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1 INTRODUCTION

Consistent with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requirements, this final environmental impact report
(Final EIR) for the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project (Project) has been prepared under
the direction of the Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD), as the lead agency, according to the requirements of the
CEQA (Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations [CCR], Title 14, Section 15000 et seq. [14 CCR Section 15000 et seq.]).

This Final EIR contains responses to comments received on the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and
Expansion Project Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR). The Draft EIR evaluated the environmental impacts
of relocating, expanding, and adaptively reconstructing the historic Schilling residence into a new building, with
construction of associated improvements, including a driveway and parking lot, utilities, landscaping, and outdoor
community areas. The Final EIR consists of the Draft EIR and this document (response to comments document), which
includes comments on the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, and revisions to the Draft EIR.

1.1 OVERVIEW

The Project is located along the northwest shore of Lake Tahoe near Tahoe City in Placer County (see Figure 2-1in
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR). The proposed Project (Site D — Full Project) would relocate recreation and community
uses currently provided at the existing Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge (Existing Lodge) to a new lodge site off Polaris
Road adjacent to the North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe Middle School (see Figure 2-2 in Chapter 2 of the
Draft EIR), approximately 0.65 mile from the Existing Lodge site.

The proposed Project would address existing operational deficiencies relative to circulation and parking, storage, staff
facilities, and community space; better accommodate existing and future recreation demand; and improve the quality of
the recreation user experience. Additionally, the Project would consolidate the existing accessory buildings (primarily
storage) into a single facility, eliminate or minimize spillover parking on adjacent residential streets, and provide more
amenities to serve guests and employees. These improvements would better serve additional recreational opportunities
and community needs, especially in non-winter seasons. With construction of the Project, the Existing Lodge at the
Highlands Community Center building would remain in its current location and continue to TCPUD community needs
and functions. No changes are proposed to the existing Highlands Park trail system or adjacent trails on state property.

1.2 PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS

On June 5, 2020, TCPUD released the Draft EIR for a 50-day public review and comment period. The Draft EIR was
submitted to the State Clearinghouse for distribution to reviewing agencies; posted on the TCPUD website
(https://www.tcpud.org/capital-improvement-projects/tahoe-cross-country-lodge-replacement-and-expansion); and
one paper copy of the document was available outside the administrative office at 221 Fairway Drive in Tahoe City,
California during business hours. A notice of availability of the Draft EIR was published in the Sierra Sun newspaper
on June 5, 2020; submitted to the State Clearinghouse; and distributed to a mailing and email distribution list
maintained, by TCPUD, for the Project.

A public meeting was held on July 17, 2020, to receive input from agencies and the public on the Draft EIR. The public
meeting was recorded as part of the regular TCPUD Board meeting and posted to the TCPUD website. Oral comments
submitted at the public meeting were recorded and are included in Chapter 3, "Responses to Comments,” in this Final EIR.

As a result of these notification efforts, written and oral comments were received from federal and local agencies,
organizations, and individuals on the content of the Draft EIR. Chapter 3, “Responses to Comments,” identifies these
commenting parties, their respective comments, and responses to these comments. None of the comments received,
or the responses provided, constitute “significant new information,” as defined by CEQA standards (State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5).

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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Introduction Ascent Environmental

1.3 PURPOSE OF THIS FINAL EIR

CEQA requires a lead agency that has prepared a Draft EIR to consult with and obtain comments from responsible and
trustee agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, and to provide the public with an opportunity
to comment on the Draft EIR. The Final EIR is the mechanism for responding to these comments. This Final EIR has been
prepared to respond to comments received on the Draft EIR, which are reproduced in this document; and to present
corrections, revisions, and other clarifications to the Draft EIR, including Project clarifications, and revisions made in
response to these comments as a result of the lead agency’s ongoing planning efforts. The Final EIR will inform the
TCPUD Board of Director’s decision regarding whether to approve the proposed Project.

This Final EIR will also be used by CEQA responsible agencies to inform their decisions whether to approve permits or
authorizations over which they have jurisdiction. Responsible agencies include the California Tahoe Conservancy,
Placer County, Tahoe Regional Planning Agency, and Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control Board.

1.4 ORGANIZATION OF THIS EIR

This Final EIR is organized into chapters, as identified and briefly described below.

Chapter 1, Introduction, this chapter, provides the purpose of the Final EIR, summarizes the proposed Project,
provides an overview of the CEQA public review process, and describes the contents of the Final EIR.

Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR, presents revisions to the Draft EIR text made in response to comments, or to
amplify, clarify or make minor modifications or corrections. Changes in the text are signified by strikeeuts where text
is removed and by underline where text is added.

Chapter 3, Responses to Comments, contains a list of all parties who submitted comments on the Draft EIR during the
public review period, copies of all comments received, and responses to the comments.

Chapter 4, References, identifies the documents and individuals used as sources for the analysis in this Final EIR.

Chapter 5, Report Preparers, identifies the preparers of the document.

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This chapter presents revisions to the Draft EIR text made in response to comments, or to amplify, clarify, or make
minor modifications or corrections to information in the Draft EIR. Changes in the text are signified by strikeeut where
text is removed and by underline where text is added. The information contained within this chapter clarifies and
expands on information in the Draft EIR and does not constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation,
in accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5.

2.1 CORRECTIONS AND REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

This section presents specific text changes made to the Draft EIR since its publication and public review. The changes
are presented in the order in which they appear in the original Draft EIR and are identified by the Draft EIR page

number. Text deletions are shown in strikethrough, and text additions are shown in underline. The following revisions
do not change the intent or content of the analysis or effectiveness of mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR.

2.1.1 Revisions to the Executive Summary

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, interchangeable use of the terms Highlands Community Center,
Community Center, and Existing Lodge is clarified. Paragraph 1 on page ES-1 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as
follows:

The project applicant, the Tahoe Cross-Country Ski Education Association (TCCSEA), is proposing the Tahoe
Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project (Project), which repurposes the historic Schilling
rResidence for use as a year-round recreation facility, with adequate size and site amenities to serve existing
and future anticipated public recreation use. With implementation of the Project, the Highlands Park and
Community Center (Community Center or Existing Lodge) would no longer serve as the lodge for the cross-
country ski area; instead, the reconstructed Schilling rResidence would serve that purpose. The Community
Center would be retained in its current located and operated by the Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD).

In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measures 3.5-6a and 3.5-6b are revised to reflect
clarifications to the Project and the difference between development review requirements considered to be part of
the Project and mitigation measures required under CEQA. Table ES-1on page ES-16 in the “Executive Summary”
chapter is revised as shown on in the table on the following pages.

In response to a comment requesting clarification of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1in the Draft EIR, the description of
potential measures that may be used to reduce GHG emissions is revised to expand on the use of carbon offsets
once onsite design features are implemented and to clarify that the Project does not include residential land uses.
Text edits are made to Mitigation Measure 3.7-1in Table ES-1 on pages ES-18 through ES-21 of the Draft EIR as
shown in the table on the following pages.

The impact title for Impact 3.8-3 is revised in Table ES-1in the Draft EIR to clarify that the impact analysis addresses
all operational noise, not just noise generated from events. Minor editorial changes are also included in the impact
summary. Table ES-1 on page ES-22 is revised as shown in the table on the following pages.

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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Significance Significance
Impacts before Mitigation Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant ~ PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = Significant and unavoidable
Impact 3.5-6: Result in an Unmitigated Increase in Daily VMT Proposed Proposed
The proposed Project and Alternative A would both result in increases in daily Project, Project,
VMT. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project or Alternative A would | Alternative A Alternative A
result in a VMT impact, which would be significant. =S = LTS

Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b: Incorporate Design Features and Purchase and
Retire Carbon Offsets to Reduce Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions
to Zero

This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and
Alternative A.

The applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b
identified in Section 3.7, "Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change.”
The applicant shall implement measures to reduce all GHG emissions
associated with construction and operation of the Project to zero as
detailed therein. More detail about measures to reduce construction-
related GHGs, operational GHGs, and the purchase of carbon offsets are
provided in Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1bSeetion-3-7.

2-2
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Revisions to the Draft EIR

Significance Significance
Impacts before Mitigation Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant ~ PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = Significant and unavoidable
37 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
Impact 3.7-1: Project-Generated Emissions of GHGs Proposed |Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a: Incorporate All Feasible Onsite Design Features | Proposed
The proposed Project would result in construction-related GHG emissions Project, |and-Purchase-and-Retire-Carben-Offsets to Reduce Project-Related Project,
totaling 841 MTCO.e/year over a period of up to 4 years and would generate | Alternative A | Greenhouse Gas Emissions te-Zero Alternative A
operational emissions of 316 MTCO,e/year. Alternative A would result in =PS This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and = LTS
construction-related GHG emissions totaling 922 MTCO,e/year over a period Alternative A.
of up to 4 years and would generate operational emissions slightly less than The applicant shall implement all feasible measures to reduce all GHG
what is emitted for the proposed Project. These levels of emissions would not emissions associated with construction and operation of the Project to zero.
be consistent with Mitigation Measure 12-1 identified in the Area Plan EIR/EIS, More-detail-about rreasures-to-reduce construction-related GHGs.
which indicates that projects should achieve a no net increase in GHG serational-GHGs—and-thepurchase-of carbon-offsetsis orovided-below:
emissions to demonstrate consistency with statewide GHG reduction goals. The GHG reductions achieved by the implementation of measures listed
Proposed Project- and Alternative A-generated GHG emissions would be below shall be estimated by a qualified third-party selected by Placer
potentially significant. County as the agency responsible for building permit issuance. All GHG
reduction estimates shall be supported by substantial evidence. Mitigation
measures should be implemented even if it is reasonable that their
implementation would result in a GHG reduction, but a reliable
quantification of the reduction cannot be substantiated. The Project
applicant shall incorporate onsite design measures into the Project and
submit verification to Placer County prior to issuance of building permits.
Many of these measures are identical to, or consistent with, the measures
listed in Appendix B of the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017:B-7 to B-8).
Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions
The applicant shall implement all onsite feasible measures to reduce GHGs
associated with Project construction. Such measures shall include, but are
not limited to the measures in the list below. Many of these measures are
identical to, or consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the
2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017:B-7 to B-8), Appendix F-1 of PCAPCD's CEQA
Thresholds of Significance Justification Report (PCDAPCD 2016), and
measures listed in Mitigation Measure 12-1 of the Placer County Tahoe
Basin Area Plan (TRPA 2017b). The effort to quantify the GHG reductions
shall be fully funded by the applicant.
»  The applicant shall enforce idling time restrictions for construction
vehicles.
Tahoe City Public Utility District
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» The applicant shall increase use of electric-powered construction
equipment including use of existing grid power for electric energy
rather than operating temporary gasoline/diesel powered generators.

» The applicant shall require diesel-powered construction equipment to
be fueled with renewable diesel fuel. The renewable diesel product
that is used shall comply with California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standards
and be certified by the California Air Resources Board Executive
Officer.

»  The applicant shall require that all diesel-powered, off-road
construction equipment shall meet EPA’s Tier 4 emissions standards as
defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 1039 and comply with
the exhaust emission test procedures and provisions of 40 CFR Parts
1065 and 1068.

» The applicant shall implement waste, disposal, and recycling strategies
in accordance with Sections 4.408 and 5.408 of the 2016 California
Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code), or in accordance
with any update to these requirements in future iterations of the
CALGreen Code in place at the time of Project construction.

»  Project construction shall achieve or exceed the enhanced Tier 2
targets for recycling or reusing construction waste of 65 percent for
nonresidential land uses as contained in Sections A5.408 of the
CALGreen Code.

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The applicant shall implement all onsite feasible measures to reduce GHGs
associated with operation of the Project. Such measures shall include but
are not limited to, the measures in the list below. Many of these measures
are identical to, or consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the
2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017:B-7 to B-8), Appendix F-1 of PCAPCD's
Thresholds of Significance Justification Report (PCDAPCD 2016), and
measures listed in Mitigation Measure 12-1 of the Placer County Tahoe
Basin Area Plan (TRPA 2017b). The effort to quantify the GHG reductions
shall be fully funded by the applicant.

»  The applicant shall achieve zero net energy (ZNE) if feasible. Prior to
the issuance of building permits the Project developer or its designee
shall submit a Zero Net Energy Confirmation Report (ZNE Report)
prepared by a qualified building energy efficiency and design
consultant to the county for review and approval. The ZNE Report
shall demonstrate that development within the Project area subject to
application of the California Energy Code has been designed and shall

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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Revisions to the Draft EIR

be constructed to achieve ZNE, as defined by CEC in its 2015
Integrated Energy Policy Report, or otherwise achieve an equivalent
level of energy efficiency, renewable energy generation, or GHG
emissions savings. This measure would differ from the achievement of
zero net electricity because ZNE also concerns onsite consumption of
natural gas.

The applicant shall consult with Liberty Utilities to assess the feasibility
of onsite solar. If it is determined that onsite solar is feasible, the
building shall include rooftop solar photovoltaic systems to supply
electricity to the building.

If onsite solar is determined to be feasible, the applicant shall install
rooftop solar water heaters if room is available after installing
photovoltaic panels.

Any household appliances required to operate the building shall be
electric and certified Energy Star-certified (including dish washers,
fans, and refrigerators, but not including tankless water heaters).

All buildings shall be designed to comply with requirements for water
efficiency and conservation as established in the CALGreen Code.

The applicant shall also provide Level 2 electric vehicle charging
stations at a minimum of 10 percent of parking spaces that the Project.

The applicant shall dedicate onsite parking for shared vehicles.

The applicant shall require gas or propane outlets in private outdoor
areas ofresidentiaHand-uses-for use with outdoor cooking appliances

such as grills if natural gas service or propane service is available.

»  The applicant shall require the installation of electrical outlets on the

exterior walls of both the front and back of proposed lodge to support

the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment.

