residents to within the service area of a school that does not provide bilingual programs. As 
discussed in Response to Comment 11-1 and in the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD has formalized its commitment to construct replacement 
housing within the project area walkshed, with the preferred location within the proposed mixed-
use development sites. Therefore, the commenter’s concern is no longer relevant.  

12-67 The commenter asserts that “the DEIR/S/S does not discuss whether new mixed-use 
[development] sites would be comparable with regards to noise (i.e., Exhibit 3.15-2 indicates 
noise levels at mixed-use sites 1 and 2 would violate several criteria and/or would be placed in 
an area with a less protective noise standard than where residents currently live; in other 
words, the new housing units would be subject to far more noise than the existing units).” As 
stated on page 1-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the project would provide an opportunity for new 
mixed-use, transit-oriented development to include replacement housing and commercial 
space that could be used by residents and businesses displaced by the transportation 
improvements with Alternatives B, C, and D. However, there is no certainty that the residents 
displaced from the Rocky Point neighborhood would choose to live at one of the mixed-use 
development sites. Thus, the noise impact analysis does not focus on a comparison of noise 
exposure levels at existing residential units that would be replaced to the level of noise 
exposure at the mixed-use redevelopment sites. Instead, it focuses on whether existing 
residents would be exposed to substantial increases in noise or noise levels that exceed local 
standards—see Impact 3.15-3: Traffic noise exposure at existing receptors—and whether the 
mixed-use development sites would be compatible with applicable noise standards. However, a 
comparison can be made by examining the noise level estimates in Appendix K of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, “Noise Modeling Data.” Tables in Appendix K, “Noise Modeling Data,” indicate 
which receptor parcels would be displaced with each alternative and the existing traffic noise 
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level. For instance, receptors 20, 23-27, 30, 35, 40-42, 44-48, 55-62, 65-67, 74-78, 85-87, 
and 95 would be displaced with Alternative B. The existing noise levels at these receptors can 
be compared to the receptors representing the mixed-use development sites, which are 
represented by receptors 159 and 160 and depicted on Exhibit 3.15-2. As stated in the 
comment, much of the housing at the mixed-use redevelopment sites would be exposed to 
higher exterior noise levels than the residential units that would be displaced. 

As stated in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS the objectives of the project are to improve 
the corridor consistent with the Loop Road System concept of the Tahoe Regional Planning 
Compact, improve multimodal mobility and safety, minimize congestion, minimize 
neighborhood “cut-through” traffic, and revitalize the study area.  

Note that the analysis under Impact 3.15-4 (beginning on page 3.15-57) concludes that any 
common outdoor activity areas included on the mixed-use redevelopment sites under 
Alternatives B, C, or D could be exposed to traffic noise levels that exceed the City of South 
Lake Tahoe’s 60 Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) standard. To address this impact 
Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 requires the implementation of noise protection measures to 
ensure that outdoor activity areas on the mixed-use redevelopment sites are not exposed to 
noise levels greater than 60 CNEL. 

12-68 The commenter disagrees with the finding that the project is located in an urban area, as 
described in Impact 3.11-2, “Increased erosion and alteration of topography during 
construction” (page 3.11-25). The commenter states that Van Sickle Bi-State Park is only 
urban along one edge. The proposed project is located within or immediately bordering the 
intensively developed Tourist Core Town Center. The proposed alignment does cross the 
urban margin of Van Sickle Bi-State Park (approximately 650 linear feet), however the 
majority of the study area in the vicinity of the Van Sickle Bi-State Park is located on several 
privately-owned parcels that are situated between the Park and the proposed alignment of 
US 50. In fact, at the writing of this document, one of these parcels is currently being 
developed as a luxury residential complex (i.e., Gondola Vista). Therefore, the project site 
located in an urban setting as described in Impact 3.11-2 and no revisions are required. See 
also Response to Comment 12-45 regarding the urban character of the project site. 

 The commenter also claims that the analysis does not discuss the volume of soil that would 
be disturbed or removed through cut and fill activities. As described in Response to 
Comment 12-58, the volume of cut and fill materials and its disposal is addressed in 
Impact 3.5-4, “Increased generation of solid waste.” 

12-69 The comment is related to Impact 3.14-1, “GHG emissions and consistency with the Regional 
Transportation Plan.” The commenter asserts that emissions need to be identified and that 
growth rates assumed in the 2012 and 2017 RTP have already been exceeded, which need 
to be accounted for in future estimated emissions. 

CEQA Guidelines 15183.5 (tiering and streamlining the analysis of greenhouse gas 
emissions) allows lead agencies to rely on existing programmatic analyses of greenhouse gas 
emissions for project-specific environmental analyses, provided the programmatic EIR 
adequately analyzed the reasonably foreseeable significant environmental impacts (i.e., GHG 
emissions) of the project being evaluated. Further, in accordance with CEQA 15183.5 (b), 
GHG emissions can also be evaluated at a programmatic level if the project is shown to be 
consistent with applicable “Plans for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions.” 

Project-generated GHG emissions would occur from construction during roadway alignment 
work and mixed-use development. Construction emissions were estimated for all action 
alternatives in Impact 3.14-1 and as discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS “there would be 
nominal construction-related GHG emissions of less than 1,100 metric tons of carbon 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 171 

dioxide equivalent per year (MTCO2e/year) and 660 MTCO2e/year (2030 adjusted threshold) 
for all the build alternatives” (page 3.14-10). As discussed on page 3.14-10 these thresholds 
were established to “assess consistency with California’s 2030 GHG target” and 
subsequently compliance with these thresholds would also show consistency with 
California’s Plan for the Reduction of Greenhouse Gas Emissions (i.e., 2017 Scoping Plan).  

Generally, a project’s operational emissions are associated with mobile sources (e.g., trip 
generation and VMT) and energy use from land use development. As discussed in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, “VMT (and resultant GHG emissions) associated with the US 50/South Shore 
Community Revitalization Project were evaluated in the analysis of the 2012 RTP/SCS 
EIR/EIS,” a certified programmatic EIR/EIS consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15168 
(program EIR), and long-term operational GHG emissions associated with population 
increases, vehicle trips and VMT, and land use development were found to be significant and 
unavoidable. Therefore, the potentially significant long-term increase in GHG emissions 
associated with regional growth increase and development has already been identified. 
Consistent with the CEQA Guidelines the project-level analysis focused on showing 
consistency with approved programmatic analyses (e.g., RTP/SCS EIR/EIS) and plans for the 
purpose of reducing GHG emissions. As discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the adopted 
RTP/SCS complies with State-mandated VMT per capita reduction targets (and associated 
GHG reductions), as regulated by SB 375. Thus, “because SB 375 is a component of the 
AB 32 Scoping Plan,” (page 3.14-12) projects that are consistent with the RTP/SCS would 
also be consistent with the State’s adopted plan for GHG emissions reduction. The GHG 
analysis is consistent with all CEQA requirements and all potential GHG-related impacts have 
been adequately identified and evaluated. No further analysis is necessary. 

12-70 The comment is related to Impact 3.14-2, “Vulnerability to climate change risks” and states 
that the project should require stormwater capture facilities to be designed to accommodate 
the 100-year storm flows. The commenter further expresses concern that the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS did not address potential impacts that may result from installation of the 
retaining wall due to ground disturbance and saturation.  

Regarding water quality and stormwater basin design, all proposed facilities are described on 
pages 3.10-24 through 3.10-26 in Chapter 3.10, “Water Quality and Stormwater Runoff” of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses to Comments 11-17 and 11-8 explain why revisions to the 
proposed facilities are not necessary. Regarding climate change vulnerability, the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS explains that “the preliminary design of the project’s stormwater basins indicates 
that, on average, they can accommodate five times the regulatory requirement and therefore 
able to accept flows from a much larger storm” (page 3.10-26). In addition to stormwater basin 
capacity, as discussed in Impact 3.14-2 of Chapter 3.14, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and 
Climate Change,” the project would include various improvements that would help with 
stormwater retention, such as sediment traps, infiltration basin, and sand traps,” further 
reducing stormwater runoff and improving capture” (page 3.14-17 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). 
Climate prediction models can be used to attempt to describe how weather patterns (e.g., 
annual average precipitation) may change over time in certain geographic areas. However, there 
is no fine-grained modeling tool to determine precipitation or stormwater flows for future years 
at the project-level and, therefore, it is not used to determine project-level design.  

Regarding the retention wall, all site-specific geologic and soil conditions are discussed in 
detail in Section 3.11, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage.” As discussed in the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “Chapter 18 of the California Building Code regulates the excavation of 
foundation and retaining walls, and Chapter 33 regulates grading activities, including 
drainage and erosion control construction on unstable soils, such as expansive soils and 
areas subject to liquefaction” (page 3.11-7). Impact 3.11-2 in Section 3.11 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS discusses potential impacts from grading and construction activities and found 
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that “because the soils of the project site are not highly susceptible to erosion, temporary 
and permanent Best Management Practices would be installed as requirements of the 
necessary TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB permits” (page 3.11-26). Further, the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS explained that “the project site is not located on sloping ground that is 
potentially subject to landslides, rock falls, and debris/earth flows, which could become more 
frequent or severe as storm patterns change” (page 3.14-17). 

Thus, the analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is based on best available information, project 
design features, and reasonable foreseeable changes in climate that may affect the project. 
As the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS concludes, considering the aforementioned project features and 
requirements in place, “changes in local weather patterns as a result of climate change 
would not be expected to have a substantial impact on the project” (page 3.14-17). No 
further analysis is necessary. 

12-71 The commenter states that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not display existing tree cover in the 
project site or disclose which trees would be removed by the project. The commenter also 
states that the analysis of tree removal includes no evaluation relative to TRPA threshold 
requirements for late seral/old growth forests, and the tree removal and replanting plan 
(required by Mitigation Measure 3.16-3) should be developed as part of the EIR/EIS/EIS and 
available for public review.  

Regarding tree cover and locations where tree removal would occur, Appendix L, “Tree 
Survey Memorandum,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS describes the tree survey conducted for the 
project site; shows overall tree cover on an aerial-photo base map; and displays trees that 
could be removed by size class and action alternative, at a level possible and appropriate for 
the current level of project design.  

Regarding consistency of proposed tree removal with the TRPA threshold for late seral/old 
growth habitat, trees would not be removed in areas where the threshold applies. TRPA-
designated urban areas, and areas of the montane zone (lower than 7,000 feet elevation) 
within 1,250 feet of urban areas that are not actively being managed for late seral and old 
growth conditions, are excluded from the calculation for attainment of this threshold (TRPA 
2016). The project site is located almost entirely within TRPA-designated urban areas; non-
urban areas in the project site are small portions within Van Sickle Bi-State Park. Under any 
of the action alternatives, tree removal is expected to occur only within urban areas. 

As described in Mitigation Measure 3.16-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (page 3.16-27), a Tree 
Removal, Protection, and Replanting Plan (Plan) shall be prepared by the project proponent 
to provide tree protection measures to comply with the performance criteria and other 
requirements of Chapter 61 of the TRPA Code, prevent damage to trees that are proposed to 
remain, and determine appropriate tree replanting locations and approaches to occur in the 
project site. Because detailed design of the project has not been completed, and the marking 
and inventorying of specific trees to be removed based on further design would be used to 
develop the Plan, the Plan would be completed during/after detailed design and prior to 
permit acknowledgement by TRPA. 

12-72 The commenter questions the meaning of “relatively short duration” in the statement on 
page 3.15-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which states, “Due to the linear nature of the project 
and the relatively short duration of construction activity in any one place, no single receptor 
location would be exposed to construction-related noise for an excessive period of time.” The 
exact number of days noise-generating construction activity would occur in any one location 
is not known at this time. However, it is in no way expected that noise-generating 
construction activity would take place in the same location during the entire construction 
period, especially when compared to the construction of a facility that is not linear in nature.  
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The commenter also states that “while noise from construction may be exempt during 
daytime hours, the [EIR/EIS/EIS] must still analyze and disclose the impacts.” The comment, 
however, does not offer specific information or evidence that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not 
analyze or disclose impacts associated with construction-generated noise.  

The commenter also suggests that noise-generating construction activities outside the 
exempt daytime hours should be prohibited unless an emergency. The comment is 
addressed in Response to Comment 12-73. 

12-73 The commenter suggests that noise-generating construction activities outside the exempt 
daytime hours should be prohibited unless an emergency. The comment alleges that the 
EIR/EIS/EIS does not evaluate alternative options to avoid nighttime construction work under 
Alternative E (Skywalk). The comment asks whether traffic could be re-routed around Lake 
Parkway/Montreal Road/Park Avenue during periods of light traffic (e.g., shoulder season, 
weekdays). The comments also request the criteria that would be used to determine whether 
construction activity can occur during different times. Whether construction would need to be 
performed during noise-sensitive nighttime hours is not known at the time of preparing this 
EIR/EIS/EIS but may be a possibility if other options are not available. It is the nature of 
constructing an elevated bridge that would require full closure of the road for safety purposes. If 
Alternative E were selected TTD would be incentivized to find ways to avoid having noise-
generating construction activity at night, because this would make the project more cost-
effective and less of a nuisance to nearby noise-sensitive receptors. Requiring that construction 
activity only take place during daytime hours may result in a longer construction period and 
more severe traffic impacts when traffic volumes are greater. Also, routing traffic to local streets 
such as Lake Parkway, Park Avenue, and/or Montreal Road would have the potential to result in 
impacts along these roadway segments. Construction-related traffic impacts are addressed in 
greater detail under Impact 3.6-7 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. On page 3.6-61 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, the analysis explains that Alternative E would require construction outside of the 
established daytime hours to minimize traffic conflicts, and weather conditions constrain the 
timing of construction to hours that would generally be subject to reduced traffic flow rates.  

The commenter suggests that the EIR/EIS/EIS discuss the existing noise levels and 
expectations at the tourist core. The expectations of exterior noise levels at the tourist core is 
engrained in the noise standards applicable to the casino area. As shown in Exhibit 3.15-1, 
TRPA has a standard of 65 CNEL for the casino area, except for the contour-based noise 
standard in the US 50 transportation corridor, which specifies that the 65 CNEL noise 
contour generated by traffic on US 50 shall not extend more than 300 feet from the 
highway’s edge. Also, community expectations about construction noise are also inherent to 
the exemptions for daytime construction activity established by TRPA, Caltrans, the City of 
South Lake Tahoe, and Douglas County. Moreover, outdoor areas around casinos are 
generally not considered to be noise-sensitive land uses where noise exposure could result in 
health-related risks to individuals or where quiet is an essential element of their intended 
purpose. The commenter suggests that the EIR/EIS/EIS discuss the noise-related 
expectations of people visiting the tourist core. The EIR/EIS/EIS addresses these 
expectations by evaluating whether the project alternatives would result in noise levels that 
exceed the noise standards established for the tourist core. 

12-74 The comment concerns Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a, 3.15-3b, 3.15-3c, and 3.15-3d which 
require the implementation of traffic noise reduction measures to reduce traffic noise exposure 
at affected receptors. The commenter states that these mitigation measures do not define how 
the feasibility of noise reduction measures would be determined. This is correct. The list of 
Performance Requirements of these mitigation measures are clearly stated. The first 
performance requirement requires that measures be implemented to ensure that TRPA noise 
thresholds are not exceeded due to implementation of the project at specific receptors. The list 
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of Noise Reduction Features indicates the different possible ways the Performance 
Requirements could be achieved. As the comment points out, the EIR/EIS/EIS does not specify 
exactly which noise reduction features would be implemented to achieve the performance 
requirements. Instead, it includes discussion showing that the performance requirements would 
be achievable if some combination of the Noise Reduction Features are implemented.  

The commenter also points out that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not discuss the findings of the 
FHWA Noise Abatement Decision Report, which determined that sound barriers would not be 
funded. More specifically, it’s important to note, that the Noise Abatement Report applied the 
federal criteria for determining whether a sound barrier would be feasible and, applying 
these criteria, concluded that they would not be eligible to receive federal funding. Therefore, 
the full funding needed to build sound barriers would need to come from other sources.  

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the 
EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

12-75 The commenter asserts that the project would result in growth-inducing impacts because the 
project would cause population growth, increased visitation, economic growth, and improved 
LOS that would allow for more development. See Response to Comment 12-24. 

12-76 The commenter refers to Section 4.5.1, “Section 4(f) De Minimis Findings,” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS and asserts that because there is no baseline scenic inventory, it cannot be 
concluded that there are no visual resource impacts to Van Sickle Bi-State Park. The commenter 
also states that noise impacts are also uncertain. See Response to Comment 12-61.  

12-77 The comment includes a table of noise receptors, associated acquisition disposition for the 
project, and noise levels. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The 
comment is noted for consideration during project review.  

12-78 The comment includes correspondence with TTD staff regarding requests for documents 
cited in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and regarding maps and information associated with the noise 
analysis. Response to Comment 12-61 addresses the commenter’s request for mapping of 
noise data and adjustment used to model noise impacts in Van Sickle Bi-State Park. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for 
consideration during project review. 
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Letter 
13 

South Tahoe Chamber of Commerce 
July 1, 2017 

 

13-1 The commenter asserts that the short-term economic losses from interruptions of drive-by 
customers, lack of adequate parking, and signage issues would damage local businesses 
and could cause smaller businesses to permanently close. See Response to Comment 11-1 
regarding the analysis of parking impacts associated with implementation of the project. 
Estimated changes to business activity in the study area are described on pages 4-18 
through 4-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which concludes that the long-term increase in 
business activity would exceed any potential short-term losses.  

[T]he project would implement a Transportation Management Plan (TMP) that would 
use all reasonable and feasible measures to minimize traffic disruption and maintain 
access to businesses during construction; however, reduced business activity from 
temporary discouragement of access to businesses within the tourist core could not 
be eliminated.  

The project would result in a permanent change in visibility of businesses within the 
project site. However, the types of transportation improvements proposed as part of 
the project, including complete streets improvements through the tourist core, 
streetscape improvements, providing expanded opportunities for events, and 
enhancing public transit could make the project site more attractive to visitors and 
local residents. These types of changes are estimated to result in a long-term 
increase in business activity that would exceed the short-term losses in retail sales 
associated with construction activities. Therefore, Alternatives B, C, and D 
transportation improvements would not have an adverse impact on long-term 
business activity within the study area. 

As described on page 4-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the 2013 Economic Analysis found that 
“[d]uring the short-term, construction and transitional period, potential retail sales losses are 
estimated to range between $900,000 to $5.5 million per year...” (TTD 2013) As described 
in Section 2.4.6, “Construction Overview,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, construction of the 
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project-related transportation improvements is anticipated to occur over a three-year period. 
The highway realignment would be constructed before any improvements would happen 
along existing US 50 through the tourist core, decreasing the extent of time individual 
businesses would be affected by project construction.  

Outreach with businesses in the study area conducted for the 2013 Economic Analysis 
showed that many of the businesses (73 percent of survey respondents) had been operating 
for more than a decade, 20 percent had been operating between 6 and 10 years, and a 
small proportion (7 percent) had been operating for less than 2 years. The longevity of 
businesses in the study area demonstrates that they have endured challenging economic 
times. On page 4.-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the analysis describes that construction 
activities could still be perceived as a deterrent to business activity in the study area and 
would be estimated to result in a loss of between 1 and 6 percent of existing retail sales in 
the short-term. 

The information in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS has been supplemented with information from the 
Economic Analysis Update, US 50 South Shore Community Revitalization Project (TTD 2018). 
The updated analysis recognizes that businesses that are currently marginally viable and 
heavily dependent upon pass-by-traffic for convenience purchases would be more at risk 
than destination-based businesses. It further indicates that the long-term viability of such 
businesses in a higher-value, pedestrian-oriented environment may also be limited, as 
demand increases for alternative retailers to occupy the limited space available in the area. 
Some business closures are possible.  

The updated economic analysis recognizes that the area of greatest impact to retail sales 
volumes would be in the construction zone for the new intersection of US 50 and Pioneer 
Trail. This area contains several high-volume retailers that benefit from pass-by-traffic of 
US 50 but also function as neighborhood retailers for the area immediately to the south. 
Some of these businesses would be demolished for project construction and have indicated 
their relocation intentions to TTD (TTD 2018). Those that remain at the fringes of the 
intersection construction area could be negatively impacted by the disruption to visibility and 
access. To the extent visibility and access can be maintained during construction, the 
negative impact to sales can be mitigated. No negative impacts on casino visitor retail 
spending are anticipating, given that the new alignment would provide access to these 
businesses and any retail sales within the resort-casinos are ancillary to the destination-
oriented uses within the structures. (TTD 2018) 

As described on page 4-21 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “the project would enhance signage in 
the project site, which would include signage for existing parking areas. This would attempt 
to enhance visitors’ and residents’ perceptions of parking opportunities in the project site.” 
The project would not reduce parking (see the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for a description of parking enhancements included in the 
proposed project since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS) and would implement a signage 
program that would assist in directing visitors to parking in the project site. With respect to 
the comment about signage, the commenter offers no specific information or evidence that 
the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can 
be provided. 

13-2 The commenter questions how the project will make the tourist core more conducive to 
bicycles and pedestrians and asserts that the project is a bypass that would allow cars to 
drive Pioneer Trail in Meyers to the realigned highway without ever driving past any 
businesses in the City of South Lake Tahoe. Many vehicles traveling to or from the tourist 
core already use Pioneer Trail and cut through the Rocky Point neighborhood. Additionally, 
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the project does not propose to expand the capacity of Pioneer Trail. Visitors to South Lake 
Tahoe and the state line area may use Pioneer Trail to reach the tourist core area; however, 
visitors often choose to travel throughout South Lake Tahoe along US 50 to reach amenities 
throughout the city and beyond, such as Ski Run Marina, Camp Richardson, Fallen Leaf Lake, 
and Emerald Bay as well as restaurants and shopping. To reach these destinations, visitors 
would be required to drive along US 50 through the city and would pass many businesses 
within the city. The commenter offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response regarding 
the effect of vehicle patterns on businesses in the City of South Lake Tahoe can be provided. 

The tourist core would become more bicycle- and pedestrian-friendly because with the 
reduction in the number of vehicle travel lanes proposed for the roadway through the tourist 
core, the project would construct bicycle lanes and enhanced sidewalks with street furniture, 
such as benches, lighting, public art, and public gathering spaces or common areas along 
existing US 50 (page 2-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Additionally, as described in Impact 3.6-
8 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, pedestrian and bicyclist safety would improve in this area 
because “exposure to vehicular traffic would be reduced with the improvements associated 
with Alternative B, including a pedestrian bridge over the new US 50 alignment connecting 
Van Sickle Bi-State Park to the Stateline area; shoulders/bicycle lanes and pedestrian 
sidewalks along Lake Tahoe Boulevard (existing US 50) for the full length of the study 
segment; and bicycle lanes/shoulders along the new US 50 alignment with sidewalks on at 
least one side of the roadway,” and “Safety of the existing pedestrian crossings along US 50 
would be improved because of reduced traffic volumes and shorter crossing lengths 
associated with the narrowing of the existing US 50” (page 3.6-67 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS).  

13-3 The commenter questions TTD’s ability to implement an over $74 million project and asserts 
that the project is not satisfactory and voters want a say on the project, and summarizes 
effects on transportation services in the area caused by re-designating the area from a 
“Rural” to an “Urban” transportation area. This commenter does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 
document. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

13-4 The commenter states their belief that the project would cause unnecessary additional 
congestion and would occur simultaneously with Caltrans’s projects on Echo Summit and in 
Meyers. Traffic congestion impacts are assessed under Impacts 3.6-1, 3.6-2, 3.6-3, 3.6-12, 
and 3.6-13 in Section 3.6, “Traffic and Transportation.” The possibility exists that timing for 
construction of the project may overlap with the timing of Caltrans projects located over 
7 miles to the southwest of the study area in Meyers or elsewhere. Construction of the 
project would be phased over multiple construction seasons to minimize impacts to 
residents, businesses, and traffic. TTD would work with Caltrans, NDOT, City of South Lake 
Tahoe, and Douglas County to coordinate the agencies’ ongoing construction projects to 
further reduce impacts to the community. Before and during construction, notifications 
including on TV, radio, newspaper, internet, and signage on major routes in and around Lake 
Tahoe, would be made to the public alerting them to construction and providing information 
on alternative routes. As described in Section 2.4.6, “Construction Overview,” and in 
Impact 3.6-7, construction of the project would be implemented to minimize transportation 
disruptions.  

 The Caltrans projects referenced in this comment are over 7 miles southwest of the project 
site. TRPA has received applications for the Meyers Roundabout, with construction planned 
for 2018, and the Echo Summit wall project, with 95 percent design plans and construction 
planned for 2019. Construction for these Caltrans projects and the proposed project would 
most likely not occur at the same time. Congestion effects from these projects would not 
combine with those of the project to result in a new significant cumulative impact.  
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13-5 The commenter asserts that existing roadways in the study area meet the intent of 
Article V(2) of the Tahoe Regional Planning Compact. As described on page 1-1 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, the Nevada portion of the “loop road” was built. The proposed project would 
complete the loop road in California. This commenter does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 
document. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers.  

13-6 The commenter asserts that the project cuts through a neighborhood resulting in similar 
safety risks to families as the existing neighborhood traffic. The commenter also notes that 
displacing 97 housing units would be a burden on the citizens of the community and would 
also affect a mostly minority community. The comment is accurate in that the realigned 
US 50 would generally follow the same route as the existing route used by existing cut-
through traffic in the Rocky Point neighborhood. However, the road would be widened, which 
would allow space for shoulders that could accommodate bicycles and sidewalks would be 
constructed along both sides of the realigned US 50 through this neighborhood between 
Heavenly Village Way and the realigned US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection (page 2-15 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Because of these improvements, pedestrians and bicyclists traveling 
along US 50 through the neighborhood would be better protected from vehicles compared to 
existing conditions.  