»  The applicant shall require the use of energy-efficient lighting for all area
lighting.
Notably, the California Air Pollution Officers Associations (CAPCOA)
identifies parking restrictions as a feasible measure to reduce GHG
emissions; however, parking restrictions have not been dismissed as
infeasible onsite mitigation due to existing and projected community
impacts associated with spill-over parking into nearby residential
neighborhoods during peak seasonal periods. Nonetheless, even without
limitations on parking availability, a no net increase in GHG emissions can
be achieved.

CarbonOffsets

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR
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Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b: Purchase Real, Quantifiable, Permanent,
Verifiable, Enforceable, and Additional Carbon Offsets

This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and
Alternative A.

If, following the application of all feasible onsite GHG reduction measures
implemented under Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a, the proposed Project or
Alternative A would continue to generate GHG emissions in exceedance of
a net-zero threshold, the Project applicant shall offset the remaining GHG
emissions before the end of the first full year of Project operation to meet
the net-zero threshold by funding activities that directly reduce or
sequester GHG emissions or by purchasing and retiring carbon credits.

CARB recommends that lead agencies prioritize onsite design features, such
as those listed under Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a, and direct investments in
GHG reductions within the vicinity of a project site to provide potential air
quality and economic co-benefits locally (CARB 2017). While emissions of
GHGs and their contribution to climate change is a global problem,
emissions of air pollutants, which have an adverse localized and regional
impact, are often emitted from similar activities that generate GHG
emissions (i.e., mobile, energy, and area sources). For example, direct
investments in a local building retrofit program could pay for cool roofs,
solar panels, solar water heaters, smart meters, energy efficient lighting,
enerqy efficient appliances, enhanced energy efficient windows, insulation,
and water conservation features for homes within the geographic area of
the Project. Other examples of local direct investments including financing
of regional electric vehicle charging stations, paying for electrification of

2-6
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public school buses, and investing in local urban forests. These types of
investments result in a decrease in GHG emissions to meet the criteria of
being real, quantifiable, permanent, verifiable, enforceable, and additional
consistency with the standards set forth in Health and Safety Code Section
38562, subdivisions (d)(1) and (d)(2). Such credits shall be based on
protocols approved by CARB, consistent with Section 95972 of Title 17 of
the California Code of Regulations, and shall not allow the use of offset
projects originating outside of California, except to the extent that the
quality of the offsets, and their sufficiency under the standards set forth
herein, can be verified by Placer County, TRPA, or Placer County Air
Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). Such credits must be purchased
through one of the following: (i) a CARB-approved registry, such as the
Climate Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and the Verified
Carbon Standard; (i) any registry approved by CARB to act as a registry
under the California Cap and Trade program; or (iii) through the CAPCOA
GHG Rx and PCAPCD.

Prior to issuing building permits for Project development, Placer County
shall confirm that the applicant or its designee has fully offset the Project's
remaining (i.e., after implementation of GHG reduction measures pursuant
to Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a) GHG emissions by relying upon one of the
following compliance options, or a combination thereof:

» demonstration that the Project applicant has directly undertaken or
funded activities that reduce or sequester GHG emissions that are
estimated to result in GHG reduction credits (if such programs are
available), and retire such GHG reduction credits in a quantity equal to
the Project’s remaining GHG emissions;

» demonstration that the applicant shall retire carbon credits issued in
connection with direct investments (if such programs exist at the time of
building permit issuance) in a quantity equal to the Project’s remaining
GHG emissions;

» undertake or fund direct investments (if such programs exist at the time
of building permit issuance) and retire the associated carbon credits in a
quantity equal to the Project’s remaining GHG emissions; or

» if it is impracticable to fully offset the Project’s GHG emissions through
direct investments or quantifiable and verifiable programs do not exist,
the applicant or its designee may purchase and retire carbon credits that
have been issued by a recognized and reputable, accredited carbon
registry in a quantity equal to the Project’s remaining GHG Emissions.

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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Significance Significance
Impacts before Mitigation Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation
NI = No impact LTS = Less than significant ~ PS = Potentially significant S = Significant SU = Significant and unavoidable
Impact 3.8-3: Operational Event-Noise Proposed |Mitigation Measure 3.8-3 Minimize Amplified Sound Proposed
The proposed Project and Alternative A would be similar to what occurs in the Project,  |This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project. Project,
pProject vicinity now. iLong-term increases in noise would be associated with | Alternative A | »  Building design and layout shall be such that any outdoor amplified | Alternative A
outdoor recreational and sporting events at the Schilling Lodge. The increases =S speakers face away from offsite sensitive land uses and = LTS
in noise would not exceed applicable Area Plan noise standards (i.e., 55 dBA oriented/located such that the building structure is between the
CNEL). Use of amplified sound would be required to comply with TCPUD rules receiving land use and the attached speaker. Building design, layout,
and regulations and Placer County noise ordinance for operating hours; and final speaker location shall be identified in final site plans and
however, the use of amplified sound at the Schilling Lodge could result in approved by Placer County before issuance of building permits.
exposure of sensitive receptors to noise levels that exceed the Placer County »  To ensure receiving land uses are not exposed to noise levels that

daytime (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 p.m.) noise standard of 50 dBA Leq for amplified
sound sources. This impact would be significant for the proposed Project and
Alternative A.

>

exceed Placer County daytime noise standards of 50 dBA Leq, outdoor
speakers shall be tuned such that combined noise levels from all
proposed speakers do not exceed 71 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the
source. Sound levels shall be measured in accordance with Placer
County Code Chapter 9.36.040 and proof of acceptable noise levels
shall be provided to Placer County at the time of final building
inspection.

This mitigation measure would apply to Alternative A.

Building design and layout shall be such that any outdoor amplified
speakers face away from offsite sensitive land uses and
oriented/located such that the building structure is between the
receiving land use and the attached speaker. Building design, layout,
and final speaker location shall be identified in final site plans and
approved by Placer County before issuance of building permits.

To ensure receiving land uses are not exposed to noise levels that
exceed Placer County daytime noise standards of 50 dBA Leq, outdoor
speakers shall be tuned such that combined noise levels from all
proposed speakers do not exceed 59 dBA Leq at 50 feet from the
source. Sound levels shall be measured in accordance with Placer
County Code Chapter 9.36.040 and proof of acceptable noise levels
shall be provided to Placer County at the time of final building
inspection.

2-8
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2.1.2 Revisions to Chapter 2 Description of the Proposed Project
and Alternative Evaluated in Detail

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, the interchangeable use of the terms Highlands Community Center,
Community Center, and Existing Lodge is clarified. Paragraph 1 on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

The Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project (Project) has three (3) distinct elements:
(1) to relocate, expand, and adaptively reconstruct the historic Schilling residence into a new building (the
Schilling Lodge), (2) to construct associated improvements, including a driveway and parking lot, utilities,
landscaping, and outdoor community areas, and (3) to relocate the functions and operations of the Tahoe
Cross-Country Ski AreaCenter (Tahoe XC) to a new location. The current location of the Tahoe XC is near the
north shore of Lake Tahoe (see Figure 2-1) at the Highlands Park and Community Center (Community Center or
Existing Lodge), located approximately 0.65 mile from the proposed Project location on a site off Polaris Road.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Section 2.3, “Existing Operations and Facilities,” is revised to clarify the use of
the 500-gallon fuel tank at the Existing Lodge. Paragraph 4 on page 2-3 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

During winter operations, the Existing Lodge amenities include space for ticketing, rentals, retail, waxing skis,
a café, and storage. Existing exterior buildings include a yurt that is used for the Winter Discovery Center and
seven small buildings or structures that provide storage for cross-country ski equipment. Fueling is
conducted at an existing 500-gallon fuel tank at the Highlands Community Center.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, the "Proposed Schilling Lodge” section is revised to clarify the use of a
generator at the Schilling Lodge in the event of power outages. The fifth paragraph on page 2-7 is revised to read
as follows:

Unlike the Existing Lodge, the Schilling Lodge would have space dedicated for public lockers, public showers,
staff administrative functions, first aid, a team room, and a garage (see Figure 2-3). The Schilling Lodge
would have space dedicated for public meetings; whereas, the Existing Lodge relies on the yurt for public
meetings. The increase in space at the Schilling Lodge would be accommodated by the repurposed Schilling
residence, an addition to the building, and a basement. A visual representation of the Schilling Lodge facility
is shown in Figure 2-4 below. A generator would be installed at the Schilling Lodge that could be used in the
event of a power outage.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Section 2.5.1, “Project Characteristics,” is revised to clarify the Project’s
intent to use a gas fireplace and not allow wood burning at the Schilling Lodge. Paragraph 4 on page 2-10 of the
Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Main Level

The Project utilizes the high design values of the historic Shilling residence as the main public area of the
Schilling Lodge. This space would house the primary social spaces proposed, including a lounge, small
meeting space and café kitchen in repurposed rooms such as the living room, dining room, and former
kitchen. The main level would also support spaces such as restrooms, ticket counter and retail space. The
proposed arrangement of these spaces, locating the ticket and café counters near each other, allows for
reduced staff, improved internal circulation between use areas, and a more efficient operation compared to
the current facility. The original fireplace would be retained but would be repurposed as a gas fireplace and
would not be wood burning. If use of the outdoor fireplace would occur then it would also operate as a gas
fireplace and would not be wood burning.

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 2-9



Revisions to the Draft EIR

Ascent Environmental

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, the description of the proposed Project is refined to more clearly define
the Project and the roadway frontage improvements that would be required as part of the Project. A new paragraph
is added after the third full paragraph (“Parking” section) under Section 2.5.1, “Project Characteristics,” on page 2-11 of

the Draft EIR as follows:

ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

As required by the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Implementing Regulations (Section 3.06), roadway

improvements along the proposed Project site parcel frontage at Polaris Road or along the Alternative A site

parcel frontage at Country Club Drive would be constructed consistent with the Placer County Design Standards

and Guidelines. For the proposed Project, the improvements along the parcel frontage at Polaris Road would

include the construction/reconstruction of a 16-foot paved section from the existing centerline to a Traffic Index of

6.0 plus curb, gutter, and a 6-foot wide sidewalk. Traffic Index is used to determine necessary pavement thickness.

For Alternative A, the improvements along the parcel frontage at Country Club Drive would include the

construction/reconstruction of an 11-foot paved section from the existing centerline to a Traffic Index of 6.0 plus

curb, gutter, and a 6-foot wide sidewalk.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Table 2-2 is revised to clarify the tree removal estimate for the Project and

the proposed amount of bicycle parking by expressing the bicycle parking in bike spaces instead of bike racks.
Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Table 2-2 Site Development Features
Proposed
[tem Description Existing Conditions Project Alternative A
(Site D)

100 total 100 total

46 total spaces parking spaces® | parking spaces
(approx. 16,820 sq. ft.)

Proposed parking would meet the (59,7995q. ft) | (49,446 sq. ft)

Parking typical need and avoid overflow street 2 disabled 4 disabled 4 disabled

parking in the neighborhood

parking spaces

parking spaces

parking spaces

2 bus parking

2 bus parking

0 spaces spaces
Dnvevx@y and walkway to gllow shared 60 — 70 linear
School Connector parking; locked gate during school NA foet NA
hours for security purposes
Patio For external gathering with picnic 1345 sq ft 6808 sq. ft 6.808 sq. ft
tables and outdoor grill and sink ' - ' a- T ' a1
Kinder Sled Storage Protected external storage Along by||d|ﬂg in 80 sq. ft 80 sq. ft
to prevent damage parking lot
Walkways ADA accessible N/A N/A N/A
2-racks 2-racks
. New bike racks would be provided to Minimum 615 | Minimum of 10
Bike Racks . . 0 short-term short-term
allow for more secure bike parking . . . .
bicycle parking | bicycle parking
spaces spaces
Existing structure moved to a
Yurt new site to meet ADA standards 706 sq. ft. 706 sq. ft. 706 sq. ft.
The new facilities Total NA 183 79
Trees to be Removed? would require Trees
tree removal NA B /

> 30 inches dbh
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Table 2-2 Site Development Features
Proposed
ltem Description Existing Conditions Project Alternative A
(Site D)

76,455 sq. ft. for the
Alternative A site
12,334 sq. ft. for the
proposed Project site*

Includes asphalt, building,
New Land Coverage walkways/concrete, and
miscellaneous utility needs.

81,593 sq. ft.° 67,619 sq. ft.°

Site grading and excavation for the

Site parking lot, driveway, and basement; 3,728 cu.yd. 3,446 cu.yd
Grading/Excavation excavated material to be hauled off NA cut/ at
9 o 1785 cu. yd. fil | 1,723 cu. yd. fill

Notes: cu. yd. = cubic yards; sq. ft. = square feet; dbh = diameter at breast height, NA = not applicable; N/A = not available

T During the parking surveys conducted for the Transportation Impact Analysis (see Appendix D), 51 cars were observed to be
parked in the parking lot. Additional offsite wintertime parking is allowed under permit from Placer County, which typically
accommodates up to 50 vehicles.

2 Under the proposed Project, because the 46 parking spaces at the Highlands Community Center would be retained, the total
amount of parking spaces that would be available at the Schilling Lodge and the Highlands Community Center would be 146
parking spaces.

3 Tree removal impacts are discussed in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” These tree removal estimates are based on preliminary
Project design and the number of trees to be removed would be refined throughout the Project approval and permitting process.

4 This amount of coverage for the Existing Conditions is the existing coverage and does not include any new coverage. Existing
coverage includes compacted soil areas on trails and impervious surfaces as shown by the 2010 TRPA LiDAR data within the land
capability districts and on the parcels in which construction for the proposed Project or Alternative A.

e}

The Project components contributing to land coverage for the proposed Project are detailed in Table 3.9-4 in Section 3.9,
"Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage.”

The Project components contributing to land coverage for Alternative A are detailed in Table 3.9-5 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils,
Land Capability, and Coverage.”