As described on pages 3.4-43, 3.4-44, 3.4-46, and 3.4-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the 
maximum number of units displaced by Alternatives B, C, and D would be 88, 83, and 78 
housing units, respectively. As described in Chapter 2 and under Impact 3.4-4 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, as part of the project, TTD would provide relocation assistance to all eligible 
displaced owners and tenant residents and would construct replacement housing equal to or 
greater than the number displaced prior to displacing any residents so that residents are 
able to have affordable housing to move to and so that affordable housing supply in the 
study area is not reduced by the project (pages 2-5 and 2-6, and 3.4-42 through 3.4-50 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). 

A list of public involvement activities and outreach to minority and low-income populations in 
the affected neighborhood is included in Table 3.4-15 on page 3.4-59 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS. Public outreach efforts began in 2013 and as described on page 3.4-59, 
“Public involvement activities have specifically targeted potentially affected minority and low-
income populations, including door-to-door distribution of flyers with information about the 
project in English, Spanish, and Tagalog. These flyers were also available online and at the 
public workshops conducted for the project.” TTD has also coordinated outreach efforts with 
the South Lake Tahoe Family Resource Center to facilitate dialogue with the affected 
community. Section 3.4, “Community Impacts,” includes analysis of the environmental 
justice effects of the project on pages 3.4-60 through 3.4-65. This analysis recognizes the 
project’s adverse effects on the minority and low-income population in the Rocky Point 
neighborhood concluding, “In spite of the project’s benefits, other measures included in the 
project to minimize adverse effects, and additional planning efforts to identify alternatives 
that would eliminate or reduce impacts, the preliminary determination… is that the project 
would still have a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income 
populations in the Rocky Point neighborhood” (page 3.4-65). Outreach to the affected 
community will continue to be conducted as part of the decision-making process for the 
project. The commenter offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis 
presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

13-7 The commenter questions who will pay for relocated utilities. The South Tahoe Public Utility 
District (STPUD) expressed similar concerns related to the costs associated with the project’s 
impacts on utility infrastructure. See Response to Comments 9-2, 9-3, 9-6, 9-7, and 9-8. 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 181 

13-8 The commenter is concerned that eminent domain may be used if affected property owners 
are unwilling to sell their property. The commenter also reiterates comments discussed 
earlier in the letter and expresses support for Alternative A, the no build alternative. As stated 
in TTD’s guiding principles for the development and implementation of the project (TTD 
2016), which are referenced in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “The acquisition process will be 
conducted in a manner consistent with the requirements of the federal Uniform Relocation 
Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (“Uniform Act”). TTD’s priority 
in the process will be to seek acquisition based on a willing-seller basis. Any use of eminent 
domain by the District would only be if necessary to complete the needed right-of-way and 
also be consistent with provisions of the Uniform Act.” The commenter offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. This comment and the commenter’s 
preference for Alternative A are noted for consideration by decision makers. 
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Letter 
14 

South Tahoe Alliance of Resorts 
July 7, 2017 

 

14-1 The commenter recognizes the beneficial effects of the project, supports TTD’s commitment 
to provide replacement housing, and expresses support for Alternative B. The commenter 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review 
of the merits of the project. 
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Letter 
15 

Tahoe Meadows Association 
July 3, 2017 

 

15-1 The commenter notes their appreciation for the efforts of TTD staff and consultants to 
address their concerns about the project, including drawings that illustrate mitigation of their 
issues with access at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. However, the commenter notes the 
illustrations were not included in the environmental analysis in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS; 
therefore, they are providing comments on the document as published. Exhibits referenced 
in this comment are included under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B,” in 
Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 
This commenter does not raise specific environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration during project review. 

15-2 The commenter notes their general support for the redesign of US 50 to alleviate traffic 
congestion and create a local road through the tourist core. The commenter asserts the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider the safety of Tahoe Meadows residents, guests, and Linear 
Park pedestrians and bicyclists and emergency vehicle access at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection. The commenter provides background information about Tahoe Meadows and 
their participation in the planning process for the project. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-3 The commenter states that vehicles entering and exiting Tahoe Meadows at the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection make heavy use of the left-in/left-out center turn lane, with an estimated 
36,000 vehicle entries and exits during the summer months at this access point. The 
commenter states that Tahoe Meadows gate entry information was submitted to TTD, 
pointing out the need to address the left-in/left-out access issue. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-4 The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analysis does not address 
safety hazards and impacts on roadway operations related to changes in access to Tahoe 
Meadows that remove the center left-in/left-out turn lane. The commenter suggests that 
these changes may require vehicles to make a U-turn at the US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection 
or make mid-block left turns resulting in back-up in the travel lanes while vehicles wait for the 
cars ahead of them to get through the keypad access at the Tahoe Meadows gate. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-5 The commenter asserts that the project’s proposal to narrow the Linear Park would create a 
safety hazard for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians and would cause additional vehicle 
back-up on US 50. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-6 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS needs to analyze and mitigate the effects 
on neighborhoods and traffic and transportation from changes to the intersection of 
US 50/Lake Road. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-7 The commenter asserts that redesign of the Linear Park to reduce the park width at the 
US 50/Lake Road intersection creates a safety hazard for vehicles, bicyclists, and 
pedestrians because this change to the path reduces the area that allows for vehicles to wait 
at the entrance keypad potentially resulting in more vehicles queueing on US 50 and 
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resultant conflicts between vehicles and recreation users, pedestrians, and bicyclists. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-8 The comment states that emergency vehicle access at the intersection of US 50 and Lodge 
Road must be continuously maintained throughout construction of any improvements 
(including construction staging), at opening in 2020, throughout construction of relocation 
housing near this location, and in 2040. The comment notes that Exhibits 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, and 
2-11 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS show a constructing staging area directly in front of the 
emergency vehicle access at US 50 and Lodge Road and, for Alternative D, access is only 
provided to the Holiday Inn Express. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

15-9 The commenter asserts that the “Neighborhood Traffic Operations” needs on page S-5 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS do not describe the need to maintain safe access to the Tahoe Meadows 
neighborhood at US 50 and Lake Road. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

15-10 The commenter asserts that the project’s changes at the Tahoe Meadows access point and 
to the Linear Park would increase congestion. The commenter questions whether or not U-
turns would be allowed at the new US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-11 The commenter asserts that the first project objective on page S-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
needs to include safe access to Tahoe Meadows at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” The commenter 
is referring to the project objective that states the project would be intended to, “reduce 
overall vehicle delays through improved motor vehicle mobility on the state highway system, 
including for commercial access and a better resident and visitor experience.” This project 
objective is broad enough to encompass the intent of the revisions the commenter is seeking 
and, as demonstrated in Master Response 2, safe access to Tahoe Meadows at the US 
50/Lake Road intersection would be maintained with all realignment alternatives. The 
commenter does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by 
decision makers. 

15-12 The commenter asserts that the project’s changes at the Tahoe Meadows access point 
would increase congestion on US 50 and at the US 50/Pioneer Trail and US 50/Wildwood 
Avenue intersections. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” 

15-13 The commenter asserts that the degraded access to the Tahoe Meadows neighborhood 
should be identified as a community impact on page S-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District,” which 
addresses the commenter’s concern related to degraded access.  

15-14 The commenter asserts that changes to the intersection at US 50/Lake Road would impact 
the broader community and create hazardous conditions on US 50 and for bicyclists and 
pedestrians using the Linear Park. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

15-15 The commenter asserts that reducing the width of the Linear Park would degrade the 
recreation user experience of the Linear Park and bicyclists would be uncomfortable having 
to ride closer to the fence. The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS must analyze and 
present design solutions for the intersection of US 50 and Lake Road to minimize the 
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interaction of vehicles and users of the Linear Park. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-16 The commenter asserts that the redesign of the Linear Park as shown in Appendix N of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS contradicts the objective on page S-12 about improving connectivity and 
increased safety for bicyclists and pedestrians. Bicycle and pedestrian improvements 
associated with the US 50 realignment alternatives that would improve connectivity and 
safety for bicyclists and pedestrians are described in Section 2.3.3, “Corridor Improvements 
and Enhanced Bicycle, Transit, and Pedestrian Facilities,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District,” describes that the 
paved path within the Linear Park would continue to meet Caltrans Class I Bike Path 
standards. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers.  

15-17 The commenter disagrees with the conclusion of Impact 3.3-4 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS that 
the recreation user experience for the Linear Park would not be degraded because the 
changes to the Linear Park from the project would create significant hazards to users of the 
park. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-18 The commenter asserts that a mitigation measure to minimize the interaction of vehicles and 
pedestrians/bicyclists on the Linear Park and at the Tahoe Meadows entrance must be 
provided. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-19 The commenter asserts that the proposed changes to the US 50/Lake Road intersection 
affects the quality of life of Tahoe Meadows residents, guests, bicyclists, and pedestrians 
and an impact statement is needed to address this issue. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-20 The commenter notes that the project could result in U-turns at the US 50/Pioneer Trail 
intersection, an increase in U-turns at the US 50/Wildwood Avenue intersection, and would 
result in effects on roadway operations and an increase in hazards from vehicles waiting to 
enter Tahoe Meadows that could also increase hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians using 
the Linear Park. The commenter asserts that the proposed changes to the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection would affect the broader community by degrading intersection operations and 
creating hazardous conditions on US 50 and within the Linear Park. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-21 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-2 on page S-31 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, and asserts 
that the analysis must include impacts on LOS associated with hundreds of summer peak 
Tahoe Meadows vehicle trips resulting in U-turns at the US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection and 
at the US 50/Wildwood Avenue intersection. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-22 The commenter asserts that changes proposed by the project, including reduction in the 
width of the Linear Park, would result in traffic queueing on US 50 resulting in a rear-end 
collision hazard and increasing safety hazards for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians where 
they interact at the Linear Park and entrance to Tahoe Meadows. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-23 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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15-24 The commenter refers to the “Environmental Consequences (NEPA)/Impact Determinations 
(CEQA, TRPA) before Mitigation” column of the table on page S-31 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
The commenter asserts that without analysis of the impact of changes at the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection and the redesign of the Linear Park at that location, the analysis cannot 
conclude that the design features of Alternatives B, D, and E would avoid or minimize the 
impacts on intersection operations in 2020. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-25 The commenter refers to the “Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures” column 
of the table on page S-31 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter asserts that mitigation 
measures should be included that maintain the left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the 
Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-26 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-3 on page S-32 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and expresses 
concern that the traffic studies and traffic analysis contained therein do not include the 
proposed changes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and at the Linear Park at the 
entrance to Tahoe Meadows, such as potential effects on LOS on US 50 and safety of 
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The commenter also asserts that reducing the width of 
the Linear Park could intensify rear-end collision hazards. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-27 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-28 The commenter refers to the “Environmental Consequences (NEPA)/Impact Determinations 
(CEQA, TRPA) before Mitigation” column of the table on page S-32 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
The commenter asserts that without analysis of the impact of changes at the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection and the redesign of the Linear Park at that location the analysis cannot 
conclude the project alternatives would avoid or minimize the impacts on roadway segment 
operations. The commenter asserts the analysis must include the adverse impact on LOS of 
the US 50 roadway segment and associated hazards. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-29 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-30 The commenter refers to the “Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures” column of 
the table on page S-32 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter asserts the EIR/EIS/EIS must 
include the adverse impact on roadway segment operations because of queueing on US 50 
and the potential for rear-end collisions, which would be exacerbated by reducing the width of 
the Linear Park. The commenter also asserts that vehicles trying to get out of traffic on US 50 
block the Linear Park and create a safety hazard for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-31  The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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15-32 The commenter disagrees with the impact conclusions under the “Environmental 
Consequences (NEPA)/Impact Determinations (CEQA, TRPA) after Mitigation” column of the 
table on page S-32 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, because analysis of the intersection changes at 
the US 50/Lake Road intersection and redesign of the Linear Park at that location have not 
been analyzed. The commenter asserts the EIR/EIS/EIS must include the adverse impact on 
roadway segment operations because of queueing on US 50 and the potential for rear-end 
collisions, which would be exacerbated by reducing the width of the Linear Park. The 
commenter also asserts that vehicles trying to get out of traffic on US 50 block the Linear 
Park and create a safety hazard for vehicles, bicycles, and pedestrians. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-33 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-34 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-4 on page S-33 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter asserts the impact on VMT of proposed changes to access to Tahoe Meadows is 
not identified and is potentially significant, including effects on VMT associated with needing 
to wait at a traffic light to make a U-turn and return past the original access point. The 
commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-35 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-5 on page S-34 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter disagrees with the conclusion that the alternatives would avoid or minimize the 
impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 2020 and asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS must 
analyze and present design solutions for the intersection at US 50 and Lake Road to 
minimize the safety hazards associated with the interaction of vehicles and 
pedestrians/bicyclists at the Linear Park. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-36 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-37 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-6 on page S-36 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter disagrees with the conclusion that the alternatives would enhance existing 
infrastructure and improve vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian safety; asserts the proposed 
changes to the Linear Park at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows creates a safety hazard; and 
the EIR/EIS/EIS must analyze and present design solutions for the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection to minimize the interaction of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The 
commenter also asserts that the proposed changes to the Linear Park would degrade the 
facility to below Class I bicycle facility minimums. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access 
to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-38 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included to minimize the 
interaction of vehicles and pedestrians/bicyclists using the Linear Park shared-use path at 
the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 
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15-39 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-9 on page S-37 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter expresses concern that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not recognize the need for 
continuous emergency vehicle access at the US 50/Lodge Road intersection, including 
during construction activities. The commenter notes that a construction staging area is 
shown as located in front of the emergency vehicle access at the US 50/Lodge Road 
intersection in Exhibits 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, and 2-11 and impairment of emergency vehicle access 
and neighborhood evacuation would be a significant impact on the safety of the Tahoe 
Meadows neighborhood. The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS must include 
mitigation measures to assure uninterrupted emergency vehicle access for neighborhood 
evacuation and emergency responder access. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-40 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-12 on page S-40 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter asserts the analysis cannot conclude that intersections would operate at LOS in 
2040 with the proposed transportation improvements and mixed-use development because 
the traffic studies and traffic analysis do not assess the proposed changes in access to 
Tahoe Meadows or changes to the Linear Park that would result in queueing on US 50 and 
would result in safety hazards for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. See Master Response 
2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-41 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-42 The commenter disagrees with the conclusion that in 2040 the alternatives would avoid or 
minimize the effects on intersection operations in 2040 because analysis of intersection 
changes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection are not included or mitigated. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-43 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-44 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-13 on page S-41 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter disagrees with the conclusion that in 2040 the alternatives would avoid or 
minimize the effects on roadway segment operations in 2040 because analysis of 
intersection changes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection are not included or mitigated and 
impacts on operations would result from queueing on US 50 and increased hazards to 
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

15-45 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-46 The commenter disagrees with the conclusion that in 2040 the alternatives would avoid or 
minimize the effects on roadway segment operations in 2040 because analysis of 
intersection changes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection are not included or mitigated and 
impacts on operations would result from queueing on US 50 and increased hazards to 
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 
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15-47 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-48 The commenter asserts the EIR/EIS/EIS analysis must include the adverse impact on 
roadway segment LOS resulting from the changes at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows and 
the increase in vehicles queueing in US 50 that also blocks the Linear Park, which would 
create vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian hazards. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access 
to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-49 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-50 The commenter asserts that without analysis of the impact of changes at the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection and the Linear Park that the conclusions related to the alternatives’ 
impacts on roadway segment operations in 2040 could not be made. The commenter notes 
that the increase in vehicles queueing on US 50 that also blocks the Linear Park would 
create vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian hazards. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access 
to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-51 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-52 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-14 on page S-41 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter asserts the impact on VMT in 2040 from proposed changes to access to Tahoe 
Meadows is not identified and is potentially significant, including effects on VMT associated 
with needing to wait at a traffic light to make a U-turn and return past the original access 
point. The comment asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the 
left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-53 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-6 on page S-36 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter disagrees with the conclusion that the alternatives would enhance bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure in 2040; asserts the proposed changes to the Linear Park at the 
entrance to Tahoe Meadows create a safety hazard; and the EIR/EIS/EIS must analyze and 
present design solutions for the US 50/Lake Road intersection to minimize the interaction of 
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The commenter also asserts that the proposed changes 
to the Linear Park would degrade the facility to below Class I bicycle facility minimums. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-54 The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-
in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles 
and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-55 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-18 on page S-44 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
commenter disagrees with the conclusion that the alternatives would enhance bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure and improve vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian safety in 2040; 
asserts the proposed changes to the Linear Park at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows create a 
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safety hazard; and the EIR/EIS/EIS must include mitigation measures to minimize the 
interaction of vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The commenter also asserts that the 
proposed changes to the Linear Park would degrade the facility to below Class I bicycle 
facility minimums. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-56 The commenter asserts that a mitigation measure should be included that reduces the 
interaction of vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe 
Meadows entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-57 The commenter refers to Impact 3.6-19 on page S-44 of the Draft EIR/EIS/ES. The 
commenter expresses concern that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not recognize the need for 
continuous emergency vehicle access at the US 50/Lodge Road intersection through 2040, 
including during construction activities. The commenter notes that a construction staging 
area is shown as located in front of the emergency vehicle access at the US 50/Lodge Road 
intersection in Exhibits 2-2, 2-3, 2-4, and 2-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and impairment of 
emergency vehicle access and neighborhood evacuation would be a significant impact on 
the safety of the Tahoe Meadows neighborhood. The commenter asserts that the 
EIR/EIS/EIS must include mitigation measures to assure uninterrupted emergency vehicle 
access for neighborhood evacuation and emergency responder access. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-58 The commenter asserts that the need associated with Neighborhood Traffic Operations on 
page 1-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not describe the need to maintain safe access to 
Tahoe Meadows at the US 50/Lake Road intersection for residents and renters of the 96 
homes in the neighborhood. The commenter notes that the changes to the entrance to 
Tahoe Meadows would increase congestion at the US 50/Pioneer Trail, and US 50/Wildwood 
Avenue intersections, it is unclear if U-turns would be allowed at the US 50/Pioneer Trail 
intersection, and safety hazards would be generated associated with queueing on US 50. 
See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-59 The commenter asserts the project objectives on page 1-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS needs to 
include safe access to Tahoe Meadows at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. The 
commenter notes that the changes to the entrance to Tahoe Meadows would increase 
congestion at the US 50/Pioneer Trail, and US 50/Wildwood Avenue intersections, it is 
unclear if U-turns would be allowed at the US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection, and safety 
hazards would be generated associated with queueing on US 50. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District,” and Response to Comment 15-11.  

15-60  The commenter expresses concern about how the changes to the Linear Park shown on 
exhibits in Appendix N of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are described in the project description on 
page 2-19. The commenter asserts that changes in the profile of the Linear Park would 
degrade bicycle/pedestrian facilities and create hazards to Linear Park users and vehicles 
extending onto US 50. The commenter asserts that reducing the separation between the 
Linear Park shared-use path and the Tahoe Meadows fence to substandard widths would 
adversely affect the safety of recreational users. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access 
to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-61 The commenter notes that descriptions of road network changes and intersection 
improvements for Alternatives B, C, and D on pages 2-22–2-23, 2-30, and 2-32 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS do not identify changes to the intersection of US 50 and Lake Road. The 
commenter reiterates earlier comments regarding use of the left-in/left-out turn into Tahoe 
Meadows, the need for U-turns at the US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection and US 50/Wildwood 
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Avenue intersection, degradation of road segment and intersection LOS, and safety hazards 
for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

15-62 The commenter refers to construction activities for the project described on pages 2-14 
through 2-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter reiterates earlier comments related to 
concerns about a proposed construction staging area blocking the US 50/Lodge Road 
emergency vehicle access point, maintaining emergency vehicle access to Tahoe Meadows 
at the US 50/Lodge Road intersection, and the emergency gate at the US 50/Lodge Road 
intersection must remain accessible at all times. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access 
to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-63 The commenter describes Tahoe Meadows homeowners input at public comment 
opportunities since 2011. The commenter is concerned that Tahoe Meadows input was not 
included in the designs of alternatives and that the homeowners were not informed about 
proposed changes to the left-in/left-out access at the main entrance to Tahoe Meadows. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-64 The commenter notes that the Tahoe Meadows Historic District is within the study area and 
should be included in the “Existing Land Uses within the Study Area” discussion in 
Section 3.2.2, “Affected Environment,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter also notes 
that the US 50/Lake Road intersection is within the project site. The comment is correct and 
the environmental setting in Section 3.2, “Land Use,” has been revised in this final 
environmental document. This change is presented in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, 
Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.” 
The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any 
environmental impact. 

To clarify that a small portion of the Tahoe Meadows Historic District is within the study area, 
the following sentence has been added after the fifth paragraph under the header, “Existing 
Land Uses within the Study Area,” on page 3.2-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS:  

The area west of US 50 bound by Lodge Road to the south, Pine Boulevard to the 
west, and Stateline Avenue to the north, contains a number of tourist lodging 
facilities, commercial uses, and dining establishments. 

The Tahoe Meadows Historic District, a private residential community, is located 
within the study area southwest of the intersection of Pioneer Trail and US 50. 
Although a small portion of the District is shown within the project site boundary on 
Exhibits 3.2-1, 3.2-2, and 3.2-3, the project improvements would not make changes 
to the fence around the District or on any land that falls within the fence. 

In Nevada, the four major resort-casinos, Harrah’s, Harvey’s, Hard Rock, and 
Montbleu, are located along US 50 between Stateline Avenue and Lake Parkway. 

Additionally, the second sentence of the first paragraph under “Surrounding Land Uses,” on 
page 3.2-8 has been revised to read as follows: 

Land uses surrounding the project site are generally similar in nature to the visitor-
centered development within the project site. The approximately 100 homes within 
the Tahoe Meadows Historic District, a private community, is located southwest of 
the intersection of Pioneer Trail and US 50 are located outside of the project site. 
Properties to the west of the project site north of Lodge Road consist of a number of 
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tourist lodging facilities with the shore of Lake Tahoe and Lakeside Marina just 
beyond. 

15-65 The commenter asserts the description of changes to the Linear Park resulting from the 
project included under Impact 3.3-1 on page 3.3-12 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS belongs in 
Impact 3.3-4. The description of the changes that would occur to the Linear Park 
demonstrates the physical extent of where construction activities, which support these 
features, would occur and potentially disrupt use of the Linear Park. Impact 3.3-4 includes 
descriptions of the project’s potential to adversely affect recreation users of the Linear Park 
on pages 3.3-28 through 3.3-31 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter does not offer any 
specific information or evidence that the analysis in the environmental document is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

15-66 The commenter disagrees with the less-than-significant impact conclusion for Impact 3.3-4 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter asserts that the changes to the Linear Park at the 
US 50/Lake Road intersection would result in significant impacts on recreation user 
experience because vehicles entering Tahoe Meadows would block flow of Linear Park users, 
bicycles and pedestrians would have to dodge fast-moving traffic entering Tahoe Meadows 
from US 50, bicyclists and pedestrians would have an increased potential for accidents 
resulting from the path being located closer to the Tahoe Meadows fence, and bicyclists and 
pedestrians would be exposed to an increased hazard associated with reduced separation 
between the path and US 50. The commenter also asserts that a mitigation measure should 
be included that reduces the interaction of vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the 
Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-67 The commenter expresses concern that Section 3.4, “Community Impacts,” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS does not include analysis of the degraded quality of life for the Tahoe Meadows 
neighborhood resulting from the proposed changes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection, 
redesign of the Linear Park, and related traffic effects. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District,” and Response to Comment 15-3. 

15-68 The commenter asserts that Section 3.4, “Community Impacts,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
should clarify whether or not land in Tahoe Meadows would be acquired by the project. The 
commenter also notes that they object to any land acquisition of Association or privately-
owned land within the Tahoe Meadows subdivision. The commenter is correct and the text in 
the “Methods and Assumptions” discussion under Section 3.4.2, “Real Property Acquisitions, 
Dislocations, and Relocations,” has been revised in this final environmental document. This 
change is presented in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.” The correction does not alter the 
conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

The second paragraph on page 3.4-41 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

The list of parcels identified for acquisition is preliminary but represents the 
maximum number of acquisitions required for implementation of the build 
alternatives. The complete list of parcels proposed for acquisition for each alternative 
is included in Appendix B, “Maps Showing Parcel Acquisition Needs and Geometric 
Approval Drawings for Alternatives B, C, and D,” and represents the maximum 
number and extent of acquisitions that would occur. Refinements to the final project 
design could result in a smaller project footprint, which could result in fewer partial 
and/or full acquisitions. As indicated in Appendix B, no property within Tahoe 
Meadows, including that which contains the Tahoe Meadows fence, would be 
acquired by the project. The number of parcels and type of units that would be 
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acquired for the realigned US 50 ROW for each alternative are summarized in Tables 
2-1 and 2-2. The number of parcels and type of units that would be acquired for the 
mixed-use development are summarized in Table 2-3 and Table 2-4. 

15-69 The commenter notes that the document recognizes that several City of South Lake Tahoe 
parcels are listed for acquisition as part of the project. The commenter expresses their 
expectation that the acquiring agency would assume the obligation to maintain the fence in 
its current location and condition as well as the obligation to maintain landscaping as agreed 
by the City in the original acquisition process. Changes to the Linear Park as a result of the 
project are described on page 2-19 in Chapter 2, “Proposed Project and Project Alternatives,” 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. See also Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” The City would continue to maintain the Linear Park and any appurtenant 
features after the project improvements are completed.  

15-70 The commenter disagrees with the characterization of the fence around Tahoe Meadows on 
page 3.4-19 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS that it provides physical and visual separation between 
Tahoe Meadows and mixed-use development at Site 1.  

The existing wrought iron fence around the Tahoe Meadows Historic District is a physical 
barrier between the neighborhood and the Linear Park. The fence, along with the 
landscaping, provides a filtered view of the Linear Park, US 50, and surrounding commercial 
and motel/hotel development. This physical barrier would not be changed by the project; 
however, the commenter is correct and clarification that the Tahoe Meadows fence would 
not provide a clear visual separation between Tahoe Meadows and mixed-use development 
at Site 1 has been revised in this final environmental document. This change is presented in 
Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, 
Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.” The correction does not alter the conclusions 
with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

The fourth paragraph on page 3.4-19 is revised to read as follows: 

The mixed-use development, including replacement housing, associated with 
Alternative B would introduce several buildings up to three stories tall in locations 
that are surrounded by commercial and residential uses. At Site 1, the mixed-use 
development would replace several older commercial buildings and would maintain 
and extend the Linear Park along the western edge of the site. The mixed-use 
development at Site 1 would be physically and visually separated from the Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District by the Linear Park and existing wrought iron fence; it would 
replace older commercial development with newer buildings that are consistent in 
character with other surrounding uses, such as the Holiday Inn Express. At Site 2, the 
mixed-use development would replace older hotels and apartment buildings along 
Pioneer Trail with buildings up to three stories tall that are similar in character to 
other surrounding uses, such as the Heavenly Village Center. Development of Site 2 
would introduce buildings that are slightly taller than the existing two-story buildings, 
but would improve the community character of the neighborhood by replacing hotel 
units with housing units and commercial uses that would contribute to a stronger 
sense of community. Site 3 would introduce mixed-use development in an area that 
is primarily surrounded by commercial development and open space. New 
development at Site 3 would enhance community character in this area by expanding 
the existing neighborhood into an area that currently contains no residences. 
Additionally, the mixed-use development could add new amenities, such as a 
convenience store or restaurant, that could help maintain community character and 
cohesion in this neighborhood. 
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15-71 The commenter asserts that development at Site 1 should be scaled to be consistent with 
Tahoe Meadows, reducing the height of the buildings to two stories. 

The site plan and visual rendering that have been prepared for mixed-use development 
Site 1 are conceptual at this point. They were developed to be consistent with the TCAP and 
considering maximum potential development of those sites with one development concept. 
As described in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS on pages 3-4 and 3-5, development of Site 1 or any 
other sites would be subject to subsequent environmental review and design-level review 
and context-sensitive design considerations could be incorporated at that time. 

15-72 The commenter expresses support for statements on pages 3.4-19 and 3.4-23 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, which clarify that access to Tahoe Meadows via Lodge Road and access to the 
Holiday Inn Express would be maintained through Site 1. The commenter does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

15-73 The commenter expresses concern that the traffic studies and traffic analysis in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS do not assess changes in access to Tahoe Meadows that affect intersection and 
roadway operations and vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety, which would be potentially 
significant impacts. The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included 
that maintain the left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the 
interaction of vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe 
Meadows entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-74 The commenter expresses concern that the traffic studies and traffic analysis in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS do not assess changes in access to Tahoe Meadows that affect intersection and 
roadway operations and vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety. The commenter asserts that 
mitigation measures should be included that maintain the left-in/left-out turns at the 
US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of vehicles and 
bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows entrance. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-75 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must assess changes in access to Tahoe 
Meadows that affect intersection and roadway operations and vehicle, bicycle, and 
pedestrian safety. The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that 
maintain the left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the 
interaction of vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe 
Meadows entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-76 The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not include analysis of 
Lake Road as an existing transportation facility. The commenter notes that the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection is in the project site; Alternatives B, C, and D affect access to Tahoe 
Meadows by eliminating the left-in/left-out access at Lodge Road; and the main access is 
estimated to have 18,000 entries during the summer season. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-77 The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider traffic 
volumes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. The commenter notes that the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection is in the project site; the main access is estimated to have 18,000 entries 
during the summer season; and Tahoe Meadows traffic should be included in existing traffic 
volumes to inform 2020 and 2040 conditions. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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15-78 The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not include the US 
50/Lake Road intersection. The commenter notes that the US 50/Lake Road intersection is 
in the project site; the main access is estimated to have 18,000 entries during the summer 
season; and Tahoe Meadows traffic should be included in existing traffic volumes to inform 
2020 and 2040 conditions. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” 

15-79 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not assess changes in access to 
Tahoe Meadows that affect intersection and roadway operations and vehicle, bicycle, and 
pedestrian safety. The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that 
maintain the left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the 
interaction of vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe 
Meadows entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-80 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not assess changes in access to 
Tahoe Meadows that affect roadway operations and vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety in 
2020. The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain 
the left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of 
vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows 
entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-81 The commenter asserts that the analysis of VMT for 2020 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not 
consider the effects of changes to access to Tahoe Meadows at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection. The commenter asserts that the analysis does not include vehicles entering and 
exiting Tahoe Meadows at Lake Road, that the project’s changes to access would increase 
VMT for trips to and from the neighborhood, and that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must include a 
mitigation measure that maintain left-in/left-out at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-82 The commenter asserts that the analysis of impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
2020 does not consider the effects of proposed changes to access at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection. The commenter asserts that the proposed changes would affect intersection 
operations; vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety; and that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must 
include a mitigation measure to minimize the interaction between vehicles and 
pedestrians/bicyclists using the Linear Park at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-83 The commenter asserts that the analysis of impacts on bicycle and pedestrian safety in 
2020 does not consider the effects of proposed changes to access at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection. The commenter asserts that the proposed changes would affect intersection 
operations; vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety; and that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must 
include a mitigation measure to minimize the interaction between vehicles and 
pedestrians/bicyclists using the Linear Park at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-84 The commenter asserts that Impact 3.6-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not include 
continued use of Lodge Road for emergency vehicle access in 2020. The commenter 
expresses concern that Exhibits 2-2, 2-3, and 2-4 show a construction staging area at the 
US 50/Lodge Road intersection, which could block access for emergency vehicles. The 
commenter notes that Exhibit 2-11 shows that with implementation of the mixed-use 
development, access to the Holiday Inn Express is maintained but access to Lodge Road is 
not maintained. The commenter also notes that constructing a median at the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection would affect emergency access at the main entrance. The commenter 
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asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS must include mitigation measures to provide for uninterrupted 
emergency vehicle access for evacuation and emergency responder access. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-85 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not assess changes in access to 
Tahoe Meadows that affect intersection and roadway operations and vehicle, bicycle, and 
pedestrian safety. The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that 
maintain the left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the 
interaction of vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe 
Meadows entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

15-86 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not assess changes in access to 
Tahoe Meadows that affect roadway operations and vehicle, bicycle, and pedestrian safety in 
2040. The commenter asserts that mitigation measures should be included that maintain 
the left-in/left-out turns at the US 50/Lake Road intersection and reduce the interaction of 
vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians where the Linear Park meets the Tahoe Meadows 
entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-87 The commenter asserts that the analysis of VMT for 2040 in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not 
consider the effects of changes to access to Tahoe Meadows at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection. The commenter asserts that the analysis does not include vehicles entering and 
exiting Tahoe Meadows at Lake Road, that the project’s changes to access would increase 
VMT for trips to and from the neighborhood, and that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must include a 
mitigation measure that maintains left-in/left-out at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-88 The commenter asserts that the analysis of impacts on bicycle and pedestrian facilities in 
2040 does not consider the effects of proposed changes to access at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection. The commenter asserts that the proposed changes would affect intersection 
operations; vehicle, pedestrian, and bicycle safety; and that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS must 
include a mitigation measure to minimize the interaction between vehicles and 
pedestrians/bicyclists using the Linear Park at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-89 This commenter essentially restates Comment 15-88. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-90 The commenter asserts that Impact 3.6-9 does not include continued use of Lodge Road for 
emergency vehicle access in 2040. The commenter expresses concern that Exhibits 2-2, 2-3, 
and 2-4 show a construction staging area at the US 50/Lodge Road intersection, which could 
block access for emergency vehicles. The commenter notes that Exhibit 2-11 shows that with 
implementation of the mixed-use development, access to the Holiday Inn Express is 
maintained but access to Lodge Road is not maintained. The commenter also notes that 
constructing a median at the US 50/Lake Road intersection would affect emergency access 
at the main entrance. The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS must include mitigation 
measures to provide for uninterrupted emergency vehicle access for evacuation and 
emergency responder access. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

15-91 The commenter expresses concern that the traffic operations analysis update in the Caltrans 
Project Report (Appendix I of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS) does not consider traffic generated by 
the Tahoe Meadows Historic District. The commenter asserts that the changes at the US 
50/Lake Road intersection would create safety hazards for vehicles, bicyclists, and 
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pedestrians and would affect intersection and road segment LOS. The commenter asserts 
that maintaining the left-in/left-out on US 50 at the Tahoe Meadows entrance is feasible. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-92 The commenter notes the omission of consideration of Lake Road and the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS traffic analysis. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.”  

15-93 This comment essentially restates Comment 15-91. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-94 This comment essentially restates Comment 15-91. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-95 The commenter asserts that the descriptions of Alternatives B, C, and D in the Caltrans 
Project Report (Appendix I of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS) does not include the proposed changes 
that eliminate the left-in/left-out turn lane at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-96 The commenter expresses concern that forecasts of future year traffic (both 2020 and 2040) 
for Alternatives B, C and D do not include the impact of geometric changes to the US 
50/Lake Road intersection, including reducing the width of Linear Park and eliminating left-
in/left-out turns at the intersection. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

15-97 The commenter expresses concern that forecasts of future year VMT in 2020 and 2040 do 
not include the proposed changes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. The commenter 
asserts that removal of the left-in/left-out lane at the Tahoe Meadows entrance would 
increase VMT resulting in a potentially significant impact on VMT. The commenter asserts 
that maintaining the left-in/left-out lane is feasible. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

15-98  The commenter asserts that the proposed changes to the Linear Park shown in Appendix N 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are unacceptable because they would create a safety hazard for 
vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. The commenter 
asserts the EIR/EIS/EIS must present design solutions to minimize the interaction between 
vehicles and pedestrians/bicyclists using the Linear Park. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
16 

Michael Johnson 
June 7, 2017 

 

16-1 The commenter provides introductory text describing that the letter and attachment 
represents Tahoe Meadows Homeowners Association (Tahoe Meadows) comments and 
objections to the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter also expresses concerns regarding 
Alternatives B, C, and D and asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not address the effect 
on Tahoe Meadows traffic and related ingress and egress from Lake Road onto US 50. TTD 
met with representatives of Tahoe Meadows on June 12, 2017, June 13, 2017, and June 23, 
2017 to discuss their concerns. TTD and its project design engineers have made project 
refinements that minimize impacts on the Tahoe Meadows entrance, retain the left-in/left-out 
turn option for Lake Road, and minimize impacts on the Linear Park. The TTD Board authorized 
execution of an agreement between TTD and Tahoe Meadows to revise the US 50 design to 
address their concerns (TTD 2017). Please see Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

16-2 The commenter states that Tahoe Meadows generally supports the project. However, the 
commenter also asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider the safety of Tahoe 
Meadows residents and others by not analyzing hazards created at the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection and does not maintain uninterrupted emergency access to Lodge Road. Please 
see Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

16-3 The commenter provides a brief history of interactions between representatives of Tahoe 
Meadows and TTD related to access concerns, the ability to retain the left-in/left-out turns to 
and from Lake Road onto US 50, and emergency access to Lodge Road. The commenter 
further asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not discuss these issues in the development 
of alternatives. Please see Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” 

16-4 The commenter describes that there are emergency access gates at US 50/Lodge Road and 
at US 50/Wildwood Avenue, and two additional pedestrian-only gates that cannot 
accommodate vehicles. Please see Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District,” regarding maintaining emergency access to Lodge Road.  

16-5 The commenter states that vehicles entering and exiting Tahoe Meadows at US 50/Lake 
Road make heavy use of the left-in/left-out turning pattern permitted by the center left turn 
lane. The commenter also provides information on the number of vehicles entering and 
exiting Tahoe Meadows during peak periods. This comment by itself does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

16-5 The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider traffic 
volumes at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

16-6 The commenter summarizes information about vehicle entry to Tahoe Meadows and use of the 
left-in/left-out turn lane. The commenter expresses concern that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not 
analyze the change in neighborhood access that could degrade LOS at intersections and 
roadway segments and increase VMT. The commenter also asserts that the changes to access 
could result in safety hazards for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians. The commenter asserts 
the EIR/EIS/EIS needs to identify a solution that maintains the left-in/left-out access. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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16-7 The commenter expresses concern that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not identify and mitigate safety 
hazards for vehicles, bicyclists, and pedestrians at the US 50/Linear Park intersection due to 
narrowing the Linear Park at that location. The commenter describes typical operations at 
the keypad entrance to Tahoe Meadows that create dangerous interactions between vehicles 
and pedestrians/bicyclists. The commenter asserts that redesign of the alternatives is 
necessary. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

16-8 The commenter asserts the EIR/EIS/EIS does not address the combined adverse effects on 
recreational user safety and experience, community quality of life, and adjacent road 
intersection and road segment operations that result from the changes to the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection and redesign of the Linear Park. The commenter states that the 
EIR/EIS/EIS must analyze and present design solutions for the US 50/Lake Road 
intersection to minimize the interaction between vehicles and pedestrians/bicyclists using 
the Linear Park. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 

16-9 The commenter expresses concern that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not recognize the need for 
emergency access at the US 50/Lodge Road intersection during construction activities. The 
commenter also notes that emergency vehicle access and neighborhood evacuation would 
be impaired by construction of a median on US 50 at the US 50/Lake Road intersection. The 
commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS must include measures that provide for continuous 
emergency vehicle access and neighborhood evacuation. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

Individuals 
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Letter 
17 

Roger Adams 
June 15, 2017 

 

17-1 The commenter expresses support for the intent of the project to address traffic near the 
resort-casinos, but is concerned with reconfiguring US 50 in front of the entrance to Tahoe 
Meadows. The commenter asserts that Tahoe Meadows residents must have the ability to 
enter and exit the gate using the existing left-turn lane. The commenter is also concerned 
with safety issues related to queueing at the entrance and access for emergency vehicles. 
See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
18 

Sherry Albrink 
June 14, 2017 

 

18-1 The commenter asserts the project would affect emergency vehicle access to Tahoe 
Meadows and would make entering and leaving Tahoe Meadows more difficult and 
dangerous. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
19 

Cody L. Bass 
July 7, 2017 

 

19-1 The commenter expresses opposition to the project and provides alternative suggestions, 
such as investing in improved snow removal equipment and stormwater filters or continuing 
to explore other options that would save money and benefit the entire town instead of a 
small portion. The alternative suggestions do not meet the project’s purpose, need, or project 
objectives. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration by decision makers. 

 

Letter 
20 

Michele Basta 
July 7, 2017 

 

20-1 The commenter notes that she lives on Moss Road and that she prefers Alternative D. She 
also asserts that certain motels should be torn down and incentives should be provided to 
property owners to fix and maintain their properties. The commenter expresses support for 
Alternative D; it does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration 
during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 
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Letter 
21 

Frank and Gayle Boitano 
June 30, 2017 

 

21-1 The commenter asserts that emergency vehicles need to have access to Tahoe Meadows as 
quickly as possible and elimination of the left-hand turn lane would delay access. The 
commenter also notes that narrowing the width of the Linear Park would create a safety 
issue for vehicles turning right into Tahoe Meadows. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.”  
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Letter 
22 

Carol Daum 
May 1, 2017 

 
22-1 The commenter expresses concern for lack of information on property tax laws regarding 

eminent domain and that the public should be informed of property tax implications. As 
noted on page 2-5 in Section 2.3.1, “Replacement Housing,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD 
has approved a set of guiding principles for the development and implementation of the 
proposed project, which includes the following commitments regarding right-of-way 
acquisition (TTD 2016): 

 Necessary right-of-way will be acquired prior to the start of road construction. 

 Existing developed and occupied real estate will not be removed until project 
construction is funded and residential and business relocation is completed. 

 Acquisition process will follow the Federal “Uniform Act” based [on a] willing seller basis. 

 Any possible use of eminent domain by the District would only be necessary to complete 
the needed right of way and would follow exact provisions of the Uniform Act. 

The project will seek to acquire property on a willing seller basis before potentially utilizing 
eminent domain. The commenter states support for Alternative E or no project at all; it does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review 
of the merits of the alternatives. 
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Letter 
23 

Fritz Eriksen 
No date, 2017 

 

23-1 The commenter expresses skepticism about the increase in economic activity associated 
with the project and reported in the economic study if there is no new parking proposed and 
commercial space in the area is already maximized. A summary of the economic effects of 
the project are provided in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS beginning on page 4-10, 
which is based on an economic study prepared for TTD by Economic and Planning Systems, 
Inc. The methods and assumptions used to prepare the economic analysis are described on 
pages 4-12 through 4-13. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the 
analysis presented in the environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

23-2 The commenter asserts that traffic volumes have decreased since 2003, the project would 
result in congestion in casino corridor with single lanes and short left-turn lanes, and a 
roundabout at Lake Parkway would be a challenge for pedestrians and bicyclists. The Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS includes analysis of projected traffic volumes along with intersection and 
roadway operations with and without the project in Impacts 3.6-2 and 3.6-3 on pages 3.6-34 
through 3.6-50 and Impacts 3.6-12 and 3.6-13 on pages 3.6-86 through 3.6-104. In 2020 
and 2040, with Alternatives B and D, all intersection operations and roadway segment 
operations would remain at acceptable levels of service throughout the project area (pages 
3.6-35–3.6-37; 3.6-48–3.6-50, 3.6-87, 3.6-98–3.6-99, and 3.6-100–3.6-103). In 2020, 
Alternative C with implementation of mitigation would result in acceptable levels of service at 
study area intersections and most roadway segments, but would result in an unacceptable 
LOS on westbound Old US 50 between Pioneer Trail and Park Avenue during summer peak 
hours (pages 3.6-32, 3.6-50, and 3.6-131). In 2040, Alternative C with implementation of 
mitigation would result in acceptable levels of service at intersections in the study area but 
would result in unacceptable levels of service at a couple of roadway segments in the study 
area (pages 3.6-97–3.6-98, 3.6-101–3.6-102, and 3.6-133–3.6-134). Future traffic growth 
assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is also addressed in Response to Comment 12-23. 
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Left-turn pockets throughout the tourist core have been designed to accommodate projected 
95th percentile queues under reasonably foreseeable, conservative Year 2040 Summer Peak 
Hour conditions. Additionally, under Alternatives B and D, the number of lanes on Old US 50 
between Park Avenue and Lake Parkway would decrease from two lanes to one lane in each 
direction. As a result, queueing times would decrease as left-turning vehicles would only 
need to find a suitable gap to cross one lane of conflicting traffic instead of two. 

The roundabout would be designed per the national standard, the Transportations Research 
Board’s National Cooperative Highway Research Program (NCHRP) NCHRP Report 672, 
Roundabouts: An Informational Guide, Second Edition (NCHRP 2000). Per these guidelines, 
sidewalks and bicycle lanes would be included at the roundabout. As shown in Exhibits 2-2 
and 2-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the optional roundabout with Alternatives B and D would 
include dedicated pedestrian crosswalks and multiple pedestrian refuges at the mid-way 
point of the crosswalks throughout the roundabout (pages 2-7 and 2-11 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS). Crosswalks could also be utilized by bicyclists in the roundabout. As discussed 
in the analysis of pedestrian, bicyclist, and vehicle safety on pages 3.6-67 and 3.6-70 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “Roundabouts tend to reduce the severity of traffic accidents because the 
geometric design of the entry points eliminates right-angle collisions and high-entry speeds 
as well as reducing conflict points.” The number of crosswalks and pedestrian refuges 
coupled with reduced vehicle traffic speeds in the roundabout would help facilitate 
pedestrian and bicyclist access through the roundabout. The comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental document is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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Letter 
24 

Jerome Evans 
July 6, 2017 

 

24-1 The commenter expresses opposition to Alternative B and questions why it is identified as 
the locally preferred option if there has not been a poll of residents; it does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. Section 2.1, “NEPA, TRPA, and CEQA Requirements for Alternatives,” on page 2-
1 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS explains that TTD designated Alternative B as the “locally 
preferred action,” because TTD believes Alternative B would best meet the objectives of the 
project and it emerged as the most supported alternative following public scoping. Please 
also refer to the discussion under the header “Basis for Selection of the Preferred 
Alternative” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” in this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the 
alternatives. 

24-2 The commenter asserts that congestion is not a problem through the casino corridor, and 
vehicle traffic is declining because of the declining casino business. The commenter also 
states that the environmental document predicts a substantial increase in traffic, excluding 
VMT, but does not address impacts on traffic resulting from declining casino business. See 
Response to Comment 23-2 regarding traffic congestion in the study area. As stated in the 
2017 RTP/SCS, projected population growth of metropolitan areas surrounding Lake Tahoe 
in Northern California and Nevada “…will likely add more users to Lake Tahoe’s 
transportation system. By 2035, the population of these surrounding areas is expected to 
increase by four million people. This will lead to increases in visitor trips to the Tahoe Region 
and increased demand on existing transportation infrastructure” (page 1-1). Regarding the 
future traffic growth assumed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, see Response to Comment 12-23. 
The commenter expresses support for Alternative A. The comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental document is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives.  
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24-3 The commenter asserts there is no reason to believe that Alternative B would significantly 
improve pedestrian and bicycle safety. The commenter characterizes existing sidewalk 
infrastructure as adequate and asserts that bicyclists are not likely to find the corridor any 
more attractive with implementation of the project.  

The project would install/replace sidewalk along the entire length of both new and existing 
US 50, and along some local streets, within the project site, creating a complete sidewalk 
network along the most prominent roadways in the tourist core. All sidewalks would be 
brought up to current standard to meet Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) requirements. 

Bicycle lanes, along with bicycle signage and striping, would be created on all segments of 
new and existing US 50. Alternative B also has an option to construct a Class 4 bikeway (i.e., 
cycle track), which would provide bicycles a dedicated travel way separated from traffic. The 
bicycle improvements would connect the Linear Park with the Nevada Stateline to Stateline 
Bikeway, creating a continuous bikeway from Ski Run Boulevard to Nevada Beach/Round 
Hills Pines Beach Resort. See Response to Comment 13-2, which elaborates on the benefits 
to and safety for pedestrians and bicyclists. 

24-4 The commenter states that it is not evident that the new US 50 loop road would attract many 
drivers, as the new alignment contains two new traffic signals. The commenter also suggests 
that drivers would continue to use neighborhood streets because of the traffic lights on 
realigned US 50. See Response to Comment 29-3 regarding project travel times for each of 
the alternatives considered in the EIR/EIE/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by 
decision makers.  

24-5 The commenter asserts that no real cost analysis of all aspects of Alternative B has been 
done. Preliminary cost estimates for the build alternatives were prepared as part of the Draft 
Project Report (Caltrans 2016) and referenced on page 1-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which 
includes roadway-related items, structural items, and right-of-way acquisition. In addition to 
acquisition costs, the right-of-way cost estimate included in the Draft Project Report also 
includes estimated costs for permit fees, appraisal costs, utility relocations (e.g., electric, 
gas, water, sewer, cable, and telephone lines). This cost estimate is preliminary as it is based 
on partial completion of the project design. The estimates would be updated for the final 
project report. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration by decision makers. 

24-6 The commenter asserts the pedestrian overcrossing to Van Sickle Bi-State Park would 
provide a necessary and costly access to the park, which would require a massive earth fill to 
reach the level of the bridge to be compliant with ADA requirements. The Conservancy parcel 
between the Harrah’s surface parking lot and Forest Suites Inn slopes up to the existing 
road, which would preclude the need to use fill material (see Exhibit 2-6 on page 2-16 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The proposed path leading to the pedestrian bridge would meander to 
meet ADA slope requirements. The project would receive federal funding and, as a federal-
aid project, is required to build transportation facilities that provide equal access for all 
persons and meet ADA requirements (page 3.6-2). 

24-7 The commenter asserts that the economic analysis found that the project would draw business 
from the south end of town, but the analysis does not address the consequence of rerouting 
through traffic around the Heavenly Village Center and Heavenly Village shopping areas. The 
economic effects on businesses in the study area, including the Heavenly Village Center and 
Heavenly Village, from changing travel patterns in the study area are described on pages 4-18 
through 4-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The short-term and long-term effects on retail sales in 
the Heavenly Village Center and Heavenly Village, in light of changes in travel patterns and 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
362 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

other improvements that would be constructed by the project, are included in Table 4-7. As 
summarized on page 4-23, “The project would result in a permanent change in visibility of 
businesses within the project site. However, the types of transportation improvements 
proposed as part of the project, including complete streets improvements through the tourist 
core, streetscape improvements, providing expanded opportunities for events, and enhancing 
public transit could make the project site more attractive to visitors and local residents. These 
types of changes are estimated to result in a long-term increase in business activity that would 
exceed the short-term losses in retail sales associated with construction activities.” No further 
response is required. 

24-8 The commenter asserts that the “main street” concept proposed as part of the project is 
simply the existing casino corridor lined with trees and a center median and the project 
would be a waste of resources and taxpayers’ money that should be spent on other projects. 
This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for 
consideration by decision makers. 

 

Letter 
25 

Carol Gass 
June 24, 2017 

 

25-1 The commenter is concerned that changes to the Tahoe Meadows access at the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection would result in a safety hazard associated with queueing on US 50. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
26 

John Gladding 
April 26, 2017 

 

26-1 The commenter expresses support for Alternatives B and D. The commenter does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the 
alternatives. 