Source: Compiled by TCCSEA in 2018

o

In response to comments and coordination with Placer County regarding applicability of Area Plan EIR/EIS mitigation
measures, new text is added to Section 2.5.2, "Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Mitigation Measures,” beginning
on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR as follows:

2.5.2 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Mitigation Measures

The Area Plan is a joint TRPA/Placer County plan, adopted in 2016 by the Placer County Board of Supervisors
and in 2017 by the TRPA Governing Board. The plan incorporates TRPA goals and regulations but also
includes additional land use regulations to implement and achieve the environmental improvement and
redevelopment goals of the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan and the TRPA/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning
Organization Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy while also addressing local
goals. A full scope environmental impact report/environmental impact statement (EIR/EIS) was prepared for
the Area Plan, and because the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project is located
within the Area Plan boundaries, it is required to comply with its policies and implementing regulations. The
Project is alse-required to_contribute to implementation of the Area Plan EIR/EIS mitigation measures that
were developed aspart-ofthe-EIR/EIS to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potentially significant and significant
environmental effects. Applicable mitigation measures identified in the Area Plan EIR/EIS that would be
implemented as part of the Project are limited to the following to address issues related to transportation, air
quality, and greenhouse gas emissions:

» Mitigation Measure 10-1b: Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to Fund Expansion of Transit

Capacity. The Project would develop a transit zone of benefit County-Service-Area~Zone-ofBenefit during

the County’s development review process.
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» Mitigation Measure 10-1c: Payment of Traffic Mitigation Fees to Placer County. The Project applicant
would be required to pay traffic mitigation fees during the County’s development review process.

» Mitigation Measure 10-1d: Expand Requirements for Transportation Demand Management Plans.

» Mitigation Measure 10-5: Create a Transit Service Expansion Funding Source Pursuant to Mitigation
Measure 10-1b. This mitigation measure requires implementation of Area Plan EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure 10-1b, which is listed above.

» Mitigation Measure 11-2a: Reduce Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions of Reactive Organic
Gases (ROG), Oxides of Nitrogen (NOy), and Respirable Particulate Matter with Aerodynamic Diameter of
10 Micrometers or Less (PMyg). The potential short-term construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOy,
and PMyo from the Project are assessed in Impact 3.6-1in Section 3.6, "Air Quality.”

» Mitigation Measure 11-5: Reduce Short-Term Construction-Generated Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC)
Emissions. The potential short-term construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOy, and PMyo from the
Project are assessed in Impact 3.6-4 in Section 3.6, “Air Quality.”

» Mitigation Measure 12-1: Implement All Feasible Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures to Achieve No Net
Increase in Emissions. The requirements of this mitigation measure are incorporated into Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1a.

In response to updated estimates provided by the applicant and as a result of the duration of the environmental
review period as well as anticipated permits and approvals, the estimated timing for construction to begin on the
Project is updated in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. The first paragraph under Section 2.5.3, “Construction Schedule and
Activities,” on page 2-22 is updated as follows:

2.5.3 Construction Schedule and Activities

Groundbreaking for the proposed Project is anticipated to begin in spring-20212022 with completion of the
Project anticipated by-spring-2023in 2024. Site utilities and the parking lot weuld-are estimated to be
completed by fall 20220¢cteber2021. Completion of the Schilling Lodge and all associated improvements
such as installing furniture, art, artifacts, donor plaque, and equipment would occur in 2024May-2023, with
an opening planned for 2024June-2023. Any necessary site revegetation and trail connections needed to
connect the Schilling Lodge to existing trails would be completed during summer 20242623. In the early
Project planning stages, Project construction was anticipated to potentially occur over up to four
construction seasons; however, it is likelypossible that Project construction could occur in as few as 2 years.

An editorial change is made to the “TCPUD-Conservancy Land Exchange” section in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR to
correct a typographical error in the parcel numbers on which the proposed Project is located. The fourth paragraph
on page 2-16 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

The Highlands Properties, currently owned by the Conservancy, comprise three parcels, totaling about

15.3 acres. Figure 2-5 shows the location of the Highlands Properties parcels relative to the proposed Project
at Site D and the Alternative A site. The first parcel, APN 093-160-058, is located at the westerly terminus of
Cedarwood Drive and is approximately 3 acres. The remaining two parcels, APNs 093-160-064 and -028, are
located north of Polaris Road and east of North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe School. APN 093-160-
064093-190-064 is about 12 acres and APN 093-160-028093-190-028 is about 0.3 acre. The Highlands
Properties are adjacent to the TCPUD 45-acre Highlands Park and Community Center property. The proposed
Project would be constructed on 5.2 acres, including a portion of APN 093-160-064. While the land exchange
would support implementation of the proposed Project, it would also create single ownership of the
underlying property associated with the existing TCPUD integrated trail system operated by TCCSEA. It would
also provide direct connection between the trail system and the school, which would create optimal land
management efficiencies for TCPUD irrespective of the final location and/or approval of the proposed
Schilling Lodge.

2-12

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR



Ascent Environmental Revisions to the Draft EIR

An editorial change is made to the first paragraph under Section 2.6.1, “Proposed Project (Site D — Full Project),” to correct
the punctuation around the in-text citation as follows:

2.6.1 Proposed Project (Site D - Full Project)

The proposed Project site is 5.2 acres of land off of Polaris Road, adjacent to North Tahoe High School at an
elevation of 6,636 feet above mean sea level (msl). The proposed Project would site the Schilling Lodge and
parking lot 370 feet from the nearest resident (see Figure 2-2). The location of this site would also place the
lodge adjacent to beginner terrain, which would improve access for beginning skiers. This site is located in
the North Tahoe High School Subdistrict and zoned for recreation in the Area Plan; the proposed Project site
also has a land use designation of Recreation in the Area Plan and the TRPA Regional Plan (Placer County
and TRPA 2017, TRPA 2018).

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the “"Highlands Community Center” section is revised to clarify that
TCPUD would be in control of booking community use of or events at the Highlands Community Center. The last
paragraph on page 2-24 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Where feasible and possible, requests for use of the Existing Lodge community space would be directed to
TCCSEA for primary consideration to access and use the Schilling Lodge. In instances where the Schilling
Lodge is not available, the Highlands Community Center could be made available to the community, but
only under the number and type of requests as described in Table 2-5. TCPUD would be in control of any
community use of or events at the Highlands Community Center. These uses could include community
meetings, recreation classes, special events, multi-purpose room, fundraisers, and would comply with the
current patron capacity of the building and parking lot. While community use of the Highlands Community
Center would be considered secondary to the Schilling Lodge, other specific future TCPUD uses that would
be a change from proposed and existing uses are unknown at this time and are therefore not considered
part of this Project. Over time, TCPUD would assess improvement needs, such as rehabilitation or upgrades,
but would continue to use the Highlands Community Center in a manner consistent with TCPUD public
facilities. Cross-country skiers, hikers, trail runners, and mountain bikers could continue to park at the
Highlands Community Center and access nearby trails from that location. TCPUD would staff the Highlands
Community Center only as needed.

2.1.3 Revisions to Section 3.1 Approach to the Environmental
Analysis

In Section 3.1, “Approach to the Environmental Analysis,” the description in the text related to significant-and-
unavoidable impacts that may occur on page 3-2 of the Draft EIR is revised to correct the State CEQA Guidelines
reference as follows:

This subsection also describes whether mitigation measures would reduce Project impacts to less-than-
significant levels. Significant-and-unavoidable impacts are identified as appropriate in accordance with State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2(cb). Significant-and-unavoidable impacts are also summarized in Chapter 5,
"Other CEQA-Mandated Sections.”

In response to comments and to clarify current understanding of the Dollar Creek Crossing project as a cumulative
project, the description of the Dollar Creek Crossing project in the third column of the ninth row in Table 3.1-2 on
page 3-5 in the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Placer County is in the preliminary planning stages with a developer for an affordable housing project at this
site. Because of the nature of the project in its early planning stages, a preliminary estimate of the number of
multi-family residential units that would be allowed for these parcels was calculated using the density limits
in the Area Plan and the parcel area; it is estimated that the development could include up to 214 residential
units that would primarily be multi-family units with a few single-family units. This estimated does not
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account for site constraints or other considerations that could ultimately reduce the number of residential
units. Additionally, it is possible that, once submitted, the project application would propose a mix of multi-
family and single-family residential units and community spacecemwereial. As of January 2020, the low end
estimate of residential units is 174 and the upper limit estimate is 204. Two of the options propose access to
the site from SR 28 and Fabian Way. One option proposes access to the site from SR 28, Fabian Way, and

Village Road. Atth e assumed-that vehicle access to-the proje e-would-be provided-on-Fabia
Way-and-State Route{SR)-28-

2.1.4 Revisions to Section 3.2 Effects Not Found to be Significant

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the analysis of impacts on the visual character or quality of the site is
clarified as it relates to tree removal for the proposed Project and Alternative A. A new paragraph is added after the
third paragraph on page 3-7 as follows:

The nearest residence to the proposed Project site is located 370 feet south of the Schilling Lodge and parking
lot. The proposed Project would only remove trees within the footprint of the Schilling Lodge, driveway and
parking lot, and trees in the surrounding forest (including within the viewing distance between nearby
residences and the parking lot) that would provide screening would be retained. The number of trees that
could be removed by either the proposed Project or Alternative A are identified in Table 2-2 on page 2-12 in
Chapter 2, "Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR. Figure 2-5
on page 2-17 in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR shows an aerial photo of the existing forest, adjacent school, and
nearby residences along with an overlay of the Schilling Lodge, parking lot, and driveway. As seen in the aerial
photo, many trees are located between those facilities included in the proposed Project and the nearest
residences. The presence of these trees between the Schilling Lodge facilities and nearby residences would limit
and screen views of those facilities. Impacts related specifically to tree removal are detailed under Impact 3.3-2
beginning on page 3.3-17 in Section 3.3, "Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Although trees would be
removed to construct the proposed Project, nearby residents would continue to have views of the forest that
would limit their view of the Schilling Lodge and would retain the visual character of the forested area.

To address editorial issues, the fourth paragraph on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Because the proposed Project and Alternative A would be designed to blend with the natural setting and be
compatible within the context of the-both sites and the surroundings in compliance with applicable regulations,
neither would degrade the existing visual character or quality of the-either site nor their surroundings.
Additionally, the proposed Project and Alternative A would be consistent with the height and design standards
required by the Area Plan or the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program or Design Review Guidelines.

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” is revised to clarify the
existing use and planned continued use of a 500-gallon fuel tank. The last paragraph on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR is
revised to read as follows:

During operation of the Schilling Lodge, future use and storage of hazardous materials would include
fertilizers and pesticides typically used for landscaping and household cleaners that would be used for
routine maintenance and would be similar to those used under existing conditions. Hazardous materials
similar to those used during construction could also be used periodically as part of operation, maintenance,
and repair of infrastructure, equipment, and facilities. Winter operations would also continue to conduct
limited refueling for onsite equipment at the proposed Project site or Alternative A site consistent with
existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed Project, the existing 500-gallon fuel tank at the
Highlands Community Center would be moved to the proposed Project site and its use would continue to
comply with the existing permit through the Placer County Air Pollution District (McNair, pers. comm., 2020).
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In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” is revised to clarify the
NESHAP requirements that would apply to demolition of the Existing Lodge under Alternative A. Paragraph 2 on
page 3-10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Federal and state regulations govern the renovation and demolition of structures where materials containing
lead and asbestos could be present. Asbestos and lead abatement must be performed and monitored by
contractors with appropriate certifications from the California Department of Health Services. Demolition of
any building, such as demolition of the Existing Lodge under Alternative A, that could contain asbestos
(based on the age of the building) would be regulated as an Asbestos National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) Regulated Facility. An Asbestos NESHAP Regulated Facility is subject to a
thorough asbestos inspection of the facility and testing of materials to determine whether asbestos is present
that must be conducted by a California Occupational Safety and Health Administration- (Cal/OSHA-) certified
asbestos consultant (Cal/OSHA regulations, California Labor Code, Sections 9021.5 through 9021.8).
Demolition projects require a NESHAP Notification even if there is found to be no asbestos present after
testing. Section 1532.1 in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations addresses construction work where an
employee may be occupationally exposed to lead. An advisory note shall be included on improvement plans
for Alternative A identifying applicable NESHAP requirements, including requirements related to surveying
for asbestos, notifications, and removal of asbestos. In compliance with Cal/OSHA regulations, surveys for
indicators of lead-based coatings, and flakes in soil, would be conducted before demolition of the Existing
Lodge under Alternative A to further characterize the presence of lead on the Alternative A site. Loose or
peeling paint may be classified as a hazardous waste if concentrations exceed total threshold limits.
Cal/OSHA regulations require air monitoring, special work practices, and respiratory protection during
demolition and paint removal where even small amounts of lead have been detected. Agency notification
and compliance with California Department of Health Services and Cal/OSHA regulations would require that
the presence of these materials be verified and remediated, which would eliminate potential health risks
associated with exposure to asbestos or lead during building demolition associated with Alternative A. For
this reason, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.

2.1.5 Revisions to Section 3.3 Biological Resources

In response to comments and to clarify potential cumulative biological resources impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing
project, the cumulative impact analysis on pages 3.3-26 and 3.3-27 in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft
EIR is revised as follows:

The primary biological resource issues relevant to cumulative impacts, where the proposed Project or
Alternative A have the potential to contribute to impacts generated by other projects, are effects related to
special-status plant species (Impact 3.3-1), tree removal (Impact 3.3-2), invasive plant species (Impact 3.3-3),
and wildlife movement (Impact 3.3-4). Past projects and activities have resulted in the decline of some native
plant populations and rarity of some species, and the introduction and spread of various noxious weeds and
other invasive plant species in the Project region, resulting in habitat degradation and other adverse effects
on biological resources. The current presence and spread of noxious weeds and invasive species in the
Project region, and the decline of some native plant populations and species, are considered significant
cumulative impacts. The significance level of existing cumulative effects related to tree removal and wildlife
movement generally in the Tahoe region is less clear. Existing and foreseeable future projects have the
potential to continue these trends, although current policies, regulations, and programs currently minimize
the potential for the further spread of noxious weeds and invasive species and loss of rare or special-status
plants. For example, the Dollar Creek Crossing project is proposed on 11.5 acres of undeveloped land near
the proposed Project and Alternative A sites. The proposed Dollar Creek Crossing project is located adjacent
to residential development, neighborhood roads, and SR 28 and a portion of the site has been previously
disturbed. However, the site may provide opportunities for wildlife movement and construction of the project
could disturb wildlife movement in the area. While the Dollar Creek Crossing project may result in preserving
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60 percent of the site for open space, construction activities would still result in tree removal and have the
potential to adversely affect special-status plant species and cause the spread of invasive plant species.