26-2 The commenter expresses concern for pedestrian safety at the intersection between 
Heavenly Village Center and Heavenly Village. The existing US 50 and Heavenly Village Way 
intersection is signalized and a pedestrian beacon, mid-block crossing is located at the 
Heavenly Village Center driveway on Heavenly Village Way. These facilities provide for safe 
pedestrian crossing, assuming that they are used properly by pedestrians and vehicle drivers 
are aware of their surroundings. No changes are proposed at the intersection of existing US 
50 and Heavenly Village Way or along Heavenly Village Way that would change pedestrian 
access between the two shopping areas, with the exception of a new signalized intersection 
at Lake Parkway (i.e., realigned US 50) and Heavenly Village Way. Impacts on pedestrian 
safety throughout the study area are addressed in Impact 3.6-8 on pages 3.6-66–3.6-71 and 
Impact 3.6-18 on pages 3.6-120–3.6-124 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment offers no 
specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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Letter 
27 

John Gladding 
July 7, 2017 

 

27-1 The commenter expresses support for a project that would provide more parking and lanes 
at Stateline and states that residential units at Site 3 would remove parking, which would be 
a poor choice. The loss of parking at the Heavenly Village Center, if replacement housing or 
mixed-use development is constructed behind Raley’s, is assessed in Impact 3.6-11 (pages 
3.6-80 through 3.6-85) of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. As discussed on pages 3.6-132 and 3.6-
133, “Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.6-11 would reduce the potentially significant 
impact related to inadequate parking at the Heavenly Village Center as a result of 
development at Site 3 because the project applicant would prepare a parking plan that 
would determine the parking demand at the center and identify solutions that would reduce 
or meet the demand and attain city parking standards… the project applicant would 
implement recommendations in the parking plan to meet parking demand prior to 
groundbreaking at Site 3 in order to avoid any interim loss of parking supply to meet 
demand.” The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

27-2 The commenter supports constructing replacement housing closer to the “Y” and replacing 
some of the rundown motels with nicer apartments for the displaced residents. The 
commenter expresses preference for the location of replacement housing; it does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 
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Letter 
28 

Bruce Grego 
July 6, 2017 

 

28-1 The commenter states that the City of South Lake Tahoe’s ability to approve the project is in 
question because the decision to invalidate Measure T is being litigated through an appeal. 
The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider this situation. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by 
decision makers.  

28-2 The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS needs to analyze the net gain to the city’s 
economic enhancement needs rather than projecting economic gains in the immediate area 
of the project only. The commenter states that there was evidence of a shift in economic 
development after the City of South Lake Tahoe Redevelopment from Stateline to Ski Run 
was initiated. The economic analysis conducted for the project focused on the geographic 
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area that would be directly affected by the project. This comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

28-3 The commenter asserts the EIR/EIS/EIS does not address the loss of real property value tax 
base for El Dorado County and the City of South Lake Tahoe because the taking of property 
would result in the property changing from taxable, privately-owned property to non-taxable, 
publicly-owned property. The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS includes an analysis of the effects of the 
project on property tax, sales tax, and transient occupancy tax revenues on pages 4-13 
through 4-18. With respect to property tax values, as described on page 4-14, “In Fiscal-Year 
2014-15, the City of South Lake Tahoe received approximately $6.2 million in property taxes, 
based on a total assessed value of $4.1 billion (Walker, pers. comm., 2016:3). The assessed 
value of the land removed from the tax roll from the build alternatives would represent 0.3 to 
0.4 percent of the assessed value of property in the city’s tax roll.” This analysis represents a 
conservative estimate of the overall change in tax revenue because it only considers the 
removal of property when the project would also construct replacement housing, provide 
relocation benefits for displaced businesses that would allow them to relocate, and provide 
the opportunity for the construction of additional commercial floor area space and residential 
units. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration by decision makers. 

28-4 The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not identify funding for the vacant, city-
owned lot southwest of the shopping center containing 7-11. Preliminary cost estimates for 
the build alternatives were prepared as part of the Draft Project Report (Caltrans 2016) and 
referenced on page 1-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which includes roadway-related items, 
structural items, and right-of-way acquisition. This cost estimate is preliminary as it is based 
on partial completion of the project design. The estimates would be updated for the final 
project report. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration by decision makers. 

28-5 The commenter asserts that the claim that underutilized parking exists in the study area is 
not accurate unless you are referring to the off-season and the lack of planning for additional 
parking demand is a significant flaw in the project. The comment does not provide any 
evidence to support their claims about inadequate parking supply. Additional demand for 
parking would be generated by the replacement housing and mixed-use development, but 
these projects would include construction of parking and parking has been accounted for in 
the conceptual planning for each of the mixed-use development sites (see Exhibits 2-9 and 
2-10 on pages 2-27 and 2-29 and Exhibits 2-11 and 2-12 on pages 2-35 and 2-37 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Permanent impacts to parking are assessed in Impact 3.6-11 (pages 3.6-
80–3.6-85), concluding that “[t]he amount of parking at Heavenly Village Center and 
Montbleu Resort and Casino would continue to have sufficient parking to meet city and 
county standards and the project would provide replacement parking equal to those lost at 
the other [affected] businesses…” (page 3.6-81). Despite the owners of those parking lots 
making the choice to charge a parking fee, these parking lots are considered part of the 
underutilized existing parking lots. Beyond the replacement housing and mixed-use 
development, the project would not construct any other development that would be required 
to supply parking. Regardless, as described in the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B,” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” TTD has coordinated with resort-casino property owners to improve parking 
availability in the tourist core through a public-private agreement between TTD and the four 
casinos (Harrah’s, Harvey’s, Montbleu, and Hard Rock Hotel) to promote and make available 
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the existing parking spaces on the Nevada side for visitors. Implementation of this parking 
strategy would occur prior to groundbreaking of transportation improvements. 

28-6 The commenter expresses concern about displacing minority residents and nearly 
100 residential units as a result of the project and asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does 
not discuss the community social impacts of the project. The potential effects on minority 
residents in the Rocky Point neighborhood are also assessed in Section, 3.4.3, 
“Environmental Justice,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which concludes that, in spite of project 
benefits and mitigation measures implemented by the project, the project would have a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority and low-income populations in this 
neighborhood. See Response to Comment 13-6, which addresses the environmental justice 
effects of the project. Also see Responses to Comments 66-2, 66-3, and 66-4, which also 
address concerns related to environmental justice effects of the project. 

28-7 The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not assess the health risks 
of positioning a realigned highway within 500 feet of residential land uses. Impact 3.13-4 in 
Section 3.13, “Air Quality” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS evaluated health risks associated with 
the proposed alignment, consistent with available guidance from applicable regulatory 
agencies and found that no existing or future planned residential land uses would be 
exposed to excessive health risk as a result of the action alternatives (pages 3.13-38 
through 3.13-42). The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS acknowledges that “as a result of the new 
alignment, existing sensitive land uses currently not in close proximity to US 50 (e.g., 
residences along Primrose Road and Moss Road) would now be located as close as 100 feet 
to the realigned US 50” (page 3.13-38). However, the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS further explains that 
none of the action alternatives would result in average daily trips (ADT) that exceed 40,000, 
below screening criteria, designed for evaluating health risk from freeways, established by 
FHWA of 140,000 ADT and the California Air Resources Board of 100,000 ADT (pages 3.13-
38 through page 3.13-42). The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS has evaluated health risks associated with 
the proposed realignment and determined that impacts would be less than significant. No 
revisions are necessary. 

28-8 The commenter states that the environmental document does not identify the agency that 
would have eminent domain authority for the project. The guiding principles for the 
development and implementation of the US 50 South Shore Community Revitalization 
Project that have been adopted by the TTD Board summarize the commitments TTD has 
made thus far related to the property acquisition process (TTD 2016; see Section 2.3.1, 
“Replacement Housing,” on pages 2-5 and 2-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). As identified in 
these guiding principles: 

 Necessary right-of-way would be acquired prior to the start of road construction.  

 Existing developed and occupied real estate would not be removed until project 
construction is funded and residential and business relocation is completed.  

 The acquisition process will follow the Federal “Uniform Act” based on a willing seller 
basis.  

 Any possible use of eminent domain by TTD would only be used if necessary to complete 
the needed right-of-way and would follow exact provisions of the Uniform Act.  

The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by 
decision makers. 
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28-9 The commenter states that there is no indication that trees removed by the project would be 
replaced through replanting, and that a plan to provide for sites to plant and maintain the 
replacement trees is needed along with the size of replacement trees.  

See Response to Comment 12-71. The discussion of Mitigation Measure 3.16-3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS (page 3.16-27) and requirement to prepare and implement a Tree Removal, 
Protection, and Replanting Plan applies to this comment. No further analysis is necessary. 

28-10 The commenter states that the environmental document does not identify locations for 
removal and replacement of sewer, water, and other underground utilities and does not 
identify who would be responsible for paying for removal and replacement of utilities affected 
by the project. See Response to Comments 9-2, 9-3, and 9-6 through 9-8. 

28-11 The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not identify funding for acquiring SRO 
units and other affordable and replacement housing. Preliminary cost estimates for the build 
alternatives were prepared as part of the Draft Project Report (Caltrans 2016) and 
referenced on page 1-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, which includes roadway-related items, 
structural items, and right-of-way acquisition. This cost estimate is preliminary as it is based 
on partial completion of the project design. The estimates would be updated for the final 
project report. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration by decision makers. 

28-12 The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not identify impacts to Lake Tahoe Unified 
School District (LTUSD) as to potential loss of students through family relocation to other 
school districts. It would be speculative to analyze the impacts to LTUSD associated with 
families relocating outside of LTUSD, in part because the preferred location of the 
replacement housing would be within the study area, which is served by LTUSD. Displaced 
residents could choose to be relocated elsewhere; however, the number of residents with 
children that would make this choice is unknown. The project’s effects on school capacity 
that could result in a potential adverse physical effect on the environment are addressed in 
Impact 3.5-7 on pages 3.5-39 through 3.5-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Furthermore, the 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration 
during by decision makers. 

28-13 The commenter asserts that the draft document does not provide a Section 4(f) evaluation. 
The commenter closes the letter with asserting that the issues in the letter should be fully 
addressed and the South Lake Tahoe voters should have the right to vote on this project’s 
approval. The Section 4(f) evaluation for the project is included in Appendix D, “Resources 
Evaluated Relative to the Requirements of Section 4(f) and Proposed De Minimis 
Determination,” and a summary of the Section 4(f) proposed De Minimis Findings are 
provided on pages 4-8 and 4-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental document is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. The comment is noted for 
consideration during project review. 
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Letter 
29 

John Grigsby 
July 7, 2017 

 

29-1 The commenter expresses support for Alternative E and opposition to Alternatives B–D. The 
commenter suggests constructing the approximately 2-acre public space in the middle of the 
casinos along with some refinements to what is proposed. The commenter expresses 
support for Alternative E; it does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

29-2 The commenter expresses opposition for the loop road because he asserts the cost is 
monumental, exceeds the cost of the Skywalk Alternative, and would cost more than 
advertised. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration by decision makers. 

29-3 The commenter suggests that the improvements in traffic flow with Alternatives B, C, or D in 
place will be marginal at best, and the Skywalk Alternative may get people through town 
more quickly.  

A discussion of projected travel times on up to three eastbound/westbound routes between 
Pioneer Trail and Lake Parkway under Year 2040 Annual Average and Summer Peak 
conditions for all five alternatives has been included in the revised US 50/South Shore 
Community Revitalization (Stateline) Project – Caltrans Project Report Traffic Operations 
Analysis Update (see pages 46 through 53 of Appendix B of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS). All 
projected travel times are shown in Tables 23 through 26 of Appendix B. Alternatives B and 
D travel times on New US 50 are projected to be 107 to 167 seconds faster than 
Alternative A (No Build) travel times on Old US 50 under Year 2040 Summer Peak conditions. 
Alternative E travel times on Old US 50 are projected to be 56 to 58 seconds faster than 
Alternative A (No Build) travel times on Old US 50 under Year 2040 Summer Peak conditions. 
Alternative C travel times on the proposed eastbound and westbound US 50 alignments are 
projected to be up to 240 seconds slower than Alternative A (No Build) travel times on Old US 
50 under Year 2040 Summer Peak conditions. Alternatives B (roundabout option), D 
(roundabout option), and E are projected to provide the fastest travel times overall under 
Year 2040 Annual Average conditions. Alternatives B (roundabout option) and D (roundabout 
option) are projected to provide the fastest travel times overall under Year 2040 Summer 
Peak conditions. 

29-4 The commenter states that improvements to pedestrian and bicycle experience would be 
marginal at best as there would still be a roadway through the tourist core and driveways 
would cut through sidewalks and bikeways. See Response to Comment 24-3. 

29-5 The commenter expresses concern about the project to dramatically increase traffic noise 
levels in Van Sickle Bi-State Park. As shown in Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Exhibits 3.15-2, 3.15-3, and 
3.15-4, for Alternatives B, C, and D, respectively, the noise levels at five discrete locations in 
Van Sickle Bi-State Park were analyzed and the traffic noise modeling results indicate that all 
five of these locations would not experience an exceedance (or a considerable contribution 
to an exceedance) of an applicable TRPA threshold or TRPA, CEQA, or NEPA significance 
threshold. These five receptors include receptors 143, 144, 145, 146, and 147. More detail 
about the analysis of traffic noise at these receptors is provided in Tables D-14, D-15, and D-
16 in Appendix K of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS for Alternatives B, C, and D, respectively. As shown 
in these tables, the highest increase experienced by one of the discrete receptor locations in 
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Van Sickle Bi-State Park is 5 dB. As described on page 3.15-3 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, a 5-
dB increase is generally perceived as readily noticeable and, as explained under Impact 
3.15-3, the resultant noise level would not exceed any applicable noise standards. Moreover, 
the values in Tables D-14, D-15, and D-16 do not reflect any noise attenuation provided by 
the stands of forest in Van Sickle Bi-State Park and those portions of the park more distant 
from US 50 would be less influenced by noise generated by traffic on US 50. The comment 
offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

29-6 The commenter asserts the local government and agencies have a terrible record with 
redevelopment projects (e.g., the “Ta-hole”). The commenter states former city council 
members sued to stop the project and expresses suspicion of a backroom deal to benefit 
developers. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration by decision makers. 

29-7 The commenter reiterates support for Alternative E, opposition to the loop road, and all 
housing in the study area, not just the mitigation housing, must be permanently deed-
restricted to full-time Tahoe residents. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

29-8 The commenter asserts that the change in housing supply cumulative analysis inaccurately 
portrays the housing mitigation required for the Beach Club project and expresses 
dissatisfaction with the mitigation implemented for that project. As part of Alternatives B, C, 
and D of the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project, the project would 
construct an equal number of replacement housing units as those displaced by the project 
prior to breaking ground on road construction on the California side of the project site. Thus, 
the project would maintain the number of existing housing units that currently exist and 
would not contribute to a cumulative loss of housing, including affordable housing, in the 
south shore as stated on page 3.19-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS.  
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Letter 
30 

Clay Grubb 
May 9, 2017 

 

30-1 The commenter expresses support for Alternatives B and D as they would most effectively 
enhance the city center as well as improve the routes that locals already use to avoid the 
tourist core. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

30-2 The commenter expresses support for the pedestrian bridge crossing into Van Sickle Bi-State 
Park and enumerates the benefits this feature would provide, including creating a direct 
route from the transit center, replacing dangerous crossings from the Harrah’s parking lot 
road and the Forest Suites Resort, and providing a safe crossing for winter recreation users. 
The commenter also suggests including the crossing into Alternatives A and E. The comment 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review 
of the merits of the alternatives. 
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Letter 
31 

Ann Harmon 
May 30, 2017 

 

31-1 The commenter expresses support for Alternative A; it does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

31-2 The commenter provides alternative suggestions for improvements in the study area, 
including removing the mid-corridor light, utilizing underground or overhead access, and 
removing pedestrian access across US 50. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. 
The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

31-3 The commenter describes problems that would occur with realigning the highway around the 
casinos, including air pollution, noise pollution, loss of “country” feeling by visitors, and 
financial loss of taxpayers. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the 
analysis presented in the environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further 
response can be provided.  
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Letter 
32 

Richard J. Haynes 
June 2, 2017 

 

32-1 The commenter asserts that availability of the center lane left-turn access onto Lake Road is 
required by emergency vehicles, garbage trucks, and delivery trucks and the Lodge Road is 
access must be maintained for emergency access and evacuation. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

32-2 The commenter elaborates on safety concerns for the Lake Road intersection, right-turn 
entry into Tahoe Meadows, and narrowing of the Linear Park. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
33 

Michael Howard 
no date, 2017 

 

33-1 The commenter resides at 1038 Moss Road. The commenter offers support for Alternative D, 
because (1) the hotels at the corners of Pioneer Trail, Echo Road, and Fern Road and certain 
residences along Fern and Echo Roads have not improved their property in the last 8 years; 
(2) it would affect the fewest number of parcels; (3) it would remove the fewest trees; and (4) 
it would leave some of the working class community intact. The commenter includes a series 
of five photos showing the purported well-maintained properties along Moss Road that would 
be retained if Alternative D were implemented. The next seven photos show properties that 
would be removed with Alternative D. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives.  

33-2 The commenter includes photos with narrative describing the condition and occupancy of the 
properties shown. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis 
presented in the environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can 
be provided. 
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Letter 
34 

Debbie Klee 
Mary 14, 2017 

 

34-1 The commenter expresses concern about the potential effects of development on the 
character and environment of Tahoe as a mountain town and asserts that turning Tahoe into 
a State Park would have been a good solution to protect and preserve the lake. The 
commenter describes their experience collecting garbage at Spooner Summit as a volunteer 
with Keep Tahoe Blue. The commenter does not support an eight-lane road for US 50; none 
of the alternatives considered in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS consider such an alternative. It does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration 
during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 
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Letter 
35 

Jurg Lang 
July 3, 2017 

 

35-1 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not address potential traffic, safety 
hazards, and emergency access issues associated with changes to circulation patterns near 
the entrance to Tahoe Meadows. The commenter provides suggestions for redesigning the 
roadway near the Tahoe Meadows entrance to address these issues. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
36 

Lucien Bruck and Elizabeth P. Lindsey 
July 6, 2017 

 

36-1 The commenter expresses concern that the project would eliminate left turns in and out of 
Lake Road at US 50 and constricts the Linear Park space for Lake Road ingress and egress 
at the Tahoe Meadows gate. The commenter asserts that these changes proposed by the 
project would cause increases in traffic congestion and safety issues. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
37 

Julie Martin 
July 5, 2017 

 
37-1 The commenter asserts that the realignment of the Linear Park would create a traffic impact 

and a risk of potential conflicts between cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians by narrowing the 
entrance driveway at Tahoe Meadows Historic District. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

37-2 The commenter states that uninterrupted emergency access on Lodge Road must be 
maintained, and questions whether the development of mixed-use development Site 1 with 
Alternatives B, C, and D would maintain the connection between Lodge Road and the highway. 
As described in the last sentence of the second full paragraph on page 3.4-23 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, the “emergency access to Tahoe Meadows on Lodge Road and access to the 
Holiday Inn Express would be maintained.” If Alternative B or C were approved, then access 
would be provided through Site 1. If Alternative D were approved, the access would be provided 
through the remaining ROW adjacent to US 50. In either case, access to Lodge Road would be 
incorporated into the final design plans to be completed subsequent to project approval.  

37-3 The commenter asserts that limiting left-turn access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District would 
also create a traffic impact. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” 
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Letter 
38 

Erin McCune 
June 27, 2017 

 

38-1 The commenter provides introductory information about the commenter’s history in Tahoe 
and asserts that Alternatives B, C, and D drastically reduce the width of the Linear Park, 
which in turn reduces the space for cars at the entrance gate to Tahoe Meadows and 
endangers bicyclists and pedestrians. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

38-2 The commenter relates to the ease of entering and exiting Tahoe Meadows if the left-in/left-
out turns are eliminated, as well as the width of the Linear Park and the potential adverse 
effects of vehicles queuing onto US 50. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
39 

Marc Mejia 
April 26, 2017 

 

39-1 The commenter questions why none of the alternatives considered go through the Heavenly 
Village Center, further stating that it would not require bulldozing homes, displacing 
residents, or aligning a four-lane highway through a residential neighborhood.  

The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not consider an alternative that would route a realigned US 50 
through the Heavenly Village Center because of its important role as an amenity for visitors 
and local residents, many of which are within walking distance; source of employment; 
potential for greater environmental impacts; and contributions to the local economy.  

The Heavenly Village Center is a visitor- and community-serving center that provides an 
essential role in the community. The Heavenly Village Center is a successful shopping center 
that enjoys considerable patronage, low vacancy, and is an established and popular 
shopping destination for both local residents and visitors to the South Shore and Stateline 
area (TTD 2013:52). Approximately 30 shops and amenities are located in the center, 
including a Raley’s grocery store, hardware store, retail stores, a fitness center, and 
restaurants. With a large number of businesses and a Raley’s grocery store, this shopping 
center provides employment for a large number of people, Raley’s alone employs an 
estimated 75 people (City of South Lake Tahoe 2017:162). Combined, the two Raley’s in 
South Lake Tahoe (the one in the Heavenly Village Center and the one at the wye) are 
considered the tenth largest employer in the city. It is estimated that, combined, the other 
businesses in the Heavenly Village Center employ at least as many as employees as those 
that work at Raley’s. An alternative that would route US 50 through the Heavenly Village 
Center could result in the loss of a substantial number of jobs for local residents. 

Raley’s is the only grocery store in the high-density tourist core, and within walking distance 
of Tahoe’s primary bed base, that serves local residents and visitors. The nearest grocery 
stores to this area, Safeway in Round Hill and Safeway in midtown South Lake Tahoe, are 
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between 2 and 4 miles away, respectively. Removal of the Raley’s at the Heavenly Village 
Center would result in increased vehicle trips, VMT, and GHG emissions associated with 
residents, including those in the Rocky Point neighborhood, and tourists having to access 
more distant grocery stores.  

The assessed value (AV) of property removed from tax rolls in California by the build 
alternatives considered in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS would range between approximately 
$11 million and $14.4 million (see Table 4-3 and the analysis on pages 4-13 through 4-16 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The AV of the Heavenly Village Center was over $25 million in 2017 
(County of El Dorado 2018). An alternative that would pass through the Heavenly Village 
Center could remove the property and associated businesses, resulting in the loss of 
property tax revenues for local agencies associated with the AV of this property, which is 
greater than the loss of property taxes that could occur under Alternatives B, C, or D. 
Similarly, removal of the Heavenly Village Center would also reduce sales tax revenues that 
would be paid to local agencies. 

- Removal of the Heavenly Village Center would also remove a source of parking in the tourist 
core. Any alternative that would bisect this property would result in a loss of parking. The 
supply of parking in the tourist core is perceived as lacking. Although the parking at the 
Heavenly Village Center serves patrons of its own businesses, the loss of any supply of 
parking in this area would be a concern for local residents and visitors. 
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Letter 
40 

John Messina 
no date 

 

40-1 The commenter states that Douglas County is using its prime real estate area to build an 
entertainment complex and that in South Lake Tahoe TTD wants to use the most valuable 
property in the county to build welfare housing that will generate no tax or other revenue for 
the local budget and will increase taxes for all. The commenter also states that South Lake 
Tahoe has more welfare housing than recommended by the state, and yet TTD’s plans would 
increase it by 50 percent. The commenter provides no information to support these claims. 
The mixed-use housing proposed as part of the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization 
Project is replacement housing for housing units displaced by the highway realignment. As 
discussed in Section 2.3.1, “Replacement Housing,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD would 
replace all multi-family and single-family residential units that it acquires for road right-of-way 
purposes with multi-family residential units. See Response to Comment 66-4 for further 
information regarding replacement housing. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. 
The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

40-2 The commenter asserts that the proposed welfare housing will increase South Lake Tahoe 
school enrollment by around 600 additional students without providing additional funding to 
our already underfunded school system. The commenter provides no information to support 
this claim and the number of students identified by the commenter as being generated by 
the project is incorrect. As described in Section 3.5, “Public Services and Utilities,” of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (Impact 3.5-7), the mixed-use housing component of the project could 
generate between 47 and 49 additional students. The majority of the mixed-use housing 
units would be replacement housing for residential units displaced by the highway 
realignment. New students generated by the project were estimated using a student 
generation factor available for El Dorado County. 
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Letter 
41 

John Messina 
July 6, 2017 

 

41-1 The commenter asserts that the proposal has many environmental problems that have not 
been discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. It also states that TRPA is supposed to take input 
from all forms of public comment, yet the agency has not listened to the 2,852 voters that 
opposed the Loop Road Plan by supporting Measure T. The comment is general in nature 
and does not raise any specific environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. As described in Section 1.5, “Summary of 
Public Involvement,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, the environmental 
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review process for the project has included public scoping meetings, public engagement and 
outreach to the public, and a public review period for the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Public meetings 
and hearings have provided opportunities for people to provide feedback to the lead 
agencies on the project. Additionally, public comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are 
responded to in this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision 
makers. 

41-2 The commenter asserts that TRPA has engaged in preferential treatment by proposing a plan 
that would displace the homes of 50 to 60 lower income residents near Pioneer Trail and not 
eliminating the dangerous curve by cutting across an undeveloped portion of the Edgewood 
Estate from the beginning of the curve behind Montbleu. The commenter states that this 
safety issue was not discussed.  

 Table 3.6-4 and Impact 3.6-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS identify that the existing US 50/Lake 
Parkway intersection had accident rates higher than the state average accident rates for 
fatalities plus injuries, and total accidents, between 2010 and 2013. Roundabouts tend to 
reduce the severity of traffic accidents because the geometric design of the entry points 
eliminates right-angle collisions and high-entry speeds as well as reducing conflict points. 
Thus, implementation of the proposed roundabout for this intersection would reduce the 
severity of the traffic accidents occurring at this location, and in turn reduce the number of 
fatalities and injuries. This was found to be a beneficial outcome of Alternatives B and D.  

 The commenter’s recommendation to realign Lake Parkway through the Edgewood 
mountainside property to a point near SR 207 does not recognize the benefits of the 
roundabout reported in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter’s recommended roadway 
alignment would create unnecessary disturbance and private property acquisition, and would 
disturb and invoke additional Section 106 and 4(f) compliance documentation related to the 
Friday’s Station complex, which was listed on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) in 
1986. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

41-3 The commenter states that it is obvious that Vail Properties, Heavenly Resort, and other casinos 
and commercial properties must have had some comment or opinion on the proposed project, 
yet none appears on the public record. The commenter also states that there was a lack of 
public input, and that meetings were poorly advertised and scarcely attended by members of 
the public, and that the meeting times were mostly between 8:00 a.m. and 9:30 a.m., which is 
inconvenient for low wage workers.  

 Section 1.5, “Summary of Public Involvement,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS describes public 
outreach efforts. Table 1-2 on page 1-11 shows that more than 150 meetings related to the 
project occurred between 2011 through 2016; these meetings included daytime and evening 
meetings with agencies, the public, and interested stakeholders.  

Several comment letters received on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are from businesses referenced in 
this comment, including: Comment Letter 10 from the South Lake Tahoe Chamber of 
Commerce, Comment Letter 13 from the South Tahoe Chamber, and Commenter Letter 14 
from the law offices of Feldman McLaughlin Thiel, representing the South Tahoe Alliance of 
Resorts (STAR). STAR includes the Lake Tahoe Resort Hotel, Heavenly Mountain Resort, 
Harrah’s Lake Tahoe Hotel, Harvey’s Lake Tahoe Hotel, Hard Rock Hotel Lake Tahoe, Montbleu 
Resort, Edgewood Companies, and Lakeside Inn.  

The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by 
decision makers.  
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41-4 The commenter suggests constructing skywalks between Harvey’s and Harrah’s casinos and 
between Hard Rock Casino and Montbleu, similar to pedestrian overcrossings constructed in 
Reno. The commenter asserts this would eliminate the need to re-route US 50 around the 
casinos and increase floor space for commercial use in the casinos. The commenter 
expresses support for a skywalk, similar to Alternative E; it does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. It 
is unclear what the commenter is referencing to with regards to a mall. The project would 
narrow the existing US 50 through the resort-casino portion of the tourist core to one lane in 
each direction with complete street features to improve pedestrian bicyclist, and vehicle 
safety (see pages 2-14 and 2-15 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). As stated on page 3.6-1 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “None of the build alternatives would install sharp curves or dangerous 
intersections, or result in incompatible uses.” The comment is noted for consideration during 
the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

41-5 The commenter asserts that the project would have devastating effects on small businesses 
in the study area that currently benefit from visitors seeing items in their windows as they 
drive by and encourage them to come in and shop. See Response to Comment 13-1. 

41-6 The commenter notes that one underground walkway currently exists between Harvey’s and 
Harrah’s. The commenter asserts this is underutilized because both casinos have 
camouflaged it instead of making it clear for pedestrians that it is available. The commenter 
is correct in identifying this amenity that already exists for pedestrians within the resort-
casino portion of the tourist core. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

41-7 The commenter asserts that the neighborhood cut-through traffic could be eliminated by 
closing Monterey Road between Heavenly Village Way and Fern Road noting that residents of 
nearby neighborhoods could access the shopping center via Pioneer Trail. It is assumed that 
the commenter is referring to Montreal Road, as Monterey Road does not exist within the 
study area. The commenter also notes that Lake Parkway would also still be accessible by 
using Heavenly Village Way. The commenter asserts that these solutions would eliminate the 
need to displace residents and reduce the costs associated with property acquisition. The 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS included detailed analysis of an alternative that avoided displacement of 
businesses and residents (Alternative E). Additionally, as discussed in Response to 
Comment 66-2, a range of alternatives were developed during project planning that were 
ultimately dismissed from further discussion (see Table 2-5 and Appendix C of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS). These alternatives also included alignment options that avoided or reduced 
impacts in the Rocky Point neighborhood. The comment does not raise specific 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

41-8 The commenter states that there is no need to change the access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park 
unless the Loop Road is changed into US 50 and closure of Monterey Road would provide an 
opportunity to provide ground-level access for pedestrians and bicyclists from Heavenly 
Village Way. The commenter asserts this would eliminate the need to build a pedestrian 
bridge across Lake Parkway. As stated on page 1-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, one of the 
project objectives is to “improve connectivity, reliability, travel times, and operations of public 
transportation modes, including increased mobility and safety for bicycles and pedestrians 
and enhanced public access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park.” Additionally, a new pedestrian 
bridge providing access to the park was developed in response to public comments received 
during scoping and concerns expressed by the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) 
and Nevada Division of State Parks (NDSP) regarding access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park 
resulting from the highway realignment (see Section 2.3.2, “Pedestrian Bridge over 
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Realigned US 50,” on pages 2-6 and 2-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Implementation of the 
build alternatives would also enhance access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park for pedestrians and 
bicyclists at the main entrance at Heavenly Village Way by constructing a signalized 
intersection. The comment does not raise specific environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is 
noted for consideration by decision makers. 

41-9 The commenter expresses concern about the social and economic effects of the project in 
addition to effects on the environment. The commenter requests a financial impact report. 
The commenter asserts that economic effects can be devastating for the economy and the 
environment. The commenter makes assumptions about an increase in welfare recipients 
into the workforce and their receiving subsidized housing. The commenter asserts the project 
will double the number of welfare housing units in the area.  

 Potential effects on residents and businesses, including displacement and environmental 
justice issues, are assessed in the EIR/EIS/EIS in Section 3.4, “Community Impacts,” Of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Additionally, Section 4.6.2, “Economic Effects of the Project,” assesses 
short-term and long-term effects on businesses revenues in the study area as well as 
potential sales and property tax implications of implementing the project. The comment does 
not raise specific environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision 
makers. 

41-10 The commenter expresses concern related to state requirements for constructing affordable 
housing in Tahoe. The commenter disagrees that housing in Tahoe is not affordable. The 
commenter asserts that South Lake Tahoe has more welfare housing than recommended by 
the state, that TTD plans would increase it by 50 percent, welfare housing does not generate 
property tax benefits, and there is no evidence to support the claim that workers will be 
employed in nearby casinos or businesses. Alternatives B, C, and D would construct an equal 
number of housing units as replacement for eligible residential units displaced by the project. 
TTD would replace all multi-family and single-family residential units that it acquires for road 
right-of-way purposes (see pages 2-5 through 2-6 of Chapter 2, “Proposed Project and 
Project Alternatives,” and Impact 3.4-4 on pages 3.4-42 through 3.4-50 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS). The replacement housing would include deed-restricted low-income and deed-
restricted moderate-income housing to replace those low-income and moderate-income 
housing units that would be displaced by the project. The comment does not raise specific 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

41-11 The commenter suggests that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not take into consideration the 
effect of adding over 1,000 cars to roadways in the area. Regarding land use/traffic growth 
in the area, see the Responses to Comments 11-2 and 12-23. 

41-12 The commenter asserts that the project would build housing in the middle of the casinos, 
bars, and night clubs, which is not a good environment for raising children. The commenter 
also asserts that the project’s housing would increase school enrollment by at least 600 
additional students without providing any funding. See Response to Comment 58-3. 

41-13 The commenter refers to Figure 4-6 in the City of South Lake Tahoe Housing Element 
Background Report and asserts that the plan engages in illegal “red lining” in the city where 
welfare recipients will be directed to housing turning low income residential areas into slums. 
The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the 
EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.  
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Letter 
42 

Peter Miroyan 
June 29, 2017 

 

42-1 The commenter provides introductory information about the commenter’s history in Tahoe 
and expresses strong support for maintaining the left-in/left-out turn lane at the entrance to 
Tahoe Meadows onto US 50 and keeping the Linear Park in its current configuration. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
43 

Patricia Murphy 
no date, 2017 

 

43-1 The commenter states that the US 50 casino corridor only received backups on 4 to 5 holiday 
weekends per year and that the project is not needed to mitigate traffic problems along the 
US 50 casino corridor. The commenter suggests that constructing additional tunnels in the 
casino corridor would help alleviate traffic concerns and portions of Heavenly Village Way, 
Stateline Avenue, Lake Parkway, and the parking areas behind the casinos could be closed off 
during special events. The commenter mentions traffic issues along Pioneer Trail such as high 
speeds, lack of shoulders, and numerous side streets connecting to Pioneer Trail. The 
commenter mentions mitigating cut-through traffic through the neighborhood along Chonokis 
Road by using speed cushions, speed humps, and photo radar units. 

Corridor revitalization is recognized as one of the Transportation System Management 
Strategies outlined on page 3-32 of the 2017 RTP/SCS and the US 50/South Shore 
Revitalization Project is included on page 3-21, Figure 3-6: Short-Term (2017–2020) Active 
Transportation and Corridor Revitalization Projects of the 2017 RTP/SCS.  

As shown in Table 3.6-22 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, under Alternative A (No Build) Year 2040 
Summer Peak conditions, the intersections of Pioneer Trail/US 50 and US 50/Stateline 
Avenue, and the roadway segment of US 50 between Pioneer Trail and Lake Parkway are 
projected to operate at unacceptable LOS per TRPA standards. Under Year 2040 Summer 
Peak conditions, all study intersections and study roadways segments are projected to 
operate at acceptable levels of service with Alternatives B, D, or E in place. The comment 
offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Alternatives that included construction of tunnels underneath US 50 have been considered 
but were eliminated from detailed evaluation in this Draft EIR/EIS/EIS as described on 
pages 2-47 and 2-48. These alternatives were eliminated from consideration because:  

[they] would have an extremely high cost and challenging construction, which would 
require a specialized contactor, which deemed this alternative infeasible. Would 
require complex traffic handling/detours for multiple years. Constructability and cost 
impacts outweigh benefits.  

The comment regarding tunnels is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of 
the alternatives. 

Traffic issues along Pioneer Trail are outside of the study area and scope of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS. 

Increased speeds on US 50 are projected to reroute cut-through traffic, which is currently using 
local roads such as Chonokis Road and Montreal Road to avoid US 50 near the state line area, 
back onto mainline US 50, thus improving safety and reducing emissions on local roads in the 
study area. Installing features such as speed cushions and speed humps could result in safety 
improvements to the neighborhood, but they have limitations related to snow removal. 
Additionally, devices such as these, along with radar units, can help to reduce speeds, but would 
not reduce cut-through traffic. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

43-2 The commenter expresses concern that with Measure T overturned the people have no vote and 
also questions why Alternative D, which was approved by Caltrans but is no longer the preferred 
alternative, in spite of having the least impact on trees, housing, and displaced people.  
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Alternative B is identified by TTD as the “locally preferred action” because, as stated on page 
S-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, “TTD believes it best meets the objectives of the project and it 
emerged as the most supported alternative following public scoping.” In practice, FHWA does 
not identify a preferred action at the time of release of the draft environmental document, 
thus the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS recognizes the CEQA lead agency’s proposed project as the locally 
preferred action to distinguish that it is not yet a preferred action by the federal agency. As 
described on page 1-12 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS,  

Following completion of the responses to comments and preparation of the final 
environmental document, TTD, FHWA, and TRPA will select a preferred alternative 
and make the final determination of the project’s effect on the environment. Public 
meetings will be held by TTD and TRPA as part of the process of selecting the 
preferred alternative and considering project approval. 

Although Alternative B is identified as the locally preferred action (i.e., the proposed project 
for CEQA purposes) in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS (see page 2-1 in Chapter 2, “Proposed Project 
and Project Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS), the lead agencies have the option to 
select any one of the alternatives as the alternative for project approval. This comment is 
noted for consideration by decision makers. 

43-3 The commenter asks why the alternatives would need to occupy three full blocks or about 
660 feet of land. 

The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS assumes a reasonably foreseeable, conservative scenario for the 
amount of land needed for all alternatives so as to avoid understating the potential impacts 
that could occur related to the project. This includes assuming the largest roadway footprint 
that could possibly be required by Caltrans. The alternatives shown for US 50 in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS meet Caltrans standard roadway design based on Caltrans Highway Design 
Manual (HDM). Designing to HDM standards for roadways results in an alignment that is at a 
skewed angle through the neighborhood area and is up to 125 feet wide. TTD would work 
with Caltrans to reduce the size of the roadway through a process known as a Design 
Exception. However, this process would not occur until after certification of the 
environmental document and a decision on the project. Because purchasing just the right-of-
way needed for the roadway would leave small or unusable parcels remaining, those entire 
parcels would be purchased. This results in some areas where the right-of-way for the 
realigned highway is approximately 300 feet wide. 

43-4 The commenter questions why people cannot vote on the project and why flyers were not mailed to 
residents at least four times each year. As noted in Section 1.5, “Summary of Public Involvement,” 
of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD engaged in numerous public outreach activities in addition to the 
formal scoping process required by CEQA, TRPA, and NEPA. Public outreach included flyer 
distributions, press releases and media alerts, community events/stakeholder meetings, and 
community meetings (see page 1-11 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). TTD utilized a Citizens Review 
Committee (CRC) and a Business Review Committee (BRC) during the scoping and early 
environmental phase to provide community input. TTD will continue to offer opportunities for public 
engagement throughout the environmental review and project design for the project.  

43-5 The commenter states that a roundabout at the Lake Parkway/US 50 intersection should 
never be in any plan. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is 
noted for consideration by decision makers. 

43-6 The commenter describes housing conditions in the Rocky Point neighborhood as well as 
other neighborhoods in the South Shore area and supports any efforts that might be taken to 
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beautify the neighborhood to save their homes. The commenter also asserts that the 
neighborhood affected by the project is prime real estate for developers. The comment does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 415 

Letter 
44 

Mary Mastronero 
July 3, 2017 

 

44-1 The commenter notes that while they support the overall intent of the project, they have 
concerns related to limiting access to right-in/right-out at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows. 
The commenter suggests installing a traffic signal activated on demand to allow for safe 
ingress and egress to Tahoe Meadows. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

44-2 The commenter asserts that the experience of walking along the Linear Park next to US 50 is 
already unpleasant and would be exacerbated through reducing the width of the Linear Park 
as part of the project. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” 

 

Letter 
45 

Diane Nico 
July 5, 2017 

 

45-1 The commenter asserts that the Linear Park must stay in its current configuration to ensure 
safety of pedestrian, bicyclists, and vehicles. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

45-2 The commenter asserts that emergency vehicles must have access to the north gate of 
Tahoe Meadows. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 
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Letter 
46 

William Nico 
July 5, 2017 

 

46-1 The commenter expresses the importance of maintaining access for emergency vehicles at 
the Lodge Road gate into Tahoe Meadows. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

46-2 The commenter expresses the importance of maintaining access for residents to the 
pedestrian gate at Lodge Road. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

46-3 The commenter expresses concern that narrowing the Linear Park would result in safety 
hazards for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access 
to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

46-4 The commenter also notes that narrowing the Linear Park would be a “breach of faith” since 
the land for the Linear Park was acquired from Tahoe Meadows owners by an eminent 
domain process. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration by decision makers. See also Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to the 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

46-5 The commenter notes that not allowing left turns at the Tahoe Meadows entrance would 
increase congestion. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to the Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” 
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Letter 
47 

Stephen Petty 
June 20, 2017 

 

47-1 The commenter asserts that removing the turn lane into Tahoe Meadows would add to 
congestion problems on other streets and the middle turn lane needs to be maintained for safety 
and traffic flow. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

47-2 The commenter notes that their criticism is limited to the cause cited. The commenter 
expresses support for the project. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The 
comment is noted for consideration by decision makers. 

 

Letter 
48 

Michael Ross 
June 13, 2017 

 

48-1 The commenter notes they are a long-time homeowner in Tahoe Meadows and provides 
background information about the neighborhood. The commenter asserts that project cannot 
eliminate the left-in/left-out lane at the entrance to the neighborhood. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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48-2 The commenter expresses concern related to reducing the width of the Linear Park, which 
the commenter asserts the Linear Park was acquired from the neighborhood through 
eminent domain with promises for maintaining the land. The commenter requests that the 
left-in/left-out lane and Linear Park remain. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
49 

Brad Shumate 
July 6, 2017 

 

49-1 The commenter states they are an owner of a residence in Tahoe Meadows that faces US 50 
and they assert their property is in a scenic resource corridor and, along with Lodge Road 
access, was not mentioned in the EIR. The commenter describes the standards for building 
that TRPA required of building his project, is concerned about the negative impact of the 
project on their view, and is concerned that replacing the highway directly in front of their 
home with a commercial building and affordable housing would impact their view of the 
Heavenly ski slopes.  

 The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS recognizes the presence of three Roadway Travel Units and their 
respective Roadway Scenic Resources in the study area in the regulatory setting, affected 
environment, and analysis of environmental effects in Section 3.7, “Visual 
Resources/Aesthetics.” The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS shows existing conditions and proposed 
transportation-related changes in Roadway Travel Unit #33, The Strip, that extends along 
US 50 west of Pioneer Trail (including the portion of US 50 adjacent to Tahoe Meadows) in 
Exhibit 3.7-11 on page 3.7-25, Exhibit 3.7-14 on page 3.7-32, and Exhibit 3.7-16 on 
page 3.7-35. Improvements in visual conditions in Roadway Travel Unit #33 from 
Alternative B transportation improvements would occur because, as stated on page 3.7-27:  

Streetscape improvements and the reduced width of the roadway would improve 
visual quality while the urban visual character of the corridor would be maintained. 
The area would become a more attractive and inviting place. Compared to the 
existing roadway environment, the level of visual unity would increase.  

Alternatives C and D transportation improvements would have similar beneficial effects on 
visual conditions in Roadway Travel Unit #33 as described for Alternative B (see pages 3.7-
34 and 3.7-38). 

Potential effects from implementation of the mixed-use development, or construction of 
replacement housing at one of the mixed-use development sites, are assessed on page 3.7-
29 and 3.7-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and determined to have a less-than-significant 
impact on scenic quality and visual character because:  

New development would need to comply with all applicable design standards and 
guidelines, including height standards, and would need to be oriented and designed 
in ways that avoid impacts to TRPA scenic threshold ratings for travel routes and 
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scenic resources. The mixed-use development projects would have to undergo 
project-level environmental review once they are defined and submitted for 
permitting. Under these conditions, it is assumed that new mixed-use development 
on Sites 1, 2, and 3 would have few additional impacts beyond those described for 
the transportation improvements on scenic quality and visual character. 

Alternatives C and D mixed-use development would be subject to similar design standards and 
guidelines to avoid impacts to TRPA scenic threshold ratings for travel routes and scenic 
resources as described for Alternative B mixed-use development (see pages 3.7-34 and 3.7-38). 

Simply because an area contains a TRPA Roadway Travel Unit or Roadway Scenic Resource 
does not necessarily preclude the ability of a project to make transportation improvements or 
construct new commercial or residential development. As described above, new 
development would be subject to TRPA design standards and guidelines, including height 
standards, to avoid impacting scenic resources. Furthermore, views from private property are 
not specifically protected, beyond those protections that might be secondary benefits of 
implementing the TRPA design standards, guidelines, and height restrictions in new 
developments. 

The commenter’s concern related to adverse effects on the value of his property does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

49-2 The commenter expresses concern that access to his property from Lodge Road will be 
maintained for emergency access only. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District,” related to concerns about maintaining the use of Lodge Road. 
The project has no plans to change the use of Lodge Road. 

49-3 The commenter expresses concern related to landscaping and irrigation of the Linear Park, a 
portion of which the commenter asserts were acquired from him, and also expresses concern 
related to stormwater discharge from the highway onto his property and other Tahoe Meadows 
property. The commenter questions why the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS did not address this issue and 
how the US 50 project will handle this issue. It is unclear to what extent the drainage and 
landscape issues are within the project footprint. Drainage improvements would be made as 
part of the project within the project site. If there are any temporary effects on existing 
landscape within the project site, those areas would be replanted as necessary.  

49-4 The commenter expresses support for Alternatives A and D as opposed to Alternative B, 
which the commenter asserts would have the most negative environmental impacts. It does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration 
during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 
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Letter 
50 

Brad Shumate 
July 7, 2017 

 

50-1 The commenter questions what the project’s plans are for the gas mains that run under the 
Linear Park, notes they did not see where the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS addressed this issue, and 
suggests the natural gas pressure regulating station be relocated away from a residential 
area. The project’s potential conflicts with utilities, including natural gas infrastructure, are 
addressed in Impact 3.5-1 on pages 3.5-11 through 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. As 
described on pages 3.5-42 and 3.5-43, the transportation improvements and mixed-use 
development would be required to implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 that would reduce 
any potential conflicts with utility services and utility infrastructure “because TTD would 
coordinate with affected utility companies, engineering studies, and environmental analyses 
to ensure that all utility realignment and/or relocation plans are feasible and compliant with 
federal, state, and local regulations.” The need to relocate the natural gas pressure 
regulating station next to the Linear Park would be determined, through coordination with 
Southwest Gas Corporation, after the preferred alternative is chosen and more complete 
design plans for the project are completed.  

50-2 The commenter requests that the bus stop at the corner of Lodge Road and US 50 be 
relocated because since there is no bus pull out, the bus must stop in traffic, which impedes 
traffic flow and causes a safety hazard. The commenter also asserts that people using the 
bus stop leave graffiti and trash and even leave trash in his yard and climb over the fence. As 
described on page 3.6-58 under Impact 3.6-6, with implementation of Alternative B 
transportation improvements:  

Transit operations would be improved as a result of wider shoulders and the potential 
provision of bus pullouts, resulting in safer bus stop operations. The decreased traffic 
volumes through the tourist core anticipated under Alternative B would enhance 
safety and improve transit service by reducing travel times and delays associated 
with congestion in the area. Alternative B would also include the construction of new 
bus shelters at bus stop locations where existing features are limited to signs and, in 
some cases, benches. 

Alternatives C and D would also construct these transit improvements (see pages 3.6-59 – 
3.6-61). Thus, the project would result in improvements that would address the commenter’s 
safety concerns about buses needing a pull-out area that would take them out of the travel 
lane. The bus stops in the study area are equipped with bear-resistant trash and recycle 
cans. Concerns related to graffiti and trash are outside of the scope of the project, such that 
the types of improvements included in the project do not have control over the choices of 
individuals to cause these nuisance problems. 
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Letter 
51 

Megan Siler 
June 13, 2017 

 

51-1 The commenter asserts that it is important the project maintains the left-in/left-out lane at 
the entrance to Tahoe Meadows and that the Linear Park should remain in its current 
configuration to avoid congestion and safety issues. The commenter notes Tahoe Meadows 
has expressed these concerns and none of the alternatives consider these issues. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
52 

Craig Southwick 
June 23, 2017 

 

52-1 The commenter expresses concern that removing the left turn into Tahoe Meadows would 
create traffic problems. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows 
Historic District.” 

52-2 The commenter expresses concern that emergency vehicles would be required to go around 
the block and through additional intersections to reach the entrance to Tahoe Meadows 
instead of being able to turn left directly from the highway, increasing emergency response 
times. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
53 

Susan Steinhauser and Daniel Greenberg 
July 6, 2017 

 

53-1 The commenter provides introductory information about the commenter’s history in Tahoe 
and asks that the left-in/left-out lane at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows in addition to the 
current configuration of the Linear Park be maintained. See Master Response 2, “Effects on 
Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
54 

John Telfer 
June 26, 2017 

 

54-1 The commenter provides introductory information about the commenter’s history in Tahoe 
and asks that the left-in/left-out turns to and from Tahoe Meadows to US 50 in addition to 
the current configuration of the Linear Park be maintained. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

54-2 The commenter asserts the changes to the roadway and Linear Park at the entrance to 
Tahoe Meadows would result in safety hazards for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists. The 
commenter also notes the separation between Tahoe Meadows and US 50 provided by the 
park would provide positive benefits for traffic noise and lighting issues. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” With respect to the 
comment about the positive benefits of the Linear Park, the comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

54-3 The commenter asserts that Alternatives B, C, and D do not provide uninterrupted emergency 
vehicle access at the intersection of US 50 and Lodge Road and that, in general, the negative 
impacts on Tahoe Meadows are more concerning given that Tahoe Meadows is a registered 
Historically Significant Planned Development Community. See Master Response 2, “Effects 
on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 429 

 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
430 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

Letter 
55 

Gerald Trautman, Jr. and Susan Trautman 
July 1, 2017 

 

55-1 The commenter provides information about the traffic numbers and patterns of visitors to 
Tahoe Meadows and asserts the elimination of the left-turn pocket into the neighborhood 
would result in congestion from vehicles making U-turns at the US 50/Pioneer Trail 
intersection and would create a dangerous traffic situation for cars trying to access Tahoe 
Meadows. The commenter also asserts that narrowing the Linear Park in front of Tahoe 
Meadows would exacerbate these problems. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

 

Letter 
56 

Diane Williams 
June 14, 2017 

 

56-1 The commenter states that maintaining the left-in/left-out turn lane at the entrance to Tahoe 
Meadows and keeping the Linear Park in its current configuration are very important. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
57 

TTD Board Meeting  
June 9, 2017 

 

57-1 The commenter provides instructions for public commenters during the public hearing. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration 
during project review. 

57-2 The commenter provides introductory information about his role as president of the Tahoe 
Meadows Association, background on Tahoe Meadows, and his objections to the project 
regarding safety. The commenter expresses concern that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not 
mention the US 50/Lake Road intersection and that the project would remove the dedicated 
left-turn lane on US 50 at Lake Road, resulting in changes to the circulation for vehicles 
entering and exiting Tahoe Meadows. The commenter also provides background about the 
traffic that enters and exits Tahoe Meadows. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.”  

57-3 The commenter requests that the project be revised so that people can continue to make left 
turns into and out of Tahoe Meadows. The commenter also notes correspondence with the 
prior TTD project manager, Alfred Knotts, for the project and asserts the correspondence 
states that the dedicated left-turn lane on US 50 in front of Tahoe Meadows could remain as 
it is today. See the discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B” in 
Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS 
and Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

57-4 The commenter expresses concern that the document does not mention the US 50/Lake 
Road intersection and that it would be difficult and unsafe for emergency responders and 
civilians to turn left into Tahoe Meadows without the center lane. The commenter expresses 
concern that reducing the Linear Park would result in safety hazards for vehicles, including 
garbage trucks, entering Tahoe Meadows. The commenter requests a meeting with the 
project planning staff to work on a solution. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

57-5 The commenter introduces himself as the legal representative for the Tahoe Meadows 
Homeowners Association. The commenter notes that his role is to facilitate communication 
between the TTD Board, staff, and Ascent to address the design issue related to eliminating 
the left-in/left-out access to Tahoe Meadows, which could be done by sliding back the 
transition to the turn lane on US 50 to the east. The commenter asserts that people would 
still turn left into Tahoe Meadows even if the left-in/left-out lane is eliminated. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

57-6 The commenter asserts that the Linear Park provides a margin of safety for people coming in 
and out of Tahoe Meadows and removing a portion of the Linear Park would result in a traffic 
jam in the right lane of US 50. The commenter reiterates their role to facilitate 
communication and points out that they included a citation to the CEQA regulation in their 
comment letter. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Tahoe Meadows Historic District,” and 
the responses to Comment Letter 16. 