Implementation of either the proposed Project or Alternative A would remove native trees and other
vegetation, and could potentially cause disturbance or loss of special-status plants if they are present on the
proposed Project site, establishment or spread of invasive plants, and disturbances to wildlife movement.
However, natural vegetation types on the proposed Project and Alternative A sites (i.e., Sierran mixed conifer
and perennial grassland) are fragmented and highly disturbed; and the quality of habitat for native species is
limited by existing disturbances and degradation from residential, recreation, and commercial uses on and
near either site; adjacent roads; and associated edge effects. As described in detail for Impacts 3.3-1, 3.3-2,
3.3-3, and 3.3-4, direct or indirect effects on these biological resources as a result of the proposed Project or
Alternative A would be relatively minor. Additionally, with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-1,
potential disturbances or loss of special-status plants would be avoided, minimized, or compensated for.
With implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.3-3, invasive plant management practices would be
implemented during Project construction and the inadvertent introduction and spread of invasive from
Project construction would be prevented.

The proposed Project or Alternative A, when combined with past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future
projects, including the Dollar Creek Crossing project, would not substantially affect the distribution, breeding
productivity, population viability, or the regional population of any common or special-status species; or
cause a change in species diversity locally or regionally. Additionally, Project implementation, would not
threaten, regionally eliminate, or contribute to a substantial reduction in the distribution or abundance of any
native habitat type in the Tahoe region. Therefore, the Project would not have a considerable contribution to
any significant cumulative impact related to biological resources.

2.1.6 Revisions to Section 3.4 Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal

Cultural Resources

In response to a comment about clarifying the correct name of the Highlands neighborhood, Impact 3.4-1is revised.
Paragraph 3 on page 3.4-14 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

The Schilling Rresidence has been evaluated as eligible as a historic resource under Section 67.6 of the TRPA
Code and as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C related to its architectural character and
construction type. The Project proposes to relocate the residence from its original location in Tahoma,
adjacent to Rubicon Bay, to the Highlands Parkresidential neighborhood on lands designated for recreation.

In response to comments and to clarify potential cumulative cultural resources impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing
project, the fifth paragraph on page 3.4-19 in Section 3.4, “Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources,” is
revised as follows:

No known unique archaeological resources, TCRs, or human remains are located within the boundaries of
the proposed Project site or Alternative A site; nonetheless, Project-related earth-disturbing activities could
damage undiscovered archaeological resources, TCRs, or human remains. Like the proposed Project and
Alternative A and other projects listed in Table 3-1, ground-disturbing activities for the Dollar Creek Crossing
project could result in discovery or damage of as-yet undiscovered archaeological resources or uncover or
destroy previously unknown archaeological resources with ethnic or cultural values. The proposed Project or
Alternative A, in combination with other development in the region, such as the Dollar Creek Crossing
project, could contribute to ongoing substantial adverse changes in the significance of unique archaeological
resources resulting from urban development and conversion of natural lands. Cumulative development could
result in potentially significant archaeological resource impacts.
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2.1.7 Revisions to Section 3.5 Transportation

In response to comments and coordination with Placer County regarding applicability of Area Plan EIR/EIS mitigation
measures, new text is added on page 3.5-4 of the Draft EIR as follows:

The environmental document prepared for the Area Plan (i.e., the-PlacerCountyTahoe Basin-AreaPlan-and
Tahoe City-Lodge Project EIR/EIS{Area Plan EIR/EIS}) identified plan-level mitigation that would apply to all

new construction located within the Area Plan boundaries. Placer County and TRPA developed mitigation
measures to address transportation impacts of the Area Plan. Mitigation Measures 10-1b, 10-1c, and-10-1d,
and 10-5 are shown below, would apply to the Project, and would be implemented during the Placer County
development review process, which is described in Section 2.5.2, "Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan
Mitigation Measures,” in Chapter 2, "Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail” (Placer County
and TRPA 2016):

Mitigation Measure 10-1b: Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to fund expansion of transit
capacity

The key constraint to expanding transit capacity is the availability of ongoing transit operating subsidy
funding, as discussed in the recently completed System Plan Update for the Tahoe Truckee Area Regional
Transit in Eastern Placer County (LSC 2016). While the proposed Area Plan includes Policy T-P-22 (“Secure
adequate funding for transit services so that transit is a viable transportation alternative”), it does not identify
a specific mechanism to assure expansion of transit services to address increased peak demand. To provide
an ongoing source of operating funding as well as transit bus seating capacity, Placer County shall establish
one or more County Service Area Zones of Benefit encompassing the developable portions of the Plan area.
Ongoing annual fees would be identified to fund expansion of transit capacity as necessary to expand
seating capacity to accommodate typical peak-period passenger loads. At a minimum, this would consist of
four additional vehicle-hours of transit service per day throughout the winter season on each of the following
three routes: North Shore (North Stateline to Tahoe City), SR 89 (Tahoe City to Squaw Valley), and SR 267
(North Stateline to Northstar), as well as the expansion of transit fleet necessary to operate this additional
service. Fees would be assessed on all future land uses that generate an increased demand for transit
services, including residential, lodging, commercial, civic, and recreational land uses.

Mitigation Measure 10-1c: Payment of Traffic Mitigation Fees to Placer County

Prior to issuance of any Placer County Building Permits, projects within the Area Plan shall be subject to the
payment of established Placer County traffic impact fees that are in effect in this area, pursuant to applicable
county Ordinances and Resolutions. Traffic mitigation fees shall be required and shall be paid to the Placer
County Department of Public Works and Facilities subject to the County Wide Traffic Limitation Zone:

Article 15.28.010, Placer County Code. The fees will be calculated using the information supplied. If the use or
the square footage changes, then the fees will change. The actual fees paid will be those in effect at the time
the payment occurs.

Mitigation Measure 10-1d: Expand Requirements for Transportation Demand Management Plans

To reduce peak-period vehicle trips and improve LOS, future development project proposals which will
employ between 20 and 100 employees and/or include tourist accommodation or recreational uses will be
required to submit to Placer County a Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM) upon Development
Review. The current threshold for preparation of a TDM or Employee Transportation Plan (TRPA Code
Section 65.5.2.B) and compliance with the Placer County Trip Reduction Ordinance (Placer County

Code Section 10.20) is 100 or more employees in a single location which applies to a very limited number of
sites in the Plan area. This existing requirement also does not address trips that are generated from sources
other than employee commutes, and in the Plan area, a large proportion of peak period trips are the result
of tourist or visitor trips rather than employee trips.
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Development of the expanded requirements for TDM plans will consider trip sources and characteristics in
the Plan area during peak periods. This mitigation measure will expand the requirements for TDM plans with
criteria that would require some employers with fewer than 100 employees to prepare such plans and
implement through project mitigation for LOS impacts.

A menu of measures that could be included in TDM plans is provided in TRPA Code Section 65.5.3 and
Placer County Code Section 10.20. These measures include but are not limited to:

» Preferential carpool/vanpool parking;
» Shuttle bus program;

» Transit pass subsidies;

» Paid parking; and

» Direct contributions to transit service.

Mitigation Measure 10-5: Create a transit service expansion funding source pursuant to Mitigation
Measure 10-1b.

This impact would be minimized through the implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-1b described under
Impact 10-1, above. This same mitigation measure would be required to address this impact.

To correct a grammatical error in the text of Impact 3.5-4, the third full paragraph on page 3.5-25 of the Draft EIR is
revised as follows:

Tahoe XC is hosts to several large annual athletic events, which are generally limited to two or three per
season and not more than seven per year. These events can draw an attendance of up to approximately
250 people, including participants, organizers, volunteers, and spectators. In addition to these large athletic
events, up to two premier events (e.g., the Great Ski Race) would occur at the site each year, which can draw
an attendance of up to about 500 people. The premier events already occur at the Existing Lodge, and no
new premiere events would occur as a result of Project implementation.

In response to comments received on the Draft EIR, the VMT impact analysis under Impact 3.5-6 and associated
mitigation measures are revised to more clearly define the Project and the difference between development review
requirements considered to be part of the Project and mitigation measures required under CEQA. A new paragraph
is added after the third full paragraph on page 3.5-29 of the Draft EIR as follows:

Impact 3.5-6: Result in an Unmitigated Increase in Daily VMT

The proposed Project and Alternative A would both result in increases in daily VMT. Therefore, implementation
of the proposed Project or Alternative A would result in a VMT impact, which would be significant.

The effect of the proposed Project and Alternative A on VMT depends on the origin and destination of
vehicles traveling to and from the respective sites. Project-generated VMT within the Tahoe Basin was
determined based on Project trip generation and distribution to and from the various portions of the Tahoe
Basin. The change in VMT resulting from implementation of the Project is estimated based upon the net
increase in regional vehicle trips generated by the Project multiplied by the average trip distance to each
area. The calculated VMT are presented in Table 3.5-11.

The proposed Project and Alternative A would both be required to implement a TDM plan as part of the
development review process to ensure consistency with Area Plan Policy T-P-12. A menu of measures that
could be included in the TDM plan is provided in TRPA Code Section 65.5.3 and Placer County Code
Section 10.20. The individual measures that would be included as part of the plan are not known at this time;
thus, to ensure a conservative analysis, the VMT analysis does not apply any trip reductions associated with
implementation of the required TDM plan.
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As shown in Table 3.5-11, the proposed Project and Alternative A are estimated to generate an increase of
approximately 1,140 VMT and 973 VMT, respectively, over the course of a peak summer day relative to
existing conditions.

Proposed Project

The proposed Project is estimated to generate approximately 1,140 VMT over the course of a peak summer day
relative to existing conditions. Unmitigated operational emissions of GHGs generated by automobile travel to
and from the proposed Project site were modeled and shown in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Climate Change,” to demonstrate the net difference in operational activity between baseline conditions and
the proposed Project. The Project would result in an increase in daily VMT to the proposed Project site; and
thus, as detailed in Section 3.7, "Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” would not be consistent with
the regional goal of reducing VMT. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would result in an
increase in VMT; and thus, this impact would be significant.

Page 3.5-311in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measures

»— Direct contributions-to-transit service:

Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b: Incorporate Design Features and Purchase and Retire Carbon Offsets to Reduce
Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions to Zero

This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and Alternative A.

The applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b identified in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Climate Change.” The applicant shall implement measures to reduce all GHG emissions
associated with construction and operation of the Project to zero_as detailed therein. More detail about
measures to reduce construction-related GHGs, operational GHGs, and the purchase of carbon offsets are
provided in Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1bSection-3-7.

Significance after Mitigation

e applicant would be required to prepare and
implement a TDM plan as part of the Countv develooment review process to reduce pProject-generated daily
VMT to the maximum degree feasible Additionally, implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b requires the
applicant to implement Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b that are cross-referenced here and detailed in
Section 3.7, "Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” which require the proposed Project and
Alternative A to implement measures to reduce all GHG emissions associated with construction and operation
to fully mitigate GHG emissions, which includes offsetting any unmitigated GHG emissions to zero by
purchasing carbon offsets. As detailed above, when evaluating VMT impacts of a project TRPA also considers
the corresponding GHG emissions. Therefore, the TDM plan would reduce VMT to the extent feasible as part of
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the Project and all remaining GHG emissions would be reduced to zero with implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.5-6. For these reasons, the proposed Project and Alternative A would not result in an unmitigated
increase in daily VMT and this impact would be reduced to less than significant.

In response to comments and to clarify potential cumulative transportation impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing
project, the description of the Dollar Creek Crossing project in the third bullet starting on page 3.5-31 of the Draft EIR
is revised as follows:

The potential Dollar Creek Crossing project is located in the northeast corner of the SR 28/Fabian Way
intersection. As this project is in the early planning stages, the specific details regarding the proposed land
uses and site access were not available at the time of completion of the traffic modeling. Thus, a preliminary
estimate of 169 new multi-family residential units was assumed to be constructed, with 50 percent of the
vehicle trips to and from the site accessing the property via a driveway on SR 28 and the other 50 percent
assumed to access the site via a potential new driveway on Fabian Way. Standard Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE) trip generation rates were used to estimate the trip generation for the 169 units. As of May
2019, the Dollar Creek Crossing project proponents indicated that the project could include up to 214
residential units, which would almost entirely be multi-family residential units and a few single-family
residential units. As of January 2020, the low end estimate of residential units is 174 and the upper limit
estimate is 204. The difference between the modeled number of residential units and the most recent
available greater numbers of residential units presented in May 2019 and January 2020, is are not anticipated
to result in a substantial change in the cumulative traffic analysis such that there would be a change in the
impact conclusions discussed below.