57-7 The commenter notes the Tahoe Meadows community involvement throughout the process. 
The commenter also notes the level of detail for the project analyzed in the environmental 
document is at a 30 percent design detail. The commenter also notes that the analysis in the 
environmental document assumes a reasonably foreseeable, conservative scenario to avoid 
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understating potential impacts. The commenter acknowledges that TTD will work with Tahoe 
Meadows to resolve this issue and notes it is not the intent of the project to do anything 
adverse. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 
for consideration during project review.  

57-8 The commenter includes several speakers that relinquish their opportunity to speak. This 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for 
consideration during project review. 

57-9 The commenter suggests putting up a gate at Heavenly Village Way and Montreal Road to 
keep traffic from going through the Rocky Point neighborhood and traffic could still go up 
Heavenly Village Way and around the Loop Road to get around the casinos. The commenter 
also asserts that if the road were to go straight from Pioneer Trail to Kingsbury then there 
would be a traffic improvement, the curve in the road is prone to accidents, and the poor 
people down by Pioneer Trail are expendable and the front lawn of a wealthy individual is not. 
The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the 
environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. See 
also the responses to the commenter’s more detailed comments provided in Comment 
Letters 40 and 41. 

57-10 The commenter expresses support for skyways and subways, noting that if there are 
concerns about views then build another subway. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the 
merits of the alternatives. 

57-11 The commenter expresses concerns related to the economic impact of the project, including 
cost of welfare housing in an area that contains valuable property that could be used for 
something that generates money. The commenter would like to know how much the project 
is going to cost and suggests scrapping the project and using the money to fill the potholes. 
See Response to Comment 24-5. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

57-12 The commenter notes he is a year-round resident in Tahoe Meadows and expresses thanks 
to the Tahoe Meadows president and attorney for identifying issues they are concerned with. 
The commenter expresses concern that they have been told all along their interests were 
being considered yet this is not reflected in the environmental document. The comment does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during project 
review. See also Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

57-13 The commenter expresses their support for the project with the exception that the left-in/left-
out access to Tahoe Meadows remain. The commenter notes that fire trucks need to access 
the neighborhood and elderly people need to be easily accessible. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

57-14 The commenter provides background as a long-time resident of Lake Tahoe and their 
previous experience working on redevelopment and the Loop Road. The commenter asserts 
that when you create a funnel effect on a highway you are asking for more pollution and the 
project could have to prove that it protects the lake. The commenter asserts improvements 
could be made without the environmental impact the project is going to create. Chapter 3, 
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“Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or 
Mitigation Measures,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS contains comprehensive environmental 
analyses of 15 resources areas, the cumulative impacts of which are discussed in 
Section 3.19, “Cumulative Impacts.” The comment offers no specific information or evidence 
that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no further response 
can be provided. 

57-15 The commenter suggests that a majority of the time, there is not a traffic problem or an 
environmental problem resulting from the traffic. The comment offers no specific information 
or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is inadequate; therefore, no 
further response can be provided. 

57-16 The commenter observes that the project started out as a transportation project that has 
digressed to affordable housing and workforce housing as part of the project’s chief assets. 
The affordable housing and workforce housing provided by the project would serve as 
replacement housing for residents displaced by the project, as described in Chapter 2, 
“Proposed Project and Project Alternatives,” on pages 2-5 and 2-6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

57-17 The commenter states that with the implementation of project alternatives, westbound 
vehicles on US 50 would use Pine Boulevard as an alternate route to avoid the tourist core 
and that cut-through traffic in adjacent neighborhoods would continue. See Response to 
Comments 12-17 and 24-4. 

57-18 The commenter expresses concern that people will run across the road as a short cut, 
creating problems with them running across the highway. See Response to Comment 11-15 
for a discussion of pedestrian access through the Rocky Point neighborhood with 
implementation of the project. 

57-19 The commenter suggests that sound barriers would not be effective. The commenter 
suggests that traffic noise bounces off sound walls, bounces back toward the vehicles, and 
then bounces off tall trucks and buses resulting in higher noise levels. The commenter 
provides no evidence about why this would be the case for the sound barriers required by 
Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a, 3-15-3b, and 3.15-3c of the EIR/EIS/EIS. Mitigation 
Measure 3.15-3a specifies design criteria for sound barriers including that “the reflectivity of 
each sound barrier will be minimized to ensure that traffic noise reflected off the barrier does 
not contribute to an exceedance of applicable TRPA CNEL standards at other receptors. The 
level of sound reflection from a barrier can be minimized with a textured or absorptive 
surface or with vegetation on or next to the barrier.” Mitigation Measure 3.15-4 also specifies 
the same design criteria for minimizing the reflectivity of sound barriers. The comment offers 
no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR/EIS/EIS is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

57-20 The comment asserts that the tourist core is a wind tunnel and there are times riders must 
get off their bicycle because the wind stops you. The commenter asserts the tourist core is 
not pedestrian or bicycle friendly and the problem with the wind would continue. Although it 
is true that the tourist core can become windy at times, implementation of Alternatives B, C, 
or D would result in improving safety and the experience for pedestrians and bicyclists as 
discussed under Impact 3.6-8 (page 3.6-67) of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS: 

Pedestrian and bicyclist exposure to vehicular traffic would be reduced with the 
improvements associated with Alternative B, including a pedestrian bridge over the 
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new US 50 alignment connecting Van Sickle Bi-State Park to the Stateline area; 
shoulders/bicycle lanes and pedestrian sidewalks along Lake Tahoe Boulevard 
(existing US 50) for the full length of the study segment; and bicycle lanes/shoulders 
along the new US 50 alignment with sidewalks on at least one side of the roadway. The 
cycle track option would further reduce bicyclist exposure to vehicular traffic and 
enhance bicyclist safety. The cycle track option includes a two-way bike path separated 
from vehicular traffic by a barrier along the westbound side of Lake Tahoe Boulevard.  

Safety of the existing pedestrian crossings along US 50 would be improved because 
of reduced traffic volumes and shorter crossing lengths associated with the 
narrowing of the existing US 50 roadway geometry. Additionally, Alternative B would 
include a new traffic signal at the Van Sickle Bi-State Park entrance that would 
provide a dedicated pedestrian crossing phase where none exists today. 

 Alternatives C and D would also result in similar improvements for bicyclists and pedestrians 
as described for Alternative B above (page 3.6-68 through 3.6-70 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). 
The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the 
environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

57-21 The comment expresses concern about the potential effects of vehicle-generated exhaust 
and carbon monoxide (CO) on trees and other vegetation along roadways. As described in 
Section 3.13, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, implementation of transportation 
improvements would result in changes to traffic patterns and delay times at affected 
intersections. However, implementation of transportation improvements with any of the 
alternatives would not result in operational-related CO emissions that could exceed 
applicable standards or expose receptors to high CO concentrations. Further, the modeling 
results shown in Appendix J of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS indicate that project-related CO 
emissions would not cause or contribute to any new or worsened localized violations of the 
federal 1-hour or 8-hour CO ambient standards. Although project-related effects of vehicle 
emissions on trees and other vegetation along roadways has not been quantified or analyzed 
in detail, it is assumed that these levels of project-related emissions would not result in 
vegetation mortality or loss of vigor substantially above existing levels. 

57-22 The comment asserts that the project would increase emergency response times through the 
tourist core because vehicles would not have sufficient space with the bicycle lane to pull 
over to allow emergency vehicles to pass. Impact 3.6-9 and Impact 3.6-19 address impacts 
on emergency access in 2020 and 2040, respectively. As described on page 3.6-72 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS for Alternative B:  

Emergency access to the parcels along existing US 50 between Park Avenue and 
Lake Parkway would be maintained and, although the roadway would be narrowed, 
traffic flow would be improved during the summer peak. Back and side street access 
to the parcels between Park Avenue and Lake Parkway would remain, thus providing 
multiple emergency routes. 

Alternative D would result in similar conditions for emergency response as described for 
Alternative B (see page 3.6-74).  

Additionally, Alternatives B and D would include either 5-foot bicycle lanes in both directions 
of travel or a 12-foot cycle track and 5-foot shoulders (see Exhibit 2-8 on page 2-19), which 
would provide space for vehicles to pull over to allow emergency vehicles to pass. 

Alternative C would include a 5-foot wide bicycle lane through the tourist core that would 
provide space for vehicles to pull over to allow emergency vehicles to pass. However, 
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Alternative C, because of the one-way flow of traffic even with implementation of Mitigation 
Measures 3.6-9 and 3.6-19, this alternative would result in a significant and unavoidable 
impact on emergency response times (see pages 3.6-132 and 3.6-134).  

For the reasons described herein and discussed in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, Alternatives B and 
D would not increase emergency response times through the tourist core related to the 
reduction in the number of vehicle travel lanes. 

57-23 The commenter asserts that the Holiday Inn Express and Crescent V (i.e., Heavenly Village 
Center) have been accommodated by the project, but not Tahoe Meadows. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

57-24 The commenter states they will be submitting comments on the environmental review and 
hopes to see some type of pilot project incorporating transit solutions and a more aggressive 
parking management strategy. See Response to Comment 11-1. 

57-25 The commenter provides background related to his status as a property owner on Chonokis 
Road and his experience living on a street that is used as a cut-through, in which people are 
driving fast and using front yards as turnarounds. The commenter also refers to another 
commenter’s suggestion for a barricade at Heavenly Village Way and Montreal Road, which 
he asserts people would drive around. The commenter states that the Loop Road is not going 
to happen fast enough and that it would provide a safety benefit. The comment expresses 
support for the project; it does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

57-26 The commenter provides background as a resident of Douglas County and states they are 
pleased with the mitigation for affordable housing that was in the document. The comment 
expresses support for the project’s affordable housing component; it does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the 
alternatives. 

57-27 This comment refers to Mitigation Measure 3.10-3, “Protect functionality of Rock Point 
Stormwater Improvements.” This mitigation measure requires the project proponent to 
demonstrate that all Rocky Point stormwater Improvements continue to meet or exceed the 
6.4 pounds of sediment reduction per State of California dollar spent on site improvements. 
The commenter asks to be informed of the dollar amount of State funds that were spent on 
the improvements, so that they may better understand the sediment reduction standard for 
the Rock Point stormwater improvements. According to the Rocky Point Erosion Control 
Project Fact Sheet (TRPA 2006), $1,600,223 State of California dollars were spent on the 
Rocky Point Erosion Control Project.  

57-28 The comment asserts that removal of 300 trees would be an eyesore when up in the 
mountains skiing. Tree removal associated with the project alternatives is addressed in 
Impact 3.16-3 on pages 3.16-18 through 3.16-21 and Mitigation Measure 3.16-3 on pages 
3.16-27 through 3.16-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The commenter expresses an opinion and 
does not raise specific concerns about the adequacy of the environmental document. The 
visual impacts of the project related to scenic vistas or scenic resources are addressed in 
Impact 3.7-2 on pages 3.7-42 through 3.7-45 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Because the area 
described by the commenter is already developed, the removal of trees in this area would not 
create a new impact on scenic vistas from the mountaintop. The comment is noted for 
consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 
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57-29 The commenter describes their experience as a BlueGo Bus driver and asserts that the 
pedestrians around the casinos cause the traffic. The commenter suggests more police to 
speed things up or build skywalks, which would be easier, cheaper, would provide a different 
look, and save a little bit of the environment. The comment expresses support for a skywalk; 
it does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during the review 
of the merits of the alternatives. 

57-30 The comment describes the public hearing process, including additional public hearings, and 
provides closing remarks. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is 
noted for consideration during project review. 

57-31 The comment inquires if there will be another public workshop for the affected property 
owners to see how their properties would be affected, if there would be eminent domain, or if 
there would be a sound wall. Carl Hasty of TTD provided a response that TTD plans on having 
additional workshops after the public comment period. The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS summarizes 
the number of potentially affected parcels on pages 2-24 through 2-26 and 2-31 through 2-
33 and described on page 3.4-41: 

The list of parcels identified for acquisition is preliminary but represents the 
maximum number of acquisitions required for implementation of the build 
alternatives. The complete list of parcels proposed for acquisition for each alternative 
is included in Appendix B, “Maps Showing Parcel Acquisition Needs and Geometric 
Approval Drawings for Alternatives B, C, and D,” and represents the maximum 
number and extent of acquisitions that would occur. Refinements to the final project 
design could result in a smaller project footprint, which could result in fewer partial 
and/or full acquisitions. 

The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration 
during project review. 
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Letter 
58 

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Meeting 
June 14, 2017 

 

58-1 The commenter asserts that the project’s two center turn lanes in front of the entrance to 
Tahoe Meadows would preclude left-in/left-out access for Tahoe Meadows. The commenter 
also asserts that narrowing the Linear Park at the entrance would result in build-up of traffic 
into the highway. The commenter notes that he is aware that TTD staff have been meeting 
with members of Tahoe Meadows. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

58-2 The commenter suggests closing off Montreal Road at Heavenly Village Parkway to avoid 
traffic through the neighborhood and the need to avoid displacing houses and people. The 
commenter questions who would benefit, economically, from the project and describes 
upturn in the economy last winter and asserts the plan would bring in welfare recipients that 
would undermine salaries for existing workers. The alternative suggested would not meet the 
project’s purpose, need, or project objectives. The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS analyzes an alternative 
that would avoid displacing residents. Alternative E described on pages 2-33 and 2-34 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is analyzed throughout the resource sections of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
Economic effects of the project are addressed in Section 4.6 on pages 4-10 through 4-23 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the 
analysis presented in the environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further 
response can be provided.  

58-3 The commenter questions putting houses in the middle of the casinos as a good place to 
raise children. The commenter also questions that 300 welfare housing units would only 
have 50 kids. Potential impacts on schools from additional students are assessed under 
Impact 3.5-7 on pages 3.5-39 through 3.5-42 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. New students 
generated by the project were estimated using a student generation factor available for 
El Dorado County. 

58-4 The commenter questions the need to improve access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park when, he 
asserts, there is nothing wrong with access to the park. With implementation of 
Alternatives B through D, a small portion of Van Sickle Bi-State Park would be acquired for 
the realigned US 50. As described on page 4-9 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, these alternatives 
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would acquire approximately 0.1 percent of the acreage of the park. As described on page 2-
6 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS:  

In response to public comments received during scoping and concerns expressed by 
the California Tahoe Conservancy (Conservancy) and Nevada Division of State Parks 
(NDSP) regarding access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park resulting from the highway 
realignment, Alternatives B through D include a new pedestrian bridge extending over 
US 50 at a point just west of the Harrah’s entrance driveway. 

58-5 The commenter would like to see a pilot project for transit and parking management 
implemented with the project in coordination with TTD and TRPA. See Response to 
Comment 11-1. 

58-6 The commenter expresses concern about property values decreasing in the study area 
associated with noise and traffic. The commenter also thinks the project would increase 
roads and widening roads although he had heard there would be no more roads. The 
commenter also notes that bridges really impact the environment of the mountain. Response 
to Comments 12-16 and 12-17 address the commenter’s concern about expanded 
roadways. The effects of the pedestrian bridge over the realigned US 50 and the skywalk 
(Alternative E) are analyzed throughout the resource sections of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The 
comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the 
environmental document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

58-7 The commenter notes their family has owned their cabin at the end of Chonokis Road since 
1950 and has not heard of the neighborhood referred to as Rocky Point. The commenter 
asks for the boundaries of the Rocky Point neighborhood. The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS on pages 2-
2 through 2-3 describes the Rocky Point neighborhood under Section 2.2, “Regional and 
Local Setting”:  

The “project site” encompasses the infrastructure footprint and the abutting land to 
contain the potential construction disturbance areas of any of the alternatives. It is 
aligned along the existing routes of US 50 and Lake Parkway, and includes portions 
of the Rocky Point residential neighborhood west of the Heavenly Village Center.  

The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration during 
project review. 

58-8 The commenter recognizes that the project team has been coordinating with NDSP. The 
commenter asserts that the project needs to involve NDSP in the rockery wall on the 
mountain side and asserts that there will be a significant challenge in trying to access private 
property through Van Sickle Bi-State Park. Section 5.3.1, “Section 4(f) Consultation,” in the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS describes the history of coordination between TTD and the land managers, 
including NDSP, of Van Sickle Bi-State Park (see pages 5-2 through 5-3 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS). Additionally, as noted in Table 1-3 on page 1-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, the 
project would be required to obtain concurrence from NDSP and California Tahoe 
Conservancy on the Section 4(f) determination with respect to potential impacts and 
mitigation measures for Van Sickle Bi-State Park. There are no plans as part of the project to 
access private property through the park. See the discussion under header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS for details on access to the Gondola Vista property.  
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Letter 
59 

TRPA Governing Board Meeting 
June 28, 2017 

 

59-1 The commenter asks for an explanation of how the one-way alternative (i.e., Alternative C) 
works. Carl Hasty of TTD provided a response, saying that one direction would go through the 
core and the opposite direction would go around the casinos on the mountainside in an 
effort to reduce the project’s footprint. The Alternative C road network changes are also 
described on page 2-30 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS: 

Alternative C would split eastbound and westbound directions on US 50 from the Park 
Avenue/Heavenly Village/US 50 intersection in California to Lake Parkway/US 50 
intersection in Nevada. Eastbound US 50 would remain in place as under existing 
conditions, while westbound US 50 would be realigned onto a new alignment along 
Lake Parkway southeast of existing US 50. 

59-2 The commenter noticed that grading has started on one of the projects between Van Sickle 
Bi-State Park and the existing road. The commenter asks if there are any impacts to access 
to those properties as a result of the alternatives. Carl Hasty provided a response, describing 
the Gondola Vista project, including the one entrance that has been incorporated into that 
project. He notes that TTD is coordinating the project design to maintain access for that 
property. See Response to Comment 3-2 and the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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59-3 The commenter asks if a 50-foot setback is typical throughout the study area. Carly Hasty 
provided a response, stating that was a city setback established in the Gondola Vista permit, 
the local area plan had a 70-foot setback, and there was an exception made for the project 
for 50 feet. He notes that TTD was consulted about ROW for that property. The comment 
offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental 
document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.  

59-4 The commenter asks what the setback would be between the proposed road and the homes 
that would stay in the Rocky Point neighborhood. Steven Robinson of Wood Rodgers, the 
project engineer, responded stating that a setback is not yet defined and could vary by parcel 
to minimize ROW impacts. Carly Hasty also responded, saying that final design and 
acquisition would vary once the project is finalized. The comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental document is 
inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

59-5 The commenter expresses concerns related to changes in access to Tahoe Meadows for 
public safety and emergency access, including at Lodge Road. The commenter also notes 
concerns related to potential for accidents associated with right turns into Tahoe Meadows, 
and reductions in the Linear Park width pose safety risks. The commenter requests that the 
Linear Park space be preserved. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe 
Meadows Historic District.” 

59-6 The commenter asks if the letter from Michael Johnson that the Governing Board received 
that indicates that TTD is working on the issue is the same issue as the previous 
commenter’s issue. The previous commenter confirms that it refers to the same issue. See 
Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” The comment 
offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental 
document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

59-7 The commenter notes that she represents Tahoe Meadows. The commenter also notes that 
Tahoe Meadows and TTD have been discussing issues brought up by the designs in the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, but that the tentative designs discussed were not a guarantee. The commenter 
provides background about Tahoe Meadows and notes the environmental document does 
not mention the Lake Road intersection. The commenter also notes three main issues, 
including the loss of the left-in/left-out lane at the entrance to Tahoe Meadows, narrowing of 
the Linear Park, and maintaining emergency vehicle access. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

59-8 The comment states their preference for Alternative D, because it would save her home. The 
commenter expresses concern related to cut through traffic and notes that every 
neighborhood from Raley’s to Sierra Tract have good, bad, and ugly homes. The commenter 
states their support for revitalization and notes that she takes care of her property and hopes 
others would too. The commenter states that Alternative D should be approved, because her 
home would be saved. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is 
noted for consideration during the review of the merits of the alternatives. 

59-9 The commenter asserts he is representing the people who voted against the project. The 
commenter supports use of skyways, subways, and a barricade between Heavenly Village 
Way and Fern Road. The commenter asserts that a new entrance to Van Sickle does not 
need to be built. The commenter also expresses concern related to the housing the project 
proposes, potential for subsidized housing that he asserts would put no money into the 
government’s budget, schools, law enforcement, emergency equipment, and fire protection. 
The commenter asserts there is already more affordable housing than required by California. 
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Regardless of whether the owner or developer is a public or private entity, the construction of 
housing units and mixed-use development would be required by the City of South Lake Tahoe 
to pay impact fees for their fair share of the costs of providing public services and 
maintaining adequate service levels, such as for law enforcement and fire protection. Future 
development would also be required to pay school impact fees to mitigate the potential 
impact associated with generating school demand by new students. The commenter offers 
no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental 
document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

59-10 The commenter notes the long history of the project and the transit emphasis of the 2012 
Regional Plan. The commenter asserts that the project does not put much effort into transit 
and would not improve traffic and induced traffic would result from mixed-use projects and 
economic benefits. The commenter also notes Caltrans standards related to LOS and VMT. 
The commenter also submitted Comment Letter 12. TTD has amended their short-range 
transit plan to include a transit circulator service in the tourist core near the state line to be 
implemented as a phase of the project to coincide at the ealiest with opening of the new 
alignment (see the discussion under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B” in 
Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS). 
Please refer to Response to Comments 12-11 and 12-18 through 12-21 related to induced 
traffic, LOS, and VMT analyses.  

59-11 The commenter recounts flooding that occurred in Tahoe at the beginning of the year and 
asserts there would be more and bigger floods. The commenter asserts that stream zones 
and floodways must be protected and cannot just be put in concrete. See Response to 
Comments 12-59 and 12-60, which address concerns related to stormwater runoff and 
flooding. Potential impacts on stream environment zones (SEZs) are assessed in 
Impact 3.16-2 on pages 3.16-14 through 3.16-18 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The project 
would be required to implement Mitigation Measure 3.16-2 to reduce impacts on sensitive 
habitats, such as SEZs. See also Response to Comments 10-2 and 11-16 that address 
concerns related to SEZ restoration.  

59-12 The commenter offers a solution to put a tower staffed by one person down by Park Avenue 
for remote control of signals to help traffic flow during crunch time.  

All signalized study intersections have been analyzed with optimized signal timing under all 
study conditions and future-year scenarios. Signal optimization involves implementing signal 
timing settings that reduce the amount of time pedestrians, bicycles, and vehicles are 
stopped at a traffic signal based on traffic patterns and flow. Signal optimization ensures 
approaches are prioritized based on demand, so the US 50 corridor, for example, would 
receive more green time than side streets. As shown in Table 3.6-22 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, under Alternative A (No Build) Year 2040 Summer Peak conditions, the 
intersections of Pioneer Trail/US 50 and US 50/ Stateline Avenue are projected to operate at 
unacceptable LOS per TRPA standards with optimized signal timing. All study intersections 
with optimized signal timing are projected to operate at acceptable levels of service with 
Alternatives B or D in place Under Year 2040 Summer Peak conditions. 

The commenter states that existing access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park is adequate and that 
crossing a four-lane highway would be more difficult than what exists now. 

See Response to Comment 12-10. 

The commenter suggests closing the ends of local streets and to give Google a mitigation fee 
to take the route off their maps to end cut-through traffic.  
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The cut-through roads are currently owned by the City of South Lake Tahoe and are subject to 
their laws and regulations. Closing a street may be possible with approval of the City of South 
Lake Tahoe, so long as it meets city regulations, such as fire codes. Since the roads are 
public, Google is allowed to route directions on them. 

The commenter states that with the project, vehicles would use Pine Boulevard as an 
alternate route to avoid the tourist core.  

See Response to Comments 12-17 and 24-4. 

59-13 The commenter expresses appreciation for the field trip and for discussing issues with 
residents. The commenter expresses support for the project and notes that traffic on the 
street is a city problem, but the city has not addressed the issue. The commenter expresses 
support for the project; it does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for 
consideration during project review. 

59-14 The commenter notes concern for impacts to the local community, which includes a low-
income population with not as much experience, and recognizes the importance of ensuring 
replacement housing is constructed. The commenter suggests looking into accommodations 
that could further increase the amount of affordable housing for the low-income population. 
As noted in Table 3.4-7 on page 3.4-12 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, buildout of all three mixed-
use development sites, after taking into consideration replacement housing needs, would 
result in a net increase in 139 to 146 housing units. The type of housing these units could 
serve as (e.g., affordable, workforce, or market rate) has not yet been determined; however, 
these housing units could provide an opportunity to be used for additional affordable 
housing. A private developer that partners with TTD to develop any of the mixed-use sites 
would determine the type of housing. The comment offers no specific information or 
evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental document is inadequate; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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Letters Received after the Close of the Comment Period 
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Letter 
60 

Scott Cook 
July 6, 2017 

 

60-1 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not address the Lake Road/US 50 
intersection and that eliminating the middle turn lane would result in a dangerous situation. 
See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

60-2 The commenter asserts that the proposal shows Lodge Road, an emergency exit, being 
blocked during construction, which would be unsafe in the event of the need for evacuation 
during a fire. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 
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60-3 The commenter asserts the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS does not address the Midway Road/US 50 
intersection, which should be blocked. The commenter asserts that allowing left turns from 
Midway Road is an unnecessary traffic hazard.  

Based on the changes to the project described in Master Response 2, “Effects on Access 
Tahoe Meadows Historic District,” the dedicated left-turn lane would remain, allowing left 
turns from Midway Road onto US 50. Additional alternatives that were considered during the 
initial planning for the project, but ultimately dismissed from further analysis, included a one-
way alternative that moved the western eastbound/westbound US 50 split west to the 
US 50/Midway Road intersection (see page 2-48 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Implementation 
of the project does not preclude the City of South Lake Tahoe from making circulation 
changes to Midway Road at US 50 in the future. 

 

Letter 
61 

Bob Miroyan 
June 29, 2017 

 

61-1 The commenter expresses support for maintaining the left-in/left-out middle lane at the 
entrance to Tahoe Meadows and for maintaining the Linear Park in its current configuration. 
See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
62 

Phillip Nico 
July 6, 2017 

 

62-1 The commenter notes his background as a member of the Tahoe Meadows family and 
expresses concern about access to Tahoe Meadows and narrowing the Linear Park. The 
commenter notes his experience with having to wait in US 50 behind two cars stopped at the 
entrance. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

62-2 The commenter expresses concern about the elimination of an access point at Lodge Road 
for emergency evacuation and for emergency vehicles or for delivery drivers. See Master 
Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 
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Letter 
63 

Peter Nico 
July 7, 2017 

 

63-1 The commenter expresses concern that realignment of the Linear Park would create a traffic 
impact and safety impact for cars, bicyclists, and pedestrians. See Master Response 2, 
“Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

63-2 The commenter asserts that uninterrupted emergency access on Lodge Road should be 
maintained and that development of mixed-use development Site 1 for Alternatives B and C 
would block the connection between Lodge Road and the street. The commenter also asserts 
that it is unclear whether Alternative D maintains connections between Lodge Road and the 
street. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District.” 

63-3 The commenter asserts that limiting left-turn access to Tahoe Meadows would create a 
traffic impact. See Master Response 2, “Effects on Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic 
District.” 
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Letter 
64 

Maureen Richardson 
July 8, 2017 

 

64-1 The commenter expresses opposition for the project. The commenter asks why there would 
be only one lane of traffic through a pedestrian area and where are the people displaced by 
housing supposed to go. The commenter asserts that existing residential communities will 
prevent development of housing that is low income. The commenter asserts the project will 
subsidize a few at the expense of many. As described on page 2-14 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, 
Alternatives B and D would convert US 50 to a “complete street” through the tourist core in 
which the existing five-lane roadway would be narrowed down to one lane in each direction 
with left-turn pockets. The reduced number of vehicle travel lanes would enable pedestrian, 
bicycle, and transit enhancements. To address the commenter’s concern about low income 
housing, TTD has committed to constructing an equal number of housing units as 
replacement for eligible residential units displaced by the project (see pages 2-5 and 2-6 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The replacement housing would include deed-restricted affordable 
housing to replace those displaced by the project. Additionally, the acquisition process of 
properties displaced by the project, including those properties potentially displaced by the 
mixed-use development, would be conducted in a manner consistent with the requirements 
of the federal Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 
1970, as amended (“Uniform Act”). All eligible residents directly affected by the project would 
be relocated fairly and equitably in accordance with the federal Uniform Act. The comment 
offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the environmental 
document is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 
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Letter 
65 

Alfred C. Schmidt 
July 9, 2017 

   

65-1 The commenter provides background as a long-time property owner in Tahoe Meadows. The 
commenter suggests that the answer to the US 50 traffic problem is in changing the 
business plans for the casinos and to not permit anymore large hotels in this area. The 
commenter compares Lake Tahoe to Yosemite and Yellowstone National Parks, notes it is 
the summer home of the Washoe tribe, and it needs to be treated with respect. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR/EIS/EIS. The comment is noted for consideration 
during project review. 
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Letter 
66 

California Department of Justice, Attorney General’s Office 
July 9, 2017 

 

66-1 The commenter provides introductory text regarding the California Attorney General Office’s 
authority and interest in the project and a request for consideration of their late comments. 
The commenter states that the major concern with the EIR/EIS/EIS is that it does not analyze 
a reasonable range of alternatives, including those that would avoid the Rocky Point 
neighborhood, such as improvements to the existing highway alignment or different 
realignment alternatives. The commenter also summarizes concerns related to: 

 the preferred alternative being 0.4 mile longer than the existing section of US 50 and 
that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not quantify operational emissions resulting from increased 
VMT and GHG emissions;  

 the EIR/EIS/EIS not considering the full panoply of mitigation measures that may be able 
to reduce impacts to the Rocky Point neighborhood. 

This comment is a summary of more detailed comments provided below. See the Response 
to Comments 66-2, 66-3, and 66-5. 
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66-2 The commenter states that the EIR/EIS/EIS does not consider a reasonable range of 
alternatives that could potentially reduce the project’s impacts on the Rocky Point 
neighborhood, including using the existing highway alignment or a “north-side alignment” 
(i.e., “lake-side alignment”). 

As described below, the range of alternatives considered during the planning process of the 
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project was robust. The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS 
considered 16 alternatives developed during project planning that were ultimately dismissed 
from further discussion (see Table 2-5 in Section 2.5, “Alternatives Considered but 
Eliminated from Further Discussion,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS and Appendix C of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS). The discussion of the range of alternatives, however, must take into account 
how they directly relate to the purpose and need for the project, the conditions existing on 
the ground, the potential impacts of the various proposals, and the alternatives reasonably 
feasible in light of those – and other considerations.  

Purpose and Need/Objectives of the Project 
The project purpose, need, and objectives are described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of this 
Final EIR/EIS/EIS and in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. Some of the 
purposes and need for the project include improving the environmental quality of the area; 
safety for residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists in local neighborhoods and multimodal 
mobility and safety throughout the study area; implementing regional and local plans; and 
addressing neighborhood traffic operations, such as the “cut-through” traffic already existing 
in the Rocky Point neighborhood. Many of the project objectives that would be achieved by 
the project overlap with the purpose and need for the project, including reducing “cut-
through” traffic in local neighborhoods, developing a complete street for all users, and 
improving environmental conditions within the corridor. The project would also achieve the 
project objective related to creating gateway and streetscape features with a sense of place, 
align with complete streets principles, is reflective of Lake Tahoe’s natural setting, and 
provide effective way-finding. 

Existing Conditions 
The study area includes the entire tourist core, including the resort-casinos, Heavenly Village, 
Heavenly Village Center, and Edgewood Golf Course, as well as the Rocky Point neighborhood 
to the southwest of Heavenly Village Center, the Tahoe Meadows Historic District 
neighborhood, and the lake-side neighborhood between US 50 and Lake Tahoe. 

Alternatives B, C, and D propose to realign US 50 through the Rocky Point neighborhood and 
on the mountain side of the casinos. The Rocky Point neighborhood contains primarily single-
family and multi-family dwelling units with some hotel/motels located along Pioneer Trail. 
The local roadways in this residential neighborhood are used by commuters and increasing 
numbers of visitors as a cut-through option to avoid traveling through the congested US 50 
tourist core. The neighborhood on the lake side of US 50 is characterized by a large number 
of hotel/motels, some of which include rooms that are used for Single-Room Occupancy 
(SRO) units, along with multi-family dwelling units and some single-family dwelling units. 
Residents and visitors in this neighborhood can easily walk or ride bicycles to the lake on the 
local roads in this neighborhood. 

Alternatives Considered  
To meet the basic project objectives, three types of options exist: (1) use the existing right-of-
way and separating through traffic from pedestrians; (2) moving US 50 to the north, or 
lakeside, of the existing corridor; or (3) moving US 50 to the south, or mountain side, of the 
existing corridor. Each of these types of alternatives are discussed herein and further details 
provided in Table 2-5 in Section 2.5, “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further 
Discussion,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS and Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
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Existing Right-of-Way Alternatives 

Tunnel Alternatives 
Alternatives involving tunneling under the tourist core and Rocky Point neighborhood were 
considered in the planning process. The tunnel alternatives were dismissed for 
constructability and cost reasons, including concern with agency approvable operations and 
geometric design (i.e., arrangement of the visible elements of a road, such as alignment, 
grades, sight distances, widths, slopes, and other similar elements.), challenging 
construction techniques requiring a specialized contractor, multi-year construction with 
complex traffic handling/detours, and excessive export material. The tunnel underneath the 
tourist core would also result in impacts to an estimated 15 commercial properties and 30 to 
40 residential dwelling units. The tunnel underneath the Rocky Point neighborhood would 
result in similar impacts to businesses and residential units as the build alternatives, except 
that after construction, much of the area could be redeveloped. Each tunneling alternative 
would have challenges with geometrics, operations and maintenance, and utilities (see 
Appendix C of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). 

Alternatives Involving a Pedestrian Skywalk 
Alternative E would construct a raised pedestrian walkway over existing US 50 alignment 
within the portion of the tourist core between the resort casinos. This alternative would not 
meet several of the project’s purposes, needs, and project objectives identified in Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. This alternative and other alternatives that would 
use the existing highway alignment would not achieve the project’s need for redevelopment 
and revitalization opportunities. As described on page 1-9 in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS a portion of the study area is within the TCAP, for which there are guiding 
principles to establish a diverse and concentrated mix of uses to help achieve revitalization 
in this area. Alternative E does not provide such opportunities for redevelopment in part 
because the roadway through the tourist core would not be improved to become a complete 
street, which includes improving bicycle safety. With construction of a skywalk or a series of 
pedestrian bridges through the tourist core, there would be insufficient space available to 
allow for bicycle lanes. For this reason, Alternative E would not achieve the project objectives 
to decrease dependence on the use of private automobiles or facilitate the creation of a safe 
and walkable district that enhances pedestrian and bicyclist activities and safety. Also, 
Alternative E does not provide opportunities for creating mixed-use development at the 
gateway to the tourist core area. For these reasons, Alternative E would not meet the project 
objective to create gateway and streetscape features that create a sense of place. 

The Regional Plan, TCAP, SSAP, and 2012 RTP/SCS describe the project as realigning US 50 
outside of the existing right-of-way to narrow the existing US 50 to be more pedestrian 
friendly. These plans describe the project as existing US 50 becoming a local road (City of 
South Lake Tahoe 2013:3-12 and 6-4; Douglas County and TRPA 2013:65; TRPA 2012:4-6; 
and TMPO and TRPA 2012:4-6). Alternative E would retain the existing US 50 alignment and, 
although this alternative would improve pedestrian safety, it would not reduce the number of 
lanes through the resort-casino portion of the tourist core to create a complete street with 
bicycle lanes. For these reasons, Alternative E would not fulfill the purpose of the project to 
be consistent with the Loop Road System concept or implement regional and local plans, 
including the Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan and would not meet the need of the 
project to implement regional and local plans.  

Alternative E also has several other issues, which make it infeasible to implement, including 
potential damage to casino buildings resulting from vibration related to pile and foundation 
installation during construction and adverse effects related to a TRPA scenic threshold. 
Foundation construction, including piling, on structures adjacent to existing buildings always 
carries the potential for negative impacts to the existing foundations and structures. This is 
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particularly true in the casino core due to the extremely tight spaces, unknown condition of 
existing foundations, below-ground utilities, and the existing pedestrian tunnel under the 
highway between the casinos that is also in conflict with the construction of new pilings. Pile 
installation, particularly pile driving, within 100 feet of any of the buildings in the resort-
casino portion of the tourist corridor could result in damage to the existing buildings that 
could not be avoided or mitigated to a less-than-significant impact (see pages 3.15-27 – 
3.15-31 and 3.15-62 – 3.15-63 in Section 3.15, “Noise and Vibration,” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS).  

Multiple Smaller Pedestrian Walkways 
To address the significant impact from Alternative E on scenic quality and visual character 
(see page 3.7-39 of Section 3.7, “Visual Resources/Aesthetics,” of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS), 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b proposes a series of smaller pedestrian walkways over US 50. 
However, this mitigation measure would substantially alter the nature of Alternative E as an 
enhanced pedestrian facility and plaza-like space and would not feasibly meet project 
objectives for reasons similar to those described above for Alternative E. Alternative E would 
also result in a significant and unavoidable visual impact related to a TRPA threshold not only 
from the spans over the highway, but also the extensive ramping that would be required to 
meet ADA criteria, or elevator shafts to reach the elevated crossings. TRPA would be unable 
to approve Alternative E because it would result in degradation of a TRPA threshold. To clarify 
the inability of the proposed mitigation measure, a series of smaller pedestrian walkways 
over the highway, to achieve the intent of Alternative E and to be unable to meet project 
purpose, need, and objectives, the discussion of this alternative proposed in Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-1b has been revised in this final environmental document. This change is 
presented in Chapter 3, “Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, and 
Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation Measures.” The correction does not alter the 
conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

The last paragraph on page 3.7-49 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS is revised to read as follows: 

Reducing the scale of the structure associated with Alternative E, by constructing 
narrow pedestrian walkways over the highway rather than a deck structure that fully 
encloses the highway, would reduce the visual impact of the structure, potentially to 
a less-than-significant level, depending on the design. However, this mitigation would 
substantially alter the nature and intent of Alternative E because these walkways 
would not provide enhanced pedestrian facilities or plaza space for pedestrians in 
the resort-casino portion of the tourist core where people could gather and special 
events could be held. Additionally, the improvements would be limited to the area 
within the resort-casino portion of the tourist core.  

For these reasons, a set of narrow A series of pedestrian walkways would and is likely 
to not feasibly meet the project purpose and need and project objectives. related to 
improving the corridor consistent with the Loop Road System concept; improving 
bicycle safety; implementing regional and local plans, including the Lake Tahoe 
Regional Transportation Plan, Lake Tahoe Environmental Improvement Program, the 
TCAP, and the SSAP; improving safety for residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists in 
local neighborhoods; creating opportunities for redevelopment and revitalization in 
the study area; creating gateway and streetscape features that align with complete 
streets principles; redevelopment and revitalization; decreasing dependence on the 
use of private automobiles; improving connectivity, reliability, travel times, and 
operations of public transportation modes, including increased mobility and safety for 
bicycles and pedestrians and enhanced public access to Van Sickle Bi-State Park; 
and creating gateway and streetscape features that create a sense of place. This 
alternative could reduce dependence on private vehicles and facilitate the creation of 
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a safe and walkable district that enhances pedestrian and bicycle activities and 
safety, but to a lesser degree than could occur with Alternatives B, C, and D. 
Therefore, recognizing the uncertain effectiveness and feasibility, it is important to 
disclose the potential for Alternative E to result in a significant and unavoidable 
visual impact for purposes of CEQA and TRPA. 

Lake-Side Realignment Alternatives 
The comment includes a footnote stating that Appendix C includes three north side 
alignments, but Chapter 2 (Table 2-5) of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS only includes two. The 
commenter appears to have missed one of the lake-side alternatives considered in Table 2-
5. The column of Table 2-5 labeled “Reasons Alternative Dropped from Consideration” (see 
Section 2.5, “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion,” of this Final 
EIR/EIS/EIS) includes the corresponding map number in Appendix C. The three lake-side 
alternatives considered but eliminated from further discussion include: (1) 2004 US 
50/Stateline Area Transportation Study – Alternative A (Map 6), (2) 2004 US 50/Stateline 
Area Transportation Study and 2010 Project Study Report – Alternative B (Map 7), and (3) 
PSR Alternative A – Lakeside Alternative (Map 5). These three lake-side alternatives would 
avoid dislocating residences in the Rocky Point neighborhood, but cause other environmental 
impacts including impacts to residences and businesses. These are identified in Table 2-5 
and shown in Appendix C as Maps 5, 6, and 7. Each of these alternatives was dismissed for 
constructability and cost reasons that outweighed benefits; however, there are additional 
challenges with these alternatives. 

Community Impacts of Lake-Side Alternatives 
The lake-side alternatives would pass through a neighborhood with similar demographic 
characteristics as the Rocky Point neighborhood that would be affected by the realignment 
alternatives considered in detail in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The lake-side neighborhood is 
characterized by a greater number of hotel/motels and fewer single-family dwellings than in 
the Rocky Point neighborhood. Although there are fewer long-term residences in the lake-
side neighborhood than in Rocky Point, this neighborhood is home to a similar proportion of 
the population that are minorities and living below poverty level (see table below). The 
highway realignment and physical division of the neighborhood associated with a lake-side 
alternative would change the character and cohesiveness of the neighborhood by displacing 
residents and substantially changing the visual character and ambient noise environment 
similar to Alternatives B, C, and D, albeit for a different neighborhood. The lake-side 
alternatives would result in fewer impacts to residents than the number of residents that 
would be affected by the proposed realignment alternatives, but the lake-side alternatives 
would result in a greater number of businesses and employees that would be impacted 
compared to the realignment alternatives (see tables below).  

The loss of businesses would result in a loss of Transit Occupancy Tax (TOT) revenues for the 
City of South Lake Tahoe, which could be greater than the loss of TOT revenues from the 
realignment alternatives considered in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. The number of people that live 
in SRO units could increase the number of people living below the poverty line mentioned in 
the table below since SROs often serve as a housing solution for people requiring low-income 
housing. Although Alternative D would affect an estimated 57 employees, which would be 
similar in magnitude to the 47 to 65 employees that could be affected by the lake-side 
alternatives. Revisions have been made to Table 2-5, as shown in Section 2.5, “Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated from Further Discussion,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS to reflect these 
impacts. 
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Minority and Poverty Characteristics of Rocky Point and Lake-Side Neighborhoods 
Location Minority (percent) Population Living Below Poverty Level (percent) 

CIA Study Area (includes Rocky Point neighborhood)1 3,448 (54.8) 1,254 (16.0) 

Rocky Point Neighborhood 846 (58.1) 390 (24.3) 

Lake-Side Neighborhood 191 (56.9) 183 (18.3) 
1 From Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-5 in Section 3.4, “Community Impacts,” in the EIR/EIS/EIS. 
Source: US Census Bureau 2015a, US Census Bureau 2015b 

 

Summary of Affected Businesses and Employees  
Alternative Number of Businesses1 Estimated Number of Employees 

Alternative B2 4 14 

Alternative C2 4 14 

Alternative D2 7 57 

Lake-Side Alternatives – Maps 5 and 63 24 65 

Lake-Side Alternatives – Map 73 14 47 
Notes: 
1 Businesses include motels. 
2 Information from Table 3.4-14 in Section 3.4, “Community Impacts.” 
3 Conservative estimates of existing numbers of employees are based on similar businesses for which employee numbers were available related to 
the build alternatives.  
See “Methods and Assumptions” on pages 3.4-40 through 3.4-41 of Section 3.4, “Community Impacts,” in the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2018 

 

Summary of Units Affected by Lake-Side Alternatives 
Building Type Number of Motels/Units Affected Number of SRO Units Affected 

Alternative B1   

Hotel/motels (complexes/rooms) 4 / 114 44 

Multi-family dwellings (apartments)2 64 NA 

Businesses (in addition to hotels/motels) 4 NA 

Alternative C1   

Hotel/motels (complexes/rooms) 4 / 114 44 

Multi-family dwellings (apartments)2 59 NA 

Businesses (in addition to hotels/motels) 4 NA 

Alternative D1   

Hotel/motels (complexes/rooms) 2 / 41 4 

Multi-family dwellings (apartments)2 59 NA 

Businesses (in addition to hotels/motels) 5 NA 

Lake-Side Maps 5 and 6   

Hotel/motels (complexes/rooms) 21 / 741 122 

Multi-family dwellings (complexes, apartments) 4 / 41 NA 
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Summary of Units Affected by Lake-Side Alternatives 
Building Type Number of Motels/Units Affected Number of SRO Units Affected 

Businesses (in addition to hotels/motels) 3 NA 

Lake-Side Map 7   

Hotel/motels (complexes/rooms) 11 / 481 23 

Multi-family dwellings (complexes, apartments) 3 / 8 NA 

Businesses (in addition to hotels/motels) 3 NA 
Notes:  
1 Information from Table 3.4-13 on page 3.4-44 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Table 3.4-14 on page 3.4-51 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
2 Only total number of multi-family dwelling units are provided. 
Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2017 

Operations 
The three lake-side alternatives would operate poorly due to the number of required 
driveways for businesses and residences. These alternatives would also require people 
walking or bicycling from the tourist core to cross the realigned highway on their way to the 
lake. With these alternatives, realigned westbound US 50 would operate at LOS E for the 
lake-side alternative shown in Map 5 and LOS F for the lake-side alternatives shown in 
Maps 6 and 7 (Caltrans et al. 2009). For comparison, both directions of travel for US 50 
would operate at LOS C or better for the realignment alternatives considered in detail in the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. These alternatives would require a separate frontage road and driveway 
consolidation, which would increase impacts to businesses and residents in the lake-side 
neighborhood because additional ROW area along the realigned US 50 would need to be 
acquired. The estimated number of businesses and residents that would be affected by 
realigned US 50 and the frontage road is reflected in the table, “Summary of Units Affected 
by Lake-Side Alternatives,” above. The lake-side realignment alternative shown in Map 7 was 
also eliminated from consideration for numerous nonstandard geometrics and the need for a 
five-point intersection. Similar to the emergency impacts that would occur for Alternative C 
(see Impact 3.6-9 and 3.6-19 in Section 3.6, “Traffic and Transportation,” of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS), which includes one-way traffic circulation through the resort-casinos and on the 
mountain side realignment of US 50, these alternatives could increase emergency response 
times due to the indirect emergency access route through the resort-casinos. 

Consistency with Regional Transportation Plan 
The 2012 RTP/SCS describes the project as realigning US 50 on the mountain side of Lake 
Parkway and narrowing the existing US 50 to be more pedestrian friendly. This plan 
describes the project as existing US 50 becoming a local road (TMPO and TRPA 2012:4-6). 
The alternatives that propose to realign US 50 with a loop on the lake side would not be 
consistent with the RTP because each of the lake side alternatives would realign US 50 
Westbound along Lake Parkway, Pine Boulevard, and Park Avenue and the existing US 50 
through the tourist core would become two eastbound traffic lanes. The Map 7 alternative 
would also include a transit lane on existing US 50 through the tourist core. The lake-side 
loop alternatives would not reduce the number of travel lanes through the tourist core and 
create a more pedestrian-friendly main street. 

Walkability to the Lake 
The lake-side alternatives would decrease the ease of walkability for visitors and residents in 
the lake-side neighborhood to walk or bicycle to the lake. These alternatives would 
reconstruct existing roads with one lane for each travel direction as a highway with two 
through lanes westbound, plus a single eastbound lane for local access and a center two-way 
left-turn lane. Traffic on US 50 westbound would travel at greater speeds than allowed under 



  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 505 

existing conditions through the lake-side neighborhood increasing concerns for conflicts with 
pedestrians and bicyclists trying to access the lake. Additionally, pedestrians would have to 
cross a larger road in addition to a frontage road as they travel through this area between the 
lake and their motel or residence.  

Project Purpose, Need, and Objectives 
The lake-side alternatives would not provide opportunities for achieving the project’s need for 
redevelopment and revitalization. As described on page 1-9 in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, a portion of the study area is within the TCAP, for which there are 
guiding principles to establish a diverse and concentrated mix of uses to help achieve 
revitalization in this area. The lake-side alternatives do not provide such opportunities for 
redevelopment in part because the tourist core along existing US 50 would not be improved 
to become a complete street and more inviting, walkable environment. Also, although 
replacement housing and relocating businesses would be an element of these alternatives, 
the lake-side alternatives do not provide opportunities for creating mixed-use development at 
the gateway to the tourist core area around the US 50/Pioneer Trail intersection. The lake-
side alternatives would not meet the purpose of enhancing visitor and community experience 
or promote the economic vitality of the area without, at a minimum, reducing the roadway 
through the tourist core to create a complete street that is safe and inviting for all users. For 
these reasons, the lake-side alternatives would also not meet the project objective to create 
gateway and streetscape features that create a sense of place. 

The lake-side alternatives would not meet the purpose and need for environmental quality 
improvement in the area or the project objective to improve the environmental conditions 
within the corridor as it relates to water quality. The lake-side alternatives shown in Maps 5 
and 6 would eliminate parts of the Pine Boulevard stormwater basins to provide for ROW 
needs for the realigned highway and frontage road. The Pine Boulevard stormwater basins 
provide secondary treatment for runoff that is collected in the Fern Road basins before those 
flows are discharged to the lake. Development of stormwater basins lakeward of Pine 
Boulevard would prove challenging due the limited vertical distance between groundwater 
and subsurface stormdrains resulting from proximity of the lake. Because of this difficulty, 
stormwater runoff from residential developments lakeward of Pine Boulevard often drains 
directly to Lake Tahoe without treatment. Roadway runoff contains much higher sediment 
and pollutant concentrations than runoff from residential areas. New stormwater collection 
systems in this area would likely need active treatment systems. It is unlikely that it would be 
economically feasible to reliably capture and infiltrate or treat the volume of roadway runoff 
generated by the lake-side alternatives because of the cost of an active treatment system, 
and implementation of these alternatives could create adverse water quality affects. The 
mountain side realignment alternatives (Alternatives B, C, and D) could affect the Fern Road 
stormwater basins, but offer multiple opportunities for stormwater collection and treatment 
(including existing secondary treatment in the Pine Boulevard stormwater basins). 

Revisions have been made to Table 2-5 as shown in Section 2.5, “Alternatives Considered 
but Eliminated from Further Discussion,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS to reflect these impacts 
and characteristics of the lake-side alternatives. 

Additional Lake-Side Alternative 
An additional realigned US 50 lake-side alternative that includes two lanes for westbound 
traffic, two lanes for eastbound traffic, and a center two-way left-turn lane was added for 
consideration to Table 2-5 (see Section 2.5, “Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Further Discussion,” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS). This alternative would also convert existing 
US 50 through the tourist core into a local street that would be narrowed to one lane for each 
direction and complete street improvements, including bicycle lanes. No changes would be 
proposed for the Rocky Point neighborhood or Lake Parkway on the mountain side of the 
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tourist core. Traffic operations and business and residential impacts for this lake-side 
alternative would be similar to those described above for the Maps 5 and 6 lake-side 
alternatives, requiring construction of a separate frontage road and driveway consolidation. 