2.1.8 Revisions to Section 3.6 Air Quality

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, Table 3.6-1 on page 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR is revised to show the current
carbon monoxide standard for the Lake Tahoe region. Table 3.6-1 on page 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Table 3.6-1 National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards

- NAAQS?
Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS'? -
Primary>* Secondary®®
1-hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?) - _
Ozone Same as primary standard
8-hour 0.070 ppm (137 ug/m?) | 0.070 ppm (147 ug/m?®)
Carbon monoxide T-hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m’) 35 ppm (40 mg/m’) .
Same as primary standard
(€O 8-hour 6 ppm* ¢ (19 7 mg/md) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?)
Nitrogen dioxide Annual arithmetic mean | 0.030 ppm (57 pg/m?) 53 ppb (100 pg/m?3) Same as primary standard
(NO2) 1-hour 0.18 ppm (339 ug/m?) 100 ppb (188 ug/m?) —
24-hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m3) — —
Sulfur dioxide (SO2) 3-hour — — 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m’)
1-hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m3) 75 ppb (196 pg/m3) —
Respirable Annual arithmetic mean 20 pug/m? —
particulate matter Same as primary standard
24-hour 50 ug/m3 150 pg/m?
(PMp)
Fine particulate Annual arithmetic mean 12 ug/m3 12.0 pg/m? 15.0 pg/m?
matter (PMzs) 24-hour — 35 pug/m? Same as primary standard
Calendar quarter — 1.5 ug/m? Same as primary standard
Lead 30-Day average 1.5 ug/m? — —
Rolling 3-Month Average - 0.15 pg/m? Same as primary standard
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Table 3.6-1 National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS'2 et
Primary®4 | Secondary®
Hydrogen sulfide 1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/m?)
Sulfates 24-hour 25 pg/m3 No
Vinyl chloride’ 24-hour 0.01 ppm (26 pg/m?) national
;/;Srit?llti}étr:i:f:e% 8-hour Extinction of 0.23 per km sancares

Notes: CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards, NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards, ug/m? = micrograms per
cubic meter; km = kilometers; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million

1

California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, SOz (1- and 24-hour), NO, particulate matter, and visibility reducing particles are
values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed
in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based on a reference
temperature of 25 degrees Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a
reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant
per mole of gas.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means) are not
to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year,
averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. The PMio 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number
of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m? is equal to or less than one. The PMz;s 24-hour
standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard.
Contact the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for further clarification and current federal policies.

National primary standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.
National secondary standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a
pollutant.

The California ambient air quality standards are 9 parts per million; however, in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, this standard is 6 parts per
million (7 mg/m?). CARB established this more stringent standard in 1976 based on the Lake Tahoe Basin's elevation and associated
thinner air.

The California Air Resources Board has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold of exposure for
adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient
concentrations specified for these pollutants.

Source: CARB 2016

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR related to Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) air quality
monitoring equipment, this section is revised to update the location of the PCAPCD respirable particulate matter
(PMyo) and fine particulate matter (PM. ) monitoring sites in Tahoe City. The following text edit is made to

paragraph 1on page 3.6-5 of the Draft EIR.

The overall effectiveness of these measures and other efforts to attain and maintain air quality standards will
continue to be monitored through a comprehensive multi-agency air quality program. The existing air quality
monitoring program is being expanded to ensure adequate data continues to be available to assess the
status and trends of a variety of constituents. In 2011, TRPA established additional ozone and PM monitoring
at the Stateline Monitoring Site. Working under a cooperative agreement with TRPA, PCAPCD installed
additional ozone and PMigz5 monitors in Tahoe City and-KirgsBeach in 2011 (though the monitor at Kings
Beach is no longer operated). In 2013, TRPA installed an additional Visibility Monitoring Station and an ozone
monitor in South Lake Tahoe.
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In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, a correction is made to Table 3.6-3 to reflect the current attainment
status of ozone for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin. Table 3.6-3 on page 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Table 3.6-3 Attainment Status Designations for Placer County!

Pollutant National Ambient Air Quality Standard California Ambient Air Quality Standard
Ozone - Attainment (1-hour)

Unclassified/Attainment (8-hour)*
Nonattatrment Unclassified/Attainment (8-hour)? 2

Respirable particulate Nonattainment (24-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

matter (PMjo)

Attainment (24-hour)

Nonattainment (Annual)

Fine particulate matter
(PM25)

Attainment (24-hour)

Attainment (Annual)

Attainment (Annual)

Carbon monoxide (CO)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

Nitrogen dioxide (NO) Attainment (1-hour) Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (Annual) Attainment (Annual)
Sulfur dioxide (SO,) B , Attainment (1-hour)

Unclassified/Attainment (1-Hour) -
Attainment (24-hour)
Lead (Particulate) Attainment (3-month rolling avg.) Attainment (30 day average)
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified (1-hour)
Sulfates Attainment (24-hour)
isi i No Federal Standard

mG.)ly Reducing Unclassified (8-hour)
Particles
Vinyl Chloride Unclassified (24-hour)
Notes:

11997 —Standard- Placer County, as a whole, resides within three discrete air basins (i.e., Mountain Counties Air Basin, Sacramento
Valley Air Basin, and Lake Tahoe Air Basin). The attainment designations within this table apply to the portion of Placer County
that is located within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, where the Project is located.

2 2008 2010 - Standard
3 2010 2015 - Standard
Source: CARB 2018

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Impact 3.6-4 is revised to clarify use of a generator at the Schilling Lodge
in the event of power outages. The following discussion is added on page 3.6-17 preceding paragraph six in
Section 3.6, “Air Quality,” in the Draft EIR:

A generator would be installed at the Schilling Lodge to be used in the event of a power outage. This
generator would be obtained in accordance with the applicable permitting process overseen by PCAPCD.
The generator would be anticipated to run for brief 10- to 15-minute increments every week to ensure that
the generator continues to be operational. This level of operation would be minimal and would not expose
sensitive receptors to an incremental increase in cancer risk that exceeds 10 in one million or a hazards index
of 1.0 or greater. Therefore, construction activities and their respective contribution of TACs comprise the
focus of this analysis.

In response to comments and to clarify potential cumulative impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing project, a new
paragraph is added after the first paragraph on page 3.6-19 in Section 3.6, "Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR as follows:

The Dollar Creek Crossing project would result in development of up to an estimated 204 residential units that
could result in greater construction and operational emissions than the proposed Project or Alternative A and

Tahoe City Public Utility District
2-22 Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR



Ascent Environmental Revisions to the Draft EIR

could result in a potentially significant impact on regional air quality. However, the project would be required to
reduce significant impacts to the extent feasible and would be required to pay the air quality mitigation fee
required by TRPA Code Section 65.2, which would offset the project’s contribution to cumulative air quality
impacts. Other cumulative projects in Table 3.1-2 would similarly be required to reduce potentially significant air
quality impacts, which would reduce contributions to a cumulative air quality impact.

2.1.9 Revisions to Section 3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Climate Change

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the “TRPA Best Construction Practices Policy for Construction Emissions”
section is revised to update the location of the PCAPCD respirable particulate matter (PM1g) and fine particulate matter
(PM2;5) monitoring sites in Tahoe City. The following text edit is made to paragraph 4 on page 3.7-4 of the Draft EIR:

The overall efficacy of these measures and other efforts to attain and maintain air quality standards will
continue to be monitored through a comprehensive multi-agency air quality program. The existing air quality
monitoring program is being expanded to ensure adequate data continues to be available to assess the
status and trends of a variety of constituents. In 2011, TRPA established additional ozone and particulate
monitoring at the Stateline Monitoring Site. Working under a cooperative agreement with the TRPA, the
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) installed additional ozone and PMsgz5 monitors in
Tahoe City ard-KirgsBeach in 2011. In 2013, TRPA installed an additional Visibility Monitoring Station and an
ozone monitor in South Lake Tahoe.

Because the estimated timing for construction of the Project to begin has been delayed from originally anticipated in
the Draft EIR, estimated construction timing for the Project included in the fourth paragraph on page 3.7-13 of the
Draft EIR is revised as follows:

[clonsistent with Chapter 65 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, construction of the Project was assumed to be
limited to May 1 through October 15. Based on assumptions developed in the initial planning stages for the
Project, construction was assumed to commence on May 1, 2020 and end in June 2023, when the Project
would become operational. However, as described under Section 2.5.3, “Construction Schedule and
Activities,” Project construction activities may be completed faster, estimated to beginning in 20212022
instead of 2020 and completed in 2 years rather than 4 years. Construction would be limited to Monday
through Friday within exempt hours.

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, Impact 3.7-1, “Project-Generated Emissions of GHGs," is revised to clarify
the conservative nature of the GHG emission modeling. The fourth paragraph on page 3.7-15 of the Draft EIR is
revised to read as follows:

Proposed Project construction activities would result in the generation of GHG emissions. Heavy-duty off-
road construction equipment, materials transport, and worker commute during construction of the Project
would result in exhaust emissions of GHGs. There would be no construction associated with the Highlands
Community Center. Table 3.7-4 summarizes the projected emissions associated with construction of the
Project by year (2020-2023). As mentioned above under "Methods and Assumptions,” and in Section 2.5.3,
"Construction Schedule and Activities,” the Project was initially anticipated to be constructed over an up to
4 year period and was anticipated to begin in 2020, which is reflected in Table 3.7-4 below. In the event that
construction activities are completed faster than presented here, beginning in 2021 instead of 2020 and
completed in as few as 2 years rather than 4 years, the GHG emissions shown in separate years in the table
would be combined over fewer years. The emissions generated over a shorter timeframe would not change
the impact conclusion provided below. Additionally, if construction activities begin at a later time than
initially anticipated, potentially lower levels of GHG emissions would be generated as a result of compliance
with regulatory mechanisms that reduce transportation and energy-related emissions such as CARB's
Advanced Clean Cars program and the Renewable Portfolio Standards’ yearly renewable targets under
Senate Bill 100. See Appendix D for detailed input parameters and modeling results.
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In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Impact 3.7-1is revised to clarify use of a generator at the Schilling Lodge
in the event of power outages. The first paragraph on page 3.7-16 in the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

The Existing Lodge currently supports the Tahoe Cross-Country facility. With implementation of the
proposed Project, operations at the Highlands Community Center would continue at a lower rate as
compared to existing conditions as these activities would be redirected to the proposed Project site. As such,
operational emissions of GHGs were modeled to demonstrate the net difference in operational activity
between baseline conditions and the proposed Project. Operational emissions of GHGs would be generated
by automobile travel to and from the proposed Project site, electricity usage, natural gas combustion, water
usage, wastewater and solid waste generation, and-area sources such as landscaping equipment,_and the
periodic use of a 40 horsepower generator. The analysis of GHG emissions also includes operation of the
Existing Lodge with some community meetings and recreation classes. These emissions associated with the
proposed Project are summarized in Table 3.7-5 for 2023, the first year of proposed Project operation.

In response to a comment requesting clarification of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1in the Draft EIR, the description of
potential measures that may be used to reduce GHG emissions is revised to clarify that the Project does not include
residential land uses.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 on pages 3.7-17 through 3.7-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a: Incorporate All Feasible Onsite Design Features and
Purchase-and-Retire-Carbon-Offsets-to Reduce Project-Related Greenhouse Gas
Emissions-te-Zero

This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and Alternative A.

The applicant shall implement all feasible measures to reduce all GHG emissions associated with construction
and operatlon of the Project to zero. Me#e—éeta#abeat—measwes%e—%}ee—een%@%d—%ég

w- The GHG reductions achieved by the
|molementatlon of measures ||sted below shall be estimated by a qualified third-party selected by Placer County
as the agency responsible for building permit issuance. All GHG reduction estimates shall be supported by
substantial evidence. Mitigation measures should be implemented even if it is reasonable that their
implementation would result in a GHG reduction, but a reliable quantification of the reduction cannot be
substantiated. The Project applicant shall incorporate onsite design measures into the Project and submit
verification to Placer County prior to issuance of building permits. Many of these measures are identical to, or
consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017:B-7 to B-8).

Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The applicant shall implement all onsite feasible measures to reduce GHGs associated with Project construction.
Such measures shall include, but are not limited, to the measures in the list below. Many of these measures are
identical to, or consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017:B-7 to B-
8), Appendix F-1of PCAPCD’s CEQA Thresholds of Significance Justification Report (PCDAPCD 2016), and
measures listed in Mitigation Measure 12-1 of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TRPA 2017b). The effort
to quantify the GHG reductions shall be fully funded by the applicant.

» The applicant shall enforce idling time restrictions for construction vehicles.

» The applicant shall increase use of electric-powered construction equipment including use of existing grid
power for electric energy rather than operating temporary gasoline/diesel powered generators.

» The applicant shall require diesel-powered construction equipment to be fueled with renewable diesel fuel.
The renewable diesel product that is used shall comply with California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standards and be
certified by the California Air Resources Board Executive Officer.
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The applicant shall require that all diesel-powered, off-road construction equipment shall meet EPA’s Tier 4
emissions standards as defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 1039 and comply with the exhaust
emission test procedures and provisions of 40 CFR Parts 1065 and 1068.

The applicant shall implement waste, disposal, and recycling strategies in accordance with Sections 4.408
and 5.408 of the 2016 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code), or in accordance with
any update to these requirements in future iterations of the CALGreen Code in place at the time of Project
construction.

Project construction shall achieve or exceed the enhanced Tier 2 targets for recycling or reusing
construction waste of 65 percent for nonresidential land uses as contained in Sections A5.408 of the
CALGreen Code.

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The applicant shall implement all onsite feasible measures to reduce GHGs associated with operation of the
Project. Such measures shall include, but are not limited to, the measures in the list below. Many of these
measures are identical to, or consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB
2017:B-7 to B-8), Appendix F-1 of PCAPCD’s Thresholds of Significance Justification Report (PCDAPCD 2016),
and measures listed in Mitigation Measure 12-1 of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TRPA 2017b). The
effort to quantify the GHG reductions shall be fully funded by the applicant.

>

The applicant shall achieve zero net energy (ZNE) if feasible. Prior to the issuance of building permits the
Project developer or its designee shall submit a Zero Net Energy Confirmation Report (ZNE Report)
prepared by a qualified building energy efficiency and design consultant to the county for review and
approval. The ZNE Report shall demonstrate that development within the Project area subject to
application of the California Energy Code has been designed and shall be constructed to achieve ZNE, as
defined by CEC in its 2015 Integrated Energy Policy Report, or otherwise achieve an equivalent level of
energy efficiency, renewable energy generation, or GHG emissions savings. This measure would differ from
the achievement of zero net electricity because ZNE also concerns onsite consumption of natural gas.

The applicant shall consult with Liberty Utilities to assess the feasibility of onsite solar. If it is determined that
onsite solar is feasible, the building shall include rooftop solar photovoltaic systems to supply electricity to
the building.