Compared to the other lake-side alternatives, this alternative would meet the purpose of 
enhancing visitor and community experience and promoting the economic vitality of the area 
by reducing the roadway through the tourist core to create a complete street that is safe and 
inviting for all users. With the complete street through the core, the 5-lane lake-side 
alternative would meet the project objectives related to decreasing dependence on the use 
of private automobiles; improving connectivity, reliability, travel times, and operations of 
public transportation modes, including increased mobility and safety for bicycles and 
pedestrians; and creating streetscape features that create a sense of place. 

By allowing two-way traffic through the tourist core, this alternative would not adversely affect 
emergency response times, like the other lake-side alternatives. However, this alternative 
would not achieve other project purposes, needs, and objectives similar to the lake-side 
alternatives associated with Maps 5, 6, and 7 identified in 2-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS. 
These include the project purpose, need, and objectives related to improving safety for 
residents, pedestrians, and bicyclists in local neighborhoods; environmental quality 
improvements; reducing “cut-through” traffic in the Rocky Point neighborhood; and creating 
gateway features. Like the other lake-side alternatives, this alternative would adversely affect 
walkability and bikability to the lake from the tourist core, would impact stormwater basins 
along Pine Boulevard, and would not eliminate cut-through traffic on local roads in the Rocky 
Point neighborhood. 

Conclusion 
The Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and revisions to the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS described herein and in 
Chapter 2, “Proposed Project and Project Alternatives,” and Chapter 3, “Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences, and Avoidance, Minimization, and/or Mitigation 
Measures,” considered a reasonable range of alternatives, with four build alternatives and 
one no build alternative analyzed at an equal level of detail in the EIR/EIS/EIS and 17 
alternatives that were considered but eliminated from further discussion, including the new 
five-lane lake-side alternative that included complete streets improvements through the 
resort-casino corridor. A number of alternatives that avoided impacts on the Rocky Point 
neighborhood were assessed, although dismissed from further discussion for reasons 
related to constructability and cost that outweighed the benefits as well as inability to meet a 
number of the project’s purposes, needs, and objectives. 

66-3 The commenter states that the EIR/EIS/EIS should consider all feasible mitigation measures 
that may address environmental justice impacts to the Rocky Point neighborhood. The 
commenter focuses on impacts to the Rocky Point neighborhood related to noise, community 
cohesion, and scenic resources. The commenter states that although the EIR/EIS/EIS 
recognizes that the project would have significant and unavoidable impacts to the Rocky Point 
neighborhood, it does not discuss potential mitigation measures that may avoid or minimize 
those impacts. The commenter suggests that TTD could acquire additional parcels--beyond 
those that would be necessary for the new right-of-way alignment---as buffers that could be left 
vacant to create more distance between the remaining residences and the realigned highway. 
The commenter suggests that additional parcel acquisition could reduce noise and scenic 
impacts within the community. The commenter also suggests that TTD could install a signalized 
intersection to serve the neighborhood to address community cohesion impacts.  

The EIR/EIS/EIS does consider mitigation to avoid or minimize environmental impacts to the 
Rocky Point neighborhood. The EIR/EIS/EIS provides sufficient mitigation measures, including 
noise-reduction features and options to acquire additional properties along realigned US 50, to 
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reduce potential impacts to this neighborhood. Since the release of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and 
receipt of this comment letter, TTD has committed to additional project refinements to address 
the adverse effects of the project on community character and cohesion within the Rocky Point 
neighborhood. TTD has committed to implementing neighborhood design amenities in the 
Rocky Point neighborhood within the study area that would enhance the community character 
of the neighborhood that remains after realignment of US 50. Such amenities would include a 
community park and street lighting (see the discussion under the header “Project Refinements 
to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this 
Final EIR/EIS/EIS). While these project features would lessen impacts on community cohesion 
through creating a community gathering space and improving nighttime visibility, the potential 
scenic and community impacts in the Rocky Point neighborhood would remain significant and 
unavoidable because the physical division of the Rocky Point neighborhood associated with the 
new US 50 alignment and associated changes in visual character and noise resulting from 
transportation improvements would remain. 

With respect to noise, Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a through 3d comprehensively address the 
suite of feasible noise-reduction measures (see pages 3.15-63 – 3.15-72 of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS). Implementation of these mitigation measures would substantially reduce 
project-related traffic noise. Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a, 3b, and 3c require that TTD 
prepare a study supplemental to the Noise Abatement Decision Report that identifies all 
necessary measures to ensure attainment of all applicable TRPA thresholds and identify all 
feasible measures to reduce traffic noise increases as stated in the mitigation. A set of 
feasible noise reduction measures that would benefit the most receptors and meet noise 
standards would be included in the study. This additional study would be required at a later 
point in the planning and design process when more specific project design details are 
available. These mitigation measures also clearly state Performance Requirements, which 
are achievable through implementation of some combination of the Noise Reduction 
Features identified in the measures. A significant and unavoidable conclusion was made out 
of an abundance of caution and based on the substantial reduction in noise levels that 
would be needed at certain receptor locations and the inability to determine with certainty 
that adequate noise reductions could be made to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant 
level. Also, there are some outlying receptor sites along Pioneer Trail (such as Receptor 34) 
that would not entirely be mitigated such that the resultant increase in noise would not be 
3 dB or greater, the stringent noise standard use to draw CEQA and TRPA noise conclusions 
in the EIR/EIS/EIS. It is important to note that for highway projects, FHWA and Caltrans 
consider a 12 dB or more increase in noise to be the level of increase needed before 
considering a change in noise level to be significant or adverse. Also see Response to 
Comments 12-62 and 12-74, which provide additional discussion of traffic noise impacts 
and the approach to the noise mitigation measures. 

The commenter’s suggestion for additional property acquisition reflects what is already 
proposed in Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a through 3d (see last bullet on page 3.15-65 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Additional property acquisition would impact additional low income 
and/or minority residents (see “Minority and Poverty Characteristics of Rocky Point and Lake-
Side Neighborhoods” table above). Mitigation Measures 3.15-3a through 3d would apply to 
those properties most impacted, where a discernible increase in noise would occur (i.e., a 3-
dB increase in noise), by the highway realignment as suggested in this comment. As 
described in these mitigation measures, acquisition of additional properties would only occur 
if other feasible noise-reduction measures are not available to achieve the applicable 
standards or minimize traffic noise increases to less than 3 dB CNEL. During project 
approval, decisionmakers could choose to seek acquisition of additional properties along the 
realigned US 50 to increase the distance between the remaining residences and the new 
highway and avoid or further reduce noise and scenic impacts of the project. The comment is 
noted for consideration during subsequent project implementation. 
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The commenter also questions whether a mitigation measure might exist in place of a 
pedestrian bridge over US 50, which the commenter recognized was dismissed because it 
would not reduce trip length and connectivity for residents southwest of the highway and 
would require long approach ramps to comply with Americans with Disabilities Act (see page 
3.4-36 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). The long approach ramps would increase the cost of the 
project because acquisition of additional ROW would be required, and more residents would 
be displaced. The commenter’s suggestion to consider other potential feasible mitigation 
measures is addressed in Response to Comment 11-15, which discusses installing a mid-
block pedestrian crossing with a pedestrian beacon along the realigned US 50. As described 
in that response, locating a mid-block crossing would not be feasible because of its location 
less than 1,000 feet from the new signalized intersection at Pioneer Trail and in the middle 
of a curve that is super elevated such that the crosswalk would not meet ADA standards. The 
addition of a crosswalk at this location would also be dangerous as a result of limited line of 
sight for pedestrians and vehicles near the curve. Also, realigned US 50 would include 
pedestrian features similar to the existing Linear Park (see Exhibit 3.7-21 on page 3.7-52 of 
the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS), providing a safe and appealing walkway along the highway to one of 
the signalized crossings. Additionally, the increase in trip length for these residents to 
shopping and nearby commercial properties would be an estimated 0.1 mile or about 
500 feet (see page 3.4-19 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Implementation of Alternatives B, C, and 
D would not preclude access for residents in the Rocky Point neighborhood to high quality 
food choices and public health resources. For these reasons, there are no additional feasible 
mitigation measures to avoid or reduce impacts related to community cohesion and physical 
division of the Rocky Point neighborhood. 

As for the comment regarding noise, a barrier would be constructed as a combination of a 
berm and wall structure, with the construction of an earthen berm and landscape planting 
intended to minimize the visual impact of the wall component while also serving as a noise-
reducing feature. In the analysis and Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a (see pages 3.7-29 and 3.7-
49), the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS notes that realigned US 50 and the noise barrier would be designed 
in accordance with all applicable design standards and guidelines resulting in a high level of 
visual quality for these new built features. Ultimately, introduction of a highway through a 
residential neighborhood and introducing the highway project, including the required noise wall 
mitigation, substantially alters the neighborhood’s visual setting resulting in a significant and 
unavoidable impact on scenic quality and visual character (see pages 3.7-29 and 3.7-49 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Without a noise wall along realigned US 50 through this neighborhood, a 
majority of the Rocky Point neighborhood would be exposed to significant noise impacts and a 
substantial number of properties would need to be acquired to avoid exposing those residents 
to a significant increase in traffic noise. Furthermore, a secondary effect of the noise wall 
would be to block vehicle headlights from intruding onto residential properties (see Mitigation 
Measure 3.7-3 on page 3.7-50 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). There is no feasible mitigation 
measure that could avoid or reduce the substantial adverse visual changes in the Rocky Point 
neighborhood that would not result in a greater number of displaced residents if additional 
properties are required or would substantially alter the nature of Alternatives B, C, and D that 
realigns US 50 through the neighborhood and on the mountain side of the tourist core. 
Changes in scenic quality and visual character in the Rocky Point neighborhood as a result of 
implementing the project is also addressed in Impact 3.7-1 on pages 3.7-17 – 3.7-42 of the 
Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and in Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a on page 3.7-49. 

The comment includes a footnote that asserts the EIR/EIS/EIS did not identify scenic 
impacts from a widened roadway along Lake Parkway outside of the Rocky Point 
neighborhood as significant. The EIR/EIS/EIS determined that widening the road and 
increasing the amount of traffic on realigned US 50 along Lake Parkway would result in a 
less-than-significant impact on scenic quality and visual character because, as described on 
page 3.7-28 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS: 
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The proposed new features of Alternative B along Lake Parkway and Montreal Road 
would reduce the level of intactness of the landscape and its freedom from 
encroaching elements, but not enough to substantially degrade the visual quality of 
the setting. The existing visual character of the area would be maintained through 
implementation of various design elements. The realigned highway would be 
designed in accordance with all applicable design standards and guidelines. The 
project would include improvements to the entrance to Van Sickle Bi-State Park (as 
depicted in Exhibit 3.7-8). The retaining walls and pedestrian overcrossing would be 
given context-sensitive aesthetic treatments. The overcrossing would serve as a 
gateway between California and Nevada.  

The EIR/EIS/EIS includes mitigation measures that reduce traffic noise impacts to receptors 
in the Rocky Point neighborhood to the extent feasible and the significant and unavoidable 
impact conclusion has been made out of an abundance of caution based on lack of certainty 
regarding the ability to implement some of the noise reduction features for some sensitive 
receptors. The realigned highway and other project improvements, such as landscaping and 
sound wall, would exhibit a high level of design quality compatible with the surrounding 
neighborhood and forest in accordance with all applicable standards and design guidelines. 
However, the visual impacts and community character impacts related to realigning a 
highway through a neighborhood cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level. However, 
project refinements have been made to Alternative B, which could also be implemented 
under Alternatives C and D, to provide some community enhancement features within the 
affected neighborhood. For these reasons, the mitigation measures and project refinements 
adequately achieve requirements to mitigate impacts to the extent feasible and there are no 
additional feasible mitigation measures that could further reduce scenic, community, or 
noise impacts in the Rocky Point neighborhood. 

66-4 The commenter states that the project should provide proximal replacement housing for the 
Rocky Point residents that the project would displace. The commenter also requests 
clarification regarding language included in the EIR/EIS/EIS regarding replacement housing 
being limited to instances where TTD can acquire the owner’s development right as part of 
the acquisition. Finally, the commenter states that TTD must construct replacement housing 
for motel units that are used as residences near the existing neighborhood/tourist core area. 

As described under the header “Project Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, 
“Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS, following the 
release of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, TTD has continued to refine details of the locally preferred 
alternative (Alternative B) in response to public input, ongoing agency discussions, and 
continuing conceptual planning. As part of these project refinements, TTD has revised their 
commitment to construct replacement housing and is now proposing to construct 102 deed-
restricted low-income housing units and seven deed-restricted moderate-income housing 
units, increasing the number of multi-family replacement units from 76 to 109 units. The 
replacement housing (i.e., 76 dwelling units) would be constructed prior to groundbreaking 
activities for transportation improvements in California. TTD has also formalized its 
commitment to construct replacement housing within the project site walkshed, with the 
preferred location within the proposed mixed-use development sites. 

The replacement housing would compensate for the low-income dwelling units (i.e., 
58 dwelling units), the moderate-income housing units (i.e., seven dwelling units), and the 
number of SRO units that would be displaced by the project (i.e., 44 SRO units). The mixed-
use development sites would allow for construction of up to 227 total dwelling units. 
Additional units beyond the minimum 109 replacement units at one or more of the mixed-
use development sites would include additional low-income, moderate-income, or market-
rate housing.  
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Within the TRPA region, new development, such as residential units, commercial floor area, 
and tourist accommodation units (TAUs), are limited by a total number of allocations for each 
of these development types. To construct new housing, a residential allocation must be 
obtained or TAUs could be converted to residential units under TRPA Code Section 50.10. 
When residential or hotel/motel properties are acquired for the project, for replacement 
dwelling units to be constructed, the residential allocation for the dwelling unit that is 
displaced must also be acquired along with the property and used to construct the 
replacement unit. Deed-restricted affordable housing units and moderate-income housing 
are eligible for TRPA bonus units and are not required to have a residential allocation (TRPA 
Code Sections 52.3.2 and 52.3.4). 

The discussion of TTD’s commitment to construct replacement housing has been revised in 
this Final EIR/EIS/EIS to clarify the need for and use of residential allocations and TAU 
commodities. This change is presented in Chapter 2, “Proposed Project and Project 
Alternatives.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of 
any environmental impact. 

Paragraphs 5 and 6 on page 2-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS are revised to read as follows: 

Alternatives B, C, and D would construct an equal number of housing units as 
replacement for eligible residential units displaced by the project. TTD would replace 
all multi-family and single-family residential units that it acquires for road right-of-way 
purposes with multi-family residential units, where TTD is able to acquire the owner’s 
development right as part of the acquisition. TTD has committed to constructing 
102 low-income and seven moderate-income replacement housing units regardless 
of whether or not the residential allocations were acquired with the property within 
the project right-of-way. If the number of residential allocations acquired by TTD is 
less than the number of replacement housing units, then tourist accommodation 
units (TAUs) acquired as part of the project would be converted to residential units on 
a ratio of one unit for one unit in accordance with TRPA Code Section 50.10. The 
replacement housing would include deed-restricted low-income and moderate-
income housing, which could use TRPA bonus units without the need for residential 
allocations, and moderate-incomeing housing to replace those displaced by the 
project. Additional units beyond the minimum 109 replacement units at the mixed-
use development sites would include additional low-income, moderate-income, or 
market-rate housing. A TRPA bonus unit is an additional residential unit that is 
counted separately from each jurisdiction’s residential allocation limits and is 
intended to incentivize construction of affordable housing units and achievement of 
the goals and policies of the Regional Plan (see Chapters 50 and 52 of the TRPA 
Code). All of the replacement housing would be deed restricted such that the housing 
units must be used for full-time residents and may not be used as second homes or 
for vacation rental use. The replacement dwelling units would be constructed within 
the project site walkshed with the preferred location at one or more of the proposed 
mixed-use development sites. 

As part of the property acquisitions for the project, TTD would acquire the TRPA 
commodities associated with the properties, including residential and tourist 
accommodation unit (TAU) allocations, and commercial floor area (CFA). TTD would 
reserve half of the TAU commodities acquired for potential conversion to CFA should 
that be needed to attract a public-private partnership for the mixed-use commercial 
and residential development sites. The other half of the TAUs acquired wouldcould be 
used for replacement housing, if needed, or for any additional or future transit-oriented 
development (TOD) housing project(s) addressing South Shore needs related to deed 
restricted low-income, moderate-income, and market rate housing for full-time 
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residents (not as second homes or for vacation rental use) in designated Town Centers. 
If the reserved half for possible CFA conversion is not needed, then it would be 
included in any additional or future TOD residential development project(s) as 
described. 

66-5 The commenter asserts that the EIR/EIS/EIS should include a more complete analysis of the 
project’s impact on VMT, GHG emissions, and climate change. The commenter states that 
the environmental document prepared for the 2012 RTP was a programmatic EIR and that a 
project EIR can only rely on a programmatic EIR to avoid analyzing impacts if the project does 
not have any new effects not analyzed in the programmatic EIR. The commenter further 
suggests that the project has an impact (an increase in VMT and presumably associated 
GHG emissions) that was not considered in the programmatic EIR for the 2012 RTP.  

 Other points raised include: 

 The EIR for the 2012 RTP included a cumulative analysis of 12 transportation projects, 
but did not include an analysis of VMT or GHG impacts of individual projects within the 
plan.  

 Some of the projects within the 2012 RTP are ambitious and not guaranteed to be 
completed. It is improper to declare the project’s impact on VMT or GHG emissions as 
beneficial based on an aspirational collection of projects that may never be completed.  

 Reliance on the 2012 RTP to conclude without analysis that the project’s impact on VMT 
is beneficial is also inadequate because the 2012 RTP did not apply TRPA’s threshold 
standard. The commenter states that the 2012 RTP considered per capita VMT only.  

These comments and similar comment raised by others are addressed in Master 
Response 1, “VMT Analysis and Tiering from the RTP/SCS EIR/EIS.” 

Finally, the commenter expresses a concern that the project represents an increase in 
vehicle capacity in the area. A footnote to the comment refers to restriping Lake Parkway 
from a three-lane road (two travel lanes and one continuous left-turn lane) to a four-lane road 
(see page 2-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS). Since publication of the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS, this 
optional element of the project has been eliminated from further consideration. See 
Response to Comments 12-16 and 12-17, and the discussion under the header “Project 
Refinements to Alternative B” in Section 2.4.2, “Alternative B: Triangle (Locally Preferred 
Action),” of this Final EIR/EIS/EIS regarding the project’s effect on roadway capacity and 
locally preferred alternative refinements that have occurred since release of the Draft 
EIR/EIS/EIS, respectively.  

66-6 This comment includes concluding remarks regarding points made earlier in the letter 
related to consideration of alternatives that avoid impacts to the Rocky Point neighborhood, 
additional mitigation measures to further reduce impacts within this neighborhood, 
constructing replacement housing for displaced residences and motels used as residences, 
analysis of the project’s VMT and GHG impacts. The commenter asserts that full disclosure 
and consideration of all project impacts and potentially feasible mitigation measures and 
alternatives that would reduce or avoid those impacts is warranted. This comment is a 
summary of more detailed comments provided above. See the Responses to Comments 66-
2, 66-3, 66-4, and 66-5. 



Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
512 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

REFERENCES 

Ascent Environmental. 2018 (March 1). Request for Jurisdictional Determination for the US 50/South Shore 
Community Revitalization Project. Stateline, Nevada. Letter memorandum prepared on behalf of the 
Tahoe Transportation District to Aaron Park of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Reno, Nevada.  

California Department of Transportation. 2013. (September). Technical Noise Supplement (TeNS). Technical 
supplement to the Traffic Noise Analysis Protocol.  

______. 2014 (June). Transportation Concept Report and Corridor System Management Plan, United States 
Route 50, District 3. 

______. 2015b (November). Noise Study Report, US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project. 
Prepared by LSA Associates, Inc. 

______. 2016 (May). Draft Project Report to Authorize Public Release of the Draft Environmental Document on 
Route 50 between Wildwood Avenue and the Nevada State Line. 

______. 2017 (November 20). Highway Design Manual, Topic 1003 – Bikeway Design Criteria. Available: 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/design/manuals/hdm/chp1000.pdf. Accessed March 20, 2018.  

California Department of Transportation, Nevada Department of Transportation, Tahoe Transportation 
District, and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 2009. US 50/Stateline Project Study Report (PSR) 
Traffic Forecasting and Operations Analysis. Prepared by Wood Rodgers. 

California Tahoe Conservancy. 2009 (March). Van Sickle CA/NV Bi-State Park. Prepared by Design Workshop. 

Caltrans. See California Department of Transportation. 

CFLHD. See Central Federal Lands-Highway Division.  

City of South Lake Tahoe. 2017 (September). City of South Lake Tahoe Annual Budget, Fiscal Year October 
1, 2017 to September 30, 2018. Available: https://cityofslt.us/DocumentCenter/View/8909. 
Accessed February 12, 2018. 

City of South Lake Tahoe and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. City of South Lake Tahoe. 2013 (October). 
Tourist Core Area Plan. Available: http://www.cityofslt.us/DocumentCenter/View/3586. Accessed 
March 20, 2018. 

Conservancy. See California Tahoe Conservancy.  

County of El Dorado. 2018. Parcel Data Information, Parcel Number 029-442-08. Available: 
http://main.edcgov.us/CGI/WWB012/WWM422/A?P=202944208100&C=. Accessed February 13, 
2018. 

Douglas County and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 2013 (September). South Shore Area Plan, Douglas 
County, Nevada. 

Federal Highway Administration. 2017 (June). Induced Travel: Frequently Asked Questions. Available: 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/itfaq.cfm. Accessed January 5, 2018. 

https://cityofslt.us/DocumentCenter/View/8909
http://www.cityofslt.us/DocumentCenter/View/3586
http://main.edcgov.us/CGI/WWB012/WWM422/A?P=202944208100&C
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/planning/itfaq.cfm


  Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses 

TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 513 

FHWA. See Federal Highway Administration.  

Governor’s Office of Planning and Research. 2017 (November). Proposed Updates to the CEQA Guidelines. 
Available: http://opr.ca.gov/docs/20171127_Comprehensive_CEQA_Guidelines 
_Package_Nov_2017.pdf. Accessed February 26, 2018. 

National Center for Sustainable Transportation. 2015 (October). Increasing Highway Capacity Unlikely to 
Relieve Traffic Congestion. 

NDOT. See Nevada Department of Transportation.  

OPR. See Governor’s Office of Planning and Research.  

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 2006. EIP Tracker, Project Fact Sheet: Rocky Point Erosion Control Project. 
Available: https://eip.laketahoeinfo.org/Project/FactSheet/01.01.01.0006. Accessed 
September 12, 2017. 

______. 2016 (December). 2015 Threshold Evaluation Report. 

______. 2017a. Linking Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan and Sustainable Communities Strategy Initial 
Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration/Initial Environmental Checklist/Finding of No Significant 
Effect. Available: http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/regional-transportation-plan/.  

______. 2017b. Linking Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan. Available: http://www.trpa.org/regional-
plan/regional-transportation-plan/. Accessed March 6, 2018. 

______. 2018 (January). Scoping Notice for the Tahoe South Events Center Project Tahoe Douglas Visitor’s 
Authority, Douglas County, NV. 

Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization and Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 2012a (April). Lake Tahoe 
Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy Draft Environmental Impact 
Report/Environmental Impact Statement. Stateline, Nevada.  

Tahoe Transportation District. 2013. Economic Analysis of the US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization 
Project. Prepared by Economic and Planning Systems, Inc. 

______. 2016 (May). TTD Board Unanimously Approves Set of Commitments for US 50 Community 
Revitalization Project, Press Release. 

______. 2017 (July 14). Tahoe Transportation District/Commission Board Meeting Minutes, July 14, 2017. 

______. 2018. Economic Analysis Update, US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project. Stateline, NV. 
Prepared by Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.  

Tahoe Transportation District, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, Federal Highway Administration-Central 
Federal Lands, Highway Division. 2014 (December) SR 89/Fanny Bridge Community Revitalization 
Project, Draft EIR/EIS/EA. Stateline, Nevada. 

TTD. See Tahoe Transportation District. 

TMPO. See Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization.  

Transportation Research Board. 2010. Highway Capacity Manual 2010. 

http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/regional-transportation-plan/
http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/regional-transportation-plan/
http://www.trpa.org/regional-plan/regional-transportation-plan/


Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses   

 TTD/TRPA/FHWA  
514 US 50/South Shore Community Revitalization Project EIR/EIS/EIS 

TRPA. See Tahoe Regional Planning Agency. 

U.S. Census Bureau. 2015h (December). 2010-2014 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 
File B25004, Vacancy Status.  

 


	Appendix O: Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses
	Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS and Responses
	Format of Comments and Responses
	List of Commenters
	Responses to Comments on the Draft EIR/EIS/EIS
	Master Responses
	Master Response 1: Adequacy of VMT analysis
	Overview of Draft EIR/EIS/EIS Findings Related to VMT
	Within the Scope of the 2012 RTP/SCS Program EIR
	Use of TRPA’s VMT Threshold Standard
	Requests for Localized VMT Analysis
	The RTP/SCS’s List of Projects
	Notice of Tiering from 2012 RTP/SCS EIR/EIS

	Master Response 2: Effects on access to tahoe meadows historic district
	Project Refinements Related to Access to Tahoe Meadows Historic District and the Linear Park
	Project Effects on Vehicle Queuing at the US 50/Lake Road Intersection
	Effects on the Linear Park
	Access to Lodge Road




	Agencies
	Mitigation Measure 3.10-3: Protect functionality of Rocky Point Existing Stormwater Improvements
	Impact 3.4-3: Alter the location, distribution, or growth of the human population for the Region during operation
	Mixed-Use Development including Replacement Housing

	Mitigation Measure 3.5-1: Prepare and implement a Utility Relocation Plan

	Organizations
	Individuals
	Public Hearings
	Letters Received after the Close of the Comment Period
	References