If onsite solar is determined to be feasible, the applicant shall install rooftop solar water heaters if room is
available after installing photovoltaic panels.

Any household appliances required to operate the building shall be electric and certified Energy Star-
certified (including dish washers, fans, and refrigerators, but not including tankless water heaters).

All buildings shall be designed to comply with requirements for water efficiency and conservation as
established in the CALGreen Code.

The applicant shall also provide Level 2 electric vehicle charging stations at a minimum of 10 percent of
parking spaces that the Project.

The applicant shall dedicate onsite parking for shared vehicles.

The applicant shall require gas or propane outlets in private outdoor areas efresidentiaHand-uses for
use with outdoor cooking appliances such as grills if natural gas service or propane service is available.

The applicant shall require the installation of electrical outlets on the exterior walls of both the front and
back of proposed lodge to support the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment.

The applicant shall require the use of energy-efficient lighting for all area lighting.
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Notably, the California Air Pollution Officers Associations (CAPCOA) identifies parking restrictions as a
feasible measure to reduce GHG emissions; however, parking restrictions have not been dismissed as
infeasible onsite mitigation due to existing and projected community impacts associated with spillover
parking into nearby residential neighborhoods during peak seasonal periods. Nonetheless, even without
limitations on parking availability, a no net increase in GHG emissions can be achieved.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b: Purchase Real, Quantifiable, Permanent, Verifiable,
Enforceable, and Additional Carbon Offsets

If, following the application of all feasible onsite GHG reduction measures implemented under Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1a, the proposed Project or Alternative A would continue to generate GHG emissions in
exceedance of a net-zero threshold, the Project applicant shall offset the remaining GHG emissions before
the end of the first full year of Project operation to meet the net-zero threshold by funding activities that
directly reduce or sequester GHG emissions or by purchasing and retiring carbon credits.

CARB recommends that lead agencies prioritize onsite design features, such as those listed under Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1a, and direct investments in GHG reductions within the vicinity of a project site to provide
potential air quality and economic co-benefits locally (CARB 2017). While emissions of GHGs and their
contribution to climate change is a global problem, emissions of air pollutants, which have an adverse localized
and regional impact, are often emitted from similar activities that generate GHG emissions (i.e., mobile, energy,
and area sources). For example, direct investments in a local building retrofit program could pay for cool roofs,
solar panels, solar water heaters, smart meters, energy efficient lighting, energy efficient appliances, enhanced
enerqy efficient windows, insulation, and water conservation features for homes within the geographic area of
the Project. Other examples of local direct investments including financing of regional electric vehicle charging
stations, paying for electrification of public school buses, and investing in local urban forests. These types of
investments result in a decrease in GHG emissions to meet the criteria of being real, guantifiable, permanent,
verifiable, enforceable, and additional consistency with the standards set forth in Health and Safety Code
Section 38562, subdivisions (d)(1) and (d)(2). Such credits shall be based on protocols approved by CARB,
consistent with Section 95972 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations, and shall not allow the use of
offset projects originating outside of California, except to the extent that the quality of the offsets, and their
sufficiency under the standards set forth herein, can be verified by the County, TRPA, or Placer County Air
Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). Such credits must be purchased through one of the following: (i) a CARB-
approved reqistry, such as the Climate Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and the Verified Carbon
Standard; (ii) any registry approved by CARB to act as a registry under the California Cap and Trade program;

or (iii) throuqh the CAPCOA GHG Rx and PCAPCD—LH—addmeﬂ%mqplemeﬂﬂﬂg—aJHeas@e—eﬂsmwmeasu%He
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Prior to issuing building permits for Project development, Placer County shall confirm that the applicant or its
designee has fully offset the Project’s remaining (i.e., after implementation of GHG reduction measures
pursuant to Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a) GHG emissions by relying upon one of the following compliance
options, or a combination thereof:

» demonstration that the Project applicant has directly undertaken or funded activities that reduce or
sequester GHG emissions that are estimated to result in GHG reduction credits (if such programs are
available), and retire such GHG reduction credits in a quantity equal to the Project’s remaining GHG
emissions;

» demonstration that the applicant shall retire carbon credits issued in connection with direct investments
(if such programs exist at the time of building permit issuance) in a quantity equal to the Project’s
remaining GHG emissions;

» undertake or fund direct investments (if such programs exist at the time of building permit issuance) and
retire the associated carbon credits in a quantity equal to the Project’s remaining GHG emissions; or

» ifitis impracticable to fully offset the Project’'s GHG emissions through direct investments or quantifiable
and verifiable programs do not exist, the applicant or its designee may purchase and retire carbon
credits that have been issued by a recognized and reputable, accredited carbon registry in a quantity
equal to the Project’s remaining GHG Emissions.

Significance after Mitigation

TCPUD notes that the list of recommended measures includes limiting the number of parking spaces as a
means of reducing GHG emissions. This item has not been included in Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a, because
the community has expressed concern regarding the intrusion of spillover parking into residential
neighborhoods. TCPUD would like to minimize spillover parking. For this reason, sufficient parking has been
provided to avoid significant spillover parking problems. TCPUD notes that, even without limiting the supply
of onsite parking, the threshold—no net increase of GHG emissions—can be achieved.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b would ensure that the proposed Project or
Alternative A would not result in a net increase in GHG emissions and, thus, would not conflict with CARB's
2017 Scoping Plan or any established statewide GHG reduction targets (i.e., SB 32 of 2016 and Executive
Order B-55-18). Thus, the proposed Project’s or Alternative A’s contribution to climate change would be
reduced to less than significant.

In response to comments and to clarify the potential cumulative impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing project, the last
paragraph on page 3.7-19 in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” of the Draft EIR is revised
as follows:

As noted previously, climate change is global phenomenon and the result of cumulative emissions of
greenhouse gases from emissions sources across the globe. Therefore, climate change impacts, including
impacts from cumulative projects such as the Dollar Creek Crossing project, are inherently cumulative in
nature and discussed above under Impact 3.7-1.

2.1.10 Revisions to Section 3.8 Noise

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, Impact 3.8-3 is updated to include noise analysis for the intermittent use
of a generator as part of the Project. In addition to the new paragraph after the fifth paragraph on page 3.8-17,
editorial changes are made as shown to the impact title and impact summary:
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Impact 3.8-3: Operational Event-Noise

The proposed Project and Alternative A would be similar to what occurs in the pProject vicinity now. {Long-
term increases in noise would be associated with outdoor recreational and sporting events at the Schilling
Lodge. The increases in noise would not exceed applicable Area Plan noise standards (i.e.,, 55 dBA CNEL). Use
of amplified sound would be required to comply with TCPUD rules and regulations and Placer County noise
ordinance for operating hours; however, the use of amplified sound at the Schilling Lodge could result in
exposure of sensitive receptors to noise levels that exceed the Placer County daytime (7:00 a.m. to

10:00 p.m.) noise standard of 50 dBA Leq for amplified sound sources. This impact would be significant for the
proposed Project and Alternative A.

Proposed Project

The Schilling Lodge would provide internal and external space for a variety of uses and events. Regarding
long-term increases in operational noise, the primary (i.e., loudest) noise sources would be associated with
community, private, and special events occurring at the Schilling Lodge. Events that could occur at the
Schilling Lodge would be similar in nature to events that currently occur at the existing Highlands
Community Center, located at the Alternative A site. The Schilling Lodge location would be adjacent to the
North Tahoe High School and associated outdoor sporting facilities that currently host regular outdoor
sporting events.

Regarding operational noise sources, the Project would include a new, small (i.e., 40 horsepower), back-up
generator, that would be used periodically for short periods of time for regular testing maintenance and in
the event of a power outage. Due to the relatively infrequent use of the generator, this noise source would
not be considered a substantial increase in noise. Further, Section 9.36.030 of the Placer County code
exempts noise sources from equipment associated with property maintenance, which includes stationary
mechanical equipment, provided that noise occurs during the daytime hours. Consistent with typical work
hours (e.g., 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) maintenance personnel would perform any necessary work during
daytime hours, consistent with Placer County code, and people are less sensitive to noise. Thus, the
proposed generator would not result in a long-term substantial increase in noise that would exceed an
applicable standard.

In response to comments and to clarify potential cumulative impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing project, the
discussion of cumulative noise impacts on pages 3.8-21and 3.8-22 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR is revised
as follows:

Construction Noise and Vibration Levels

Impacts related to short-term pProject-related construction noise and vibration levels are localized in nature,
based on audibility and distance to sensitive receptors. The proposed Project and Alternative A potential
construction noise and vibration impacts are discussed in Impacts 3.8-1 and 3.8-2, above. The construction
noise and vibration sources from construction of the proposed Project_or Alternative A in conjunction with
other cumulative projects, such as the Dollar Creek Crossing project located approximately 1 mile from the
proposed Project site and 0.5 mile from the Alternative A site, would not accumulate to cause broader
environmental impacts, so by their nature, cumulative impacts would not occur. Therefore, the contribution
of construction noise and vibration from the proposed Project or Alternative A would not be cumulatively
considerable.

Operational Event Noise

Noise generated by outdoor events and gatherings at the Schilling Lodge would primarily influence the
immediate pProject vicinity, as noise levels would diminish at increasing distances from the source. Further,
anticipated noise levels from the events would not exceed applicable standards, and therefore, noise levels at
increasing distance from the proposed Project site and Alternative A site would be even lower, thus would not
combine with other area sources. Further, events at the Schilling Lodge would be infrequent and temporary and
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would implement Mitigation Measure 3.8-3 that would require amplified noise at events to meet performance
standards to ensure that noise levels would be below Placer County noise standards and reduce the impact to a
less-than-significant level. Considering the anticipated low noise volumes described in Impact 3.8-3, above, and
the temporary and infrequent nature of the events, noise would not combine with noise sources from
cumulative projects, including the Dollar Creek Crossing project located approximately 1 mile from the
proposed Project site and 0.5 mile from the Alternative A site, to result in substantial increases in noise.
Therefore, the contribution from the proposed Project or Alternative A would not be cumulatively considerable.

Operational Traffic Noise

Operation of the project would result in additional traffic on local roads associated with events taking
place at the Schilling Lodge as described in Impact 3.8-4, above. In the future cumulative scenario,
additional growth and development is anticipated associated with the cumulative projects in Table 3.1-2
that would likely also result in additional traffic on local and regional roadways. However, traffic increases
associated with the proposed Project and Alternative A are directly associated with the anticipated size of
the events being held at the lodge, which would not change in the cumulative scenario. Visitation at the
lodge is and would continue to be driven by the cross-country ski trails, use of the trails in the summer,
special and other events at the lodge and would not be driven by the lodge itself. Thus, the traffic analysis
assumes a conservative 10 percent increase in the daily visitation at the lodge over existing conditions.
Additionally, for the proposed Project, there would be a minor change in travel routes for accessing the
Schilling Lodge instead of the Existing Lodge, which would redistribute some of the vehicle trips in the
Highlands neighborhood. Thus, similar to the pProject-level noise analysis for the proposed Project and
Alternative A in Impact 3.8-4, pProject-generated traffic increases in the future cumulative scenario would
not result in traffic noise that exceeds established local standards and would not be substantial such that
when combined with cumulative projects such as the Dollar Creek Crossing project a significant cumulative
impact would result. Therefore, the contribution from the proposed Project or Alternative A would not be
cumulatively considerable.

2.1.11 Revisions to Section 3.9 Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and
Coverage

In response to a comment on the Draft EIR, the “Land Capability and Coverage” section is revised to clarify that the
SEZ areas found within the proposed Project site are associated with Lake Forest Creek. The third paragraph on
page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

These parcels are predominately mapped as LCD 5 (which allows up to 25 percent coverage) and LCD 6
(which allows up to 30 percent land coverage); however, the Alternative A site contains approximately
6,021 sq. ft. of LCD 1b (allowing only 1 percent land coverage),_in the SEZ area adjacent to Lake Forest Creek.

In response to comments and to clarify potential cumulative impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing project, the second
and third paragraphs on page 3.9-15 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage,” of the Draft EIR
are revised as follows:

The proposed Project, Alternative A, and many of the cumulative projects, including the Dollar Creek
Crossing project, would create additional land coverage within the cumulative analysis area. However, all
projects within the Tahoe Basin would be required to comply with TRPA land coverage regulations. In cases
where excess coverage is permitted (such as within Town Centers or for linear public facilities, public health
and safety facilities, or water quality control facilities), all coverage exceeding the base allowable would be
purchased and transferred from within hydrologically connected areas or retired from sensitive lands. In
addition, all land coverage within LCD 1b must be mitigated at a ratio of 1.5 acres of restoration for every

1 acre of disturbance (TRPA Code Section 30.5.3).
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The proposed Project, Alternative A, and the cumulative projects, including the Dollar Creek Crossing project,
would result in grading and excavation, and soil disturbances that could cause erosion. However, all construction
projects in the Tahoe Region must meet requirements and regulations of the TRPA, Lahontan RWQCB, Placer
County, and federal, other state, and local agencies. The TRPA Code restricts grading, excavation, and alteration of
natural topography (TRPA Code Chapter 33). In addition, all construction projects located in California with greater
than one acre of disturbance are required, by Lahontan RWQCB, to submit an NPDES permit which includes the
preparation of a SWPPP that includes site-specific construction site monitoring and reporting. Project SWPPPs are
required to describe the site, construction activities, proposed erosion and sediment controls, means of waste
disposal, maintenance requirements for temporary BMPs, and management controls unrelated to stormwater.
Temporary BMPs to prevent erosion and protect water quality would be required during all site development
activities, must be consistent with TRPA requirements, and would be required to ensure that runoff quality meets
or surpasses TRPA, state, and federal water quality objectives and discharge limits. The Dollar Creek Crossing
project would be required to comply with the requirements and regulations of the agencies listed above, including
TRPA land coverage regulations, and would be required to prepare and implement a SWPPP. Compliance with
these regulations and implementation of BMPs as part of the SWPPP would reduce potential erosion and water
quality impacts to a less-than-significant level and the project would not combine with other projects to result in a
significant cumulative impact.

2.1.12 Revisions to Section 3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

In response to comments and to clarify potential cumulative impacts of the Dollar Creek Crossing project, the third
full paragraph on page 3.10-16 in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

The proposed Project, Alternative A, and the cumulative projects, including the Dollar Creek Crossing project,
through construction-related disturbance and increases in land coverage, have the potential to increase the
volume of stormwater runoff, thereby increasing the concentrations of fine sediment particles, nutrients, and
other pollutants in the surface and groundwaters of the Lake Tahoe Basin. Improper use of fertilizers and
snow storage in unprotected areas or in close proximity to SEZs can also introduce pollutants into surface
and groundwaters. These potential effects are controlled through compliance with a suite of protective
regulations. Any project exceeding one acre in size, which would include the Dollar Creek Crossing project, is
required to develop a SWPPP that identifies water quality controls that are consistent with Lahontan RWQCB
and TRPA regulations. The SWPPP must include construction site BMPs, a spill prevention plan, and daily
inspection and maintenance of temporary BMPs, and post construction BMPs to protect water quality during
the life of the Project. In addition, TRPA requires all projects to include permanent water quality BMPs that
control sources of sediment and urban pollutants. Any project with a landscape or vegetation component
must develop a fertilizer management plan and snow storage areas must be located away from SEZs and
equipped with any necessary BMPs. Additionally, because retrofitting existing development with water quality
BMPs has been difficult to enforce, water quality improvements are often seen through new development or
redevelopment processes where these BMPs are required as a condition of permit approval. TRPA also
requires that each project be designed to infiltrate the 20-year, 1-hour design storm event. In special
circumstances where this is not feasible, the Project must provide documentation that its stormwater is fully
infiltrated by an offsite facility (TRPA Code Section 60.4). Because of the strong protective water quality
regulations within the Tahoe region, the potential effects of the proposed Project, Alternative A, and other
cumulative projects, including the Dollar Creek Crossing project, would be reduced such that the proposed
Project and Alternative A would not contribute to the existing adverse cumulative water quality condition.
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2.1.13 Revisions to Section 3.11 Utilities

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Impact 3.11-3 is revised to clarify use of a generator at the Schilling Lodge
in the event of power outages. The last paragraph on page 3.11-16 in the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Liberty Utilities and Southwest Gas have indicated there would be adequate supplies and facilities to serve the
Project (Custer, pers. comm., 2019; Nelson, pers. comm., 2019). Additionally, before receiving permit approval
from TRPA or Placer County, future development would be required to comply with Section 32.6 of the TRPA
Code, which requires that a project applicant demonstrate that the project would be served by facilities that
have adequate electrical supply. Aside from a new service connection to the new building, no other new
electricity or natural gas systems or substantial alterations to energy systems would be required. The new
service connections would be constructed within the footprint of the proposed Project site and, thus, the
potential environmental effects associated with construction of these service connections are considered as part
the analysis of this proposed Project throughout this EIR. The Schilling Lodge would include an approximately
40-horsepower generator that could be used in the event of a power outage. Installation of a generator would
occur in compliance with all applicable Placer County or Placer County Air Pollution Control District permits and
approvals that would be determined at the time that time the Project submits an application with the County.

2.1.14 Revisions to Section 3.12 Energy

In response to comments on the Draft EIR, Impact 3.12-1 is revised to clarify use of a generator at the Schilling Lodge
in the event of power outages. The fourth paragraph on page 3.12-7 in Section 3.12, “Energy,” in the Draft EIR is
revised to read as follows:

Operation of the proposed Project would be typical of nonresidential land uses requiring electricity and
natural gas for lighting, space and water heating, appliances, and landscape maintenance activities, and the
periodic use of a 40-horsepower generator during power outages. Indirect energy use would include
wastewater treatment and solid waste removal at offsite facilities. The proposed Project would increase
electricity and natural gas consumption relative to existing conditions, and would require the construction of
new utility connections to existing electrical and natural gas facilities supplied by Liberty Utilities and
Southwest Gas, respectively. The analysis of energy use also includes the continued operation of the Existing
Lodge with some community meetings and recreation classes.

2.1.15 Revisions to Chapter 4 Alternatives

To rectify discrepancies regarding the number of existing parking spaces shown in Table 2-2 in Chapter 2, "Proposed
Project and Project Alternatives,” and Table 4-1, the table on page 4-7 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Table 4-1 Site Development Features of Each of the Alternatives
. . No Project Alternative Site A— Site D—
ftem iz 2l ! Alternative A (Existing Conditions) | Modified Project | Reduced Project
Lodge' 10,154 sq. ft. 10,154 sq. ft. 2,723 sq. ft? 8,661sq. ft 6,229 sq. ft.
b t(s):)zlczzrkmg parl(i)r?gt(s):):lces 4654 total spaces’ parl?r?gtz:)aalces N tost;laf:srkmg
(59799 50.ft) | (49.446sq fr) | CPPrOX168205a.f) 1 Cor sy | 53184 5. 1)
Parking 4 disabled 4 disabled 2 disabled parking 4 disabled 4 disabled
parking spaces parking spaces spaces parking spaces parking spaces
2 bus parking 2 bus parking 0 2 bus parking 2 bus parking
spaces spaces spaces spaces
School Connector Yes No No No Yes
Patio 6,808 sq. ft. 6,808 sq. ft. 1,345 sq. ft. 6,808 sq. ft. 6,808 sq. ft.
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Table 4-1 Site Development Features of Each of the Alternatives
. . No Project Alternative Site A— Site D—
ftem Proposed Project | Altemative A (Existing Conditions) | Modified Project | Reduced Project
. Along building in
Kinder Sled Storage 80 sq. ft. 80 sq. ft. parking lot 80 sq. ft. 80 sq. ft.
Bike Racks 2 2 0 2 2
Yurt 706 sq. ft. 706 sq. ft. 706 sq. ft. 706 sq. ft. 706 sq. ft.
Total 1834 79% 0 152%6 <183%
Trees
to be Trees
Removed | > 30inches 154 74 0 461 967
dbh
New Land Coverage®® 81,593 sq. ft.”8 67,619 sq. ft.8 0 74,487 sq. ft. 73,105 sq. ft.
. ' - 3728 cu. yd. cut/ 3,446 cu. yd. 2,950 cu. yd. 3,360 cu. yd.
Site Grading/Excavation 1785 cu. v, fil cut NA cut cut
' -y 1,723 cu. yd. fill 1,425 cu. yd. fill 1,082 cu. yd. fill

Notes: cu. yd. = cubic yard; sq. ft. = square feet; dbh = diameter at breast height; NA = not applicable

T The size of the lodge provided here includes the basement space, where proposed. For Site A — Modified Project, the size of the

lodge includes the total size of the Schilling residence and the Existing Lodge as renovated.

The Existing Lodge building combined with the areas containing the extra storage buildings and wax area, but not including the
yurt, encompass 3,621 sg. ft.

w

This includes the size of the Schilling Lodge combined with the size of the Existing Lodge.

I~

During the parking surveys conducted for the Transportation Impact Analysis (see Appendix D), 51 cars were observed to be
parked in the parking lot.

4 Estimate obtained from tree survey data provided by TTCSEA in 2020.

%6 Estimate for Site A — Modified Project provided by TTCSEA in 2019. No such estimate was provided for Site D — Reduced Project.
However, because the Site D — Reduced alternative has a smaller footprint, the number of total trees to be removed will be less
than for the proposed Project.

6 Estimate derived by Ascent Environmental in 2020 based on a review of tree survey data provided by TTCSEA.

% The Project components contributing to land coverage for the proposed Project are detailed in Table 3.9-4 in Section 3.9,
“Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage.”

8 The Project components contributing to land coverage for Alternative A are detailed in Table 3.9-5 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils,
Land Capability, and Coverage.”

“0The land coverage estimates are conservative and higher than the coverage that would actually occur with development of each
alternative because it does not account for installation of best management practices that could remove existing coverage.

Source: Compiled by Ascent Environmental in 2020

To clarify the size of the footprint for the Site D — Reduced Project alternative, the first paragraph under Section 4.6,
"Site D — Reduced Project,” is revised as follows:

The Site D — Reduced Project alternative would eceupy-the-samefootprintas-theproposed-Project(Site D—
Eull-Projeet)butthere-would-be include no addition to the Schilling Residence other than a basement. The
total building area would be 6,229 sq. ft (see Table 4-1 and Figure 4-4). Uses of the lodge would be similar to
the proposed Project and would include ticket sales, retail, meeting room, café, rental, storage, and
community/outdoor space. The Existing Lodge would be retained. This alternative includes 65 vehicle parking
and two bus parking spaces in a 53,184 sq. ft. driveway and parking area. Access to the site would be
provided by the same new driveway from Polaris Road as the proposed Project. The number of special
events (e.g., large special events, community events, private events) and number of attendees at these events
at the lodge (see Table 2-3 in Chapter 2) would be similar to, but would not exceed, those of the proposed
Project. This alternative would also provide a shared-parking opportunity with the high school and middle
school consistent with Policy T-P-13 of the Area Plan. A connection between the school property and the

Site D — Reduced Project alternative site would be constructed.
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3 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, which concluded on
July 24, 2020. In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, written responses were prepared
addressing comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR.

3.1

LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR

Table 3-1 presents the list of commenters, including the numerical designation for each comment letter received, the
author of the comment letter, and the date of the comment letter.

Table 3-1 List of Commenters
Letter No. Commenter Date
AGENCIES
Al U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, Reno Regulatory Field Office July 6, 2020
Jennifer C. Thomason, Senior Project Manager
A2 Placer County July 24, 2020
Leigh Chavez, Principal Planner/Environmental Coordinator
A3 Placer County Air Pollution Control District July 24, 2020
Ann Hobbs, Associate Planner
ORGANIZATIONS
o1 League to Save Lake Tahoe July 6, 2020
Gavin Feiger, Senior Land Use Policy Analyst
INDIVIDUALS
11 Roger Huff June 5, 2020
12 Marguerite Sprague June 8, 2020
13 Joe Hennessey June 8, 2020
14 Alex Lesser June 9, 2020
15 Roger Huff June 10, 2020
16 Roger Huff June 11, 2020
|7 Roger Huff June 12, 2020
18 Bonnie Dodge June 13, 2020
19 Roger Huff June 15, 2020
110 Alex Lesser June 23, 2020
M Roland and Cheryl Stewart June 23, 2020
112 William Sharbrough June 23, 2020
113 Sharon Buss June 26, 2020
114 Rick Ganong June 27, 2020
15 Debbie Kelly-Hogan June 29, 2020
116 David Schwisow July 2, 2020
17 Peter Werbel July 3, 2020
118 Patti and Michael Dowden July 4, 2020
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Letter No. Commenter Date
119 Jan Ganong July 5, 2020
120 Vicki and Roger Kahn July 7, 2020
121 Roger Huff July 8, 2020
122 Tom Oneill July 9, 2020
123 Travis Ganong July 9, 2020
124 Mark Boitano July 10, 2020
125 Roger and Janet Huff July 12, 2020
126 Ted Gomoll July 13, 2020
127 Julie Maurer July 13, 2020
128 Michael Hogan July 14, 2020
129 Robert and Cindy Owens July 14, 2020
130 Randy and Barbara Thomas July 14, 2020
131 Dave Wilderotter July 14, 2020
132 Carol Pollock July 17, 2020
133 Monica Grigoleit July 15, 2020
134 John Pang July 15, 2020
135 Douglas Gourlay July 17, 2020
136 Douglas Gourlay July 17, 2020
137 Kay and Dave Gleske July 17, 2020
138 Carol Pollock July 17, 2020
139 Bonnie Dodge July 17, 2020
140 Linda May July 17, 2020
141 Roger and Janet Huff July 18, 2020
142 Eric and Nanette Poulsen July 19, 2020
143 Jim Phelan July 19, 2020
144 John Gerbino July 19, 2020
145 Tracy Owen Chapman July 19, 2020
146 Gerald Rockwell July 20, 2020
147 Douglas Gourlay July 20, 2020
148 Tom and Kristen Lane July 20, 2020
149 Roger Huff July 21, 2020
150 Marguerite Sprague July 21, 2020
51 Donald Fyfe July 21, 2020
152 Heather and John Segale July 21, 2020
153 Robert (Bob) Duffield July 21, 2020
154 Kevin Drake July 21, 2020
[55 Dan Haas July 22, 2020
156 John and Leslie Hyche July 22, 2020
|57 Genevieve Evans July 22, 2020
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Letter No. Commenter Date
[58 Mike Schwartz July 22, 2020
159 Roger Huff July 23, 2020
160 Joy M. Doyle July 23, 2020
161 Rick Wertheim and Lin Winetrub July 23, 2020
162 Renee Koijane July 23, 2020
163 Scott Schroepfer July 23, 2020
164 Debbie White and Paul Niwano July 23, 2020
165 Robert and Darlene Boggeri July 24, 2020
166 Jackie Clark July 24, 2020
167 Meghan Robins July 24, 2020
168 Greg Mihevc July 24, 2020
169 Jennifer and Dan Stoll July 24, 2020
[70 Will Stelter July 24, 2020
7 Jeffery D. Harris July 24, 2020
72 Stephanie Schwartz July 24, 2020
173 Linda Williams July 24, 2020
174 Julie Barnett July 24, 2020
75 Alexandra Schilling Santos July 24, 2020
176 Carol Pollock July 24, 2020
PUBLIC MEETING
PM1 ‘ Comment Summary Notes from the TCPUD Board Meeting July 17, 2020

3.2 MASTER RESPONSE

Several comments raised similar issues related to transportation and safety; therefore, a master response has been
developed to address the comments comprehensively. This master response is provided for transportation safety,

and a reference to the master response is provided, where relevant, in responses to the individual comments.

3.2.1 Master Response 1: Transportation Safety

The Tahoe XC Lodge Project Transportation Analysis (Transportation Analysis) prepared by LSC Transportation
Consultants, Inc. (LSC) and included as Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of additional
transportation factors that could create safer or less safe transportation conditions. The analysis considered the

following additional safety factors:

» speed surveys,

» historical crash data,

» proposed driveway spacing,

» driver sight distance conditions,

» bicycle and pedestrian conditions, and

» impact on school access conditions.
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BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY

Multiple comments were received regarding bicycle and pedestrian safety due to the addition of project-generated
vehicular traffic along the roadways in the Project area. Section 3.5, “Transportation,” acknowledges that the Project
would increase traffic volumes along roadways in the vicinity of the Project site and that there are no dedicated
existing pedestrian or bicycle facilities along Project area roadways. However, increased traffic along a roadway
lacking pedestrian or bicycle facilities does not necessarily constitute a safety impact under CEQA. Additionally, the
highest volume of project-generated traffic added to the surrounding roadway network would occur during winter
weekends and the summer when school is not in session and general neighborhood activity is lower.

Although increased vehicular traffic along roadways and intersections lacking pedestrian or bicycle facilities generally
increases the potential for conflicts between vehicles and bicyclists/pedestrians, no numerical adopted standards exist
to define what would constitute a significant impact on transportation safety in most situations. As detailed on

pages 3.5-18 and 3.5-19 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, the criteria from the TRPA Initial
Environmental Checklist were used to evaluate the bicycle and pedestrian safety impacts of the Project. The TRPA
criteria applied consist of determining whether the Project would (1) substantially increases traffic hazards to bicyclists
and pedestrians; or (2) substantially impacts existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities.

As detailed in the analysis contained within the Transportation Analysis (Appendix D of the Draft EIR), over the 10-year
period evaluated there were three collisions on neighborhood roadways that involved a bicyclist or pedestrian (two
collisions occurred on Polaris Road and one on Fabian Way). Although all three collisions resulted in injuries, no fatalities
or severe injuries were reported. Additionally, all three incidents involving a bicycle or pedestrian occurred on days when
school was not in session. Collision rates along Polaris Road, Old Mill Road, and Village Road exceed the average rates
on similar facilities. However, the average collision rates are based on roadways with higher traffic volumes than the
roadways analyzed in the Transportation Analysis and Draft EIR; thus, due to the relatively low traffic volumes along the
Project area roadways each reported crash dramatically affects the calculated crash rates. Additionally, as discussed
below, increasing traffic at locations exceeding the statewide average is not necessarily a significant impact.

The proposed Project would increase daily traffic along Polaris Road and Old Mill Road, while reducing traffic on
Village Road north of Polaris Road. Based on the analysis contained within the Transportation Analysis, the proposed
Project would increase the total two-way volume on Polaris Road near the high school by approximately 17 percent in
the a.m. and p.m. peak hours of school traffic activity. Winter weekend volumes with the addition of the proposed
Project would be substantially lower than existing weekday volumes, which include traffic generated by school traffic,
along this roadway segment. As detailed in the analysis contained within Section 7 of the Transportation Analysis, up
to eight bicyclists and 25 pedestrians per hour were observed on Polaris Road east of the high school during school-
related peak periods in September 2018. The maximum hourly volumes observed on Village Road south of Polaris
Road were eleven bicyclists and five pedestrians. Twenty pedestrians and two bicyclists were observed using Old Mill
Road south of Polaris Road. The increase in vehicular traffic generated by the proposed Project would occur along
roadways with adequate width, appropriate prevailing speeds, and sufficient sight distance for drivers traveling along
the roadways to allow traffic, bicycles, and pedestrians to share the roadway with an adequate level of safety, so long
as the final driveway intersection design provides adequate driver sight distance (see below for a more detailed
discussion related to sight distance).

As detailed in the analysis contained within the Transportation Analysis, implementation of Alternative A would
increase traffic volumes along Village Road and Country Club Drive, but traffic levels on the other neighborhood
roadways are not be expected to be affected. Alternative A would also reduce pedestrian activity on the northern
segment of Village Road and on Country Club Drive by reducing the need for street parking through the provision of
adequate on-site parking. The Project-generated increase in vehicular traffic would occur along roadways with
adequate width to allow traffic, bicycles, and pedestrians to share the roadway with an adequate level of safety, so
long as the existing corner sight distance deficiency at the Alternative A project site is addressed (see below for a
more detailed discussion related to sight distance).

Based on the analysis in the Transportation Analysis described above, and as presented in Section 7, “Transportation
Safety Analysis,” of the Transportation Analysis, it was determined that there is no existing bicycle or pedestrian hazards
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along neighborhood roadways that are expected to be exacerbated as a result of implementation of the Project.
Therefore, Project-generated vehicular traffic along roadways in the Project area would not substantially increase traffic
hazards to bicyclists and pedestrians, or substantially impact existing bicycle/pedestrian facilities. Finally, multiple
comments were received regarding roadway safety related to the addition of the Dollar Creek Crossing project in the
cumulative context. As detailed on page 3.5-32 in the cumulative analysis portion of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the
Draft EIR, the Dollar Creek Crossing project was included in the future cumulative background traffic volumes used in
the cumulative transportation analysis. As described above, increasing traffic along a roadway lacking pedestrian or
bicycle facilities does not necessarily constitute a safety impact under CEQA. Additionally, as detailed above, the
Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC did not identify any roadway safety impacts. Therefore, no undue
transportation safety-related concerns related to the addition of cumulative traffic are expected to result with
implementation of the proposed Project.

ROADWAY DESIGN AND HAZARDS

Design

Multiple comments were received regarding safety along Old Mill Road specific to any new driveways associated with
the proposed Project. Impact 3.5-3 on page 3.5-23 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR addresses sight
distance as it relates to hazards due to a design feature. As described on page 3.5-23 of the Draft EIR, the Placer County
corner sight distance standards indicate that where restrictive conditions do not allow compliance with the specified
sight distance requirements, a reduction of the corner sight distance to no less than the minimum stopping sight
distance as outlined in the Caltrans Highway Design Manual may be approved by Placer County (Placer County 2016). In
coordination with Placer County staff in preparation of this Final EIR, and based on the restrictive conditions along
Polaris Road and Country Club Drive (i.e., horizontal curvature, existing embankments, existing vegetation) it was
determined that a Design Exception allowing for minimum stopping sight distance would be appropriate for the
proposed Project and Alternative A (Placer County et al. 2020). The proposed Project and Alternative A driveways would
meet the Caltrans Highway Design Manual minimum stopping sight distance requirement for 35 mph and 25 mph,
respectively (Placer County et al. 2020). The applicant team will continue to work with County staff as it relates to the
aforementioned Design Exception, which would occur during the Placer County design review and plan check processes.
Additionally, as detailed therein, it was determined that this impact would be less than significant because the Project
would be required to demonstrate compliance with all applicable Placer County design and safety standards for Project-
related roadway improvements or changes to existing Placer County roadways during Project design and permitting
and prior to construction. For additional information, please see Section 7, "Transportation Safety Analysis,” of the
Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR.

Polaris Road and Old Mill Road Transportation Hazards

Multiple comments were received regarding safety along Polaris Road and along Old Mill Road specific to winter
conditions and topography. As detailed above, the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC included in Appendix D
of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the potential transportation safety impacts of the Project and review and
analysis of historical crash data from 2008-2017 (the most recent 10-year period available at the time the analysis was
prepared) available through the Statewide Integrated Traffic Records System.

Polaris Road

The historical crash data contains data for Polaris Road, which includes the winter months. Of the five crashes
reported on Polaris Road within 200 feet of the intersections (three at the intersection with Heather Lane and two at
the intersection with the high school parking lot), three occurred during clear/cloudy days and information on
weather conditions was not provided for the other two. Additionally, as indicated in Table 16 of the Transportation
Analysis, all crashes reported along Polaris Road at locations greater than 200 feet from intersections (i.e., three total
crashes) occurred during clear/cloudy days. Therefore, based on the analysis presented in the Section 7,
"Transportation Safety Analysis,” of the Transportation Analysis and summarized above there are no undue
transportation safety-related concerns related to winter conditions along Polaris Road.
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Old Mill Road
It is acknowledged that traffic increases on Old Mill Road are a particular concern given the steep grades and curves.

The historical crash data includes the winter months during which two of the four crashes reported on Old Mill Road
within 200 feet of the intersection with Polaris Road occurred while it was snowing, one crash occurred during
clear/cloudy conditions, and information on weather conditions was not provided for the fourth crash. As indicated in
Table 16 of the Transportation Analysis, all crashes reported along Old Mill Road (during the 10-year period analyzed
and including crashes located more than 200 feet from the intersection with Polaris Road) resulted in property
damage only, no injuries were reported, and no crashes involving pedestrians or bicyclists were reported. This
indicates the crash severity on Old Mill Road has been relatively low. Additionally, the Tahoe Regional Planning
Agency's (TRPA's) Lake Tahoe Region Safety Strategy study, which evaluated 2,672 reported crashes over a 5-year
period across the Tahoe region, did not identify Old Mill Road as a priority location for safety improvements. Finally,
although the proposed Project would increase traffic on Old Mill Road, the resulting daily traffic volumes would not
exceed the County standards for traffic volumes on a residential street. Therefore, based on the analysis presented in
the Section 7, “Transportation Safety Analysis,” of the Transportation Analysis and summarized above it was
determined that no undue transportation safety-related concerns related to conditions along Old Mill Road would
result with implementation of the proposed Project.

Transportation Hazards at Intersection of State Route 28 and Fabian Way

The Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the
potential transportation safety impacts of the Project and review and analysis of historical crash data from 2008-2017
(the most recent 10-year period available at the time the analysis was prepared) available through the Statewide
Integrated Traffic Records System. Historical crash data at the SR 28/Fabian Way intersection over the 10-year period
from 2008-2017 indicates the following:

» approximately 1 crash per year, on average;

» approximately 1injury crash every 1to 2 years, on average;

» approximately 1 crash involving a bicyclist or pedestrian every 5 years, on average;
» no severe injuries reported; and

» no fatalities reported.

As detailed above, increasing traffic at intersections exceeding the statewide average crash rate does not necessarily
constitute a significant impact under CEQA and no numerical adopted standards exist to define significant impact on
transportation safety in most situations. As detailed on pages 3.5-18 and 3.5-19 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the
Draft EIR, the criteria from TRPA Initial Environmental Checklist were used to evaluate the transportation hazards of the
Project. The TRPA criteria applied in the analysis under Impact 3.5-3 beginning on page 3.5-23 of the Draft EIR included
determining whether the Project would substantially increase hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use.

The SR 28/Fabian Way intersection has “total” and injury crash rates that are more than double the statewide average
rates. It is important to note that the statewide average crash rates are derived based on intersections along State
highways only, and the vast majority of traffic activity along highways in California occurs in areas unaffected by
snowy and icy conditions. It can be expected that crash rates would be higher in the Sierra Nevada mountains and
this is reflected in that half of the crashes at this intersection occurred under snowy and/or icy roadway conditions.
The relatively high observed crash rates may also reflect the limited driver experience level of high school students’
traveling to and from the nearby high school.

The proposed Project would increase total traffic traveling through the SR 28/Fabian Way intersection by less than
3 percent during winter peak periods and by approximately 1 percent during summer peak periods. Alternative A
would increase total traffic traveling through the SR 28/Fabian Way intersection by up to about 5 percent during
winter and summer peak periods. Additionally, if the Dollar Creek Crossing project is implemented, it is estimated
that total traffic traveling through this intersection would increase by up to 10 percent in winter and 7 percent in
summer (assuming 169 new housing units; see responses to comments 171-2 and 171-3 for further discussion of the
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cumulative traffic impacts associated with the Dollar Creek Crossing project). Combined, both projects could result in
a cumulative increase in traffic volumes traveling through the SR 28/Fabian Way intersection by approximately 13 to
15 percent during winter peak periods and 8 to 12 percent in summer peak periods (depending on if the proposed
Project or Alternative A is selected).

Based on the analysis in the Transportation Analysis described above, and as presented in Section 7, “Transportation
Safety Analysis,” of the Transportation Analysis, it was determined that the proposed Project and Alternative A, in the
existing and cumulative scenarios, are not expected to exacerbate any existing roadway hazards due to the increase
in traffic volumes using the SR 28/Fabian Way intersection. Additionally, the Project would not require the
construction, re-design, or alteration of the SR 28/Fabian Way intersection. Additionally, the types of vehicles
anticipated to be traveling to and from the Project would be consistent with the existing types of vehicles currently
using the study area roadway network. Therefore, it was determined within the Draft EIR that the Project would not
substantially increases hazards due to a design feature or incompatible use.

SPEEDING

Multiple comments were received regarding safety along study area roadways specific to motorists speeding. As
described on page 3.5-10 of the Draft EIR and in the Transportation Impact Analysis prepared by LSC included in
Appendix D of the Draft EIR, the average speed at a point east of the high school along Polaris Road is approximately
26 mph (average of both directions), and the 85th-percentile speed (the speed that is only exceeded by 15 percent of
the vehicles) is calculated to be approximately 30 mph. Placer County also indicates that the design speed for the
roadway is 35 mph. As the majority (85 percent) of speeds recorded on Polaris Road are no more than 5 mph over
the posted speed limit and are within the design speed, this would not typically be identified as an existing safety
issue related to speeding. Additionally, the average speed (26 mph) and 85th-percentile speed (30 mph) are both
lower than the Placer County design speed for Polaris Road of 35 mph. The average observed speed along Country
Club Drive was 18 mph, and the 85th-percentile speed (20 mph) is about 5 mph below the speed limit, which
indicates that there is no safety issue related to speed along this roadway.

As detailed in the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR, “unsafe speed”
was not recorded as a factor in any of the three crashes reported during the 10-year period along Polaris Road.
Additionally, the Lake Tahoe Region Safety Strategy study, which evaluated location of 2,672 reported crashes over a
5-year period across the Tahoe Region, did not identify any of the study area roadways or intersections as priority
locations for safety improvements (TRPA 2019). Further, the applicant would participate and partner in a
Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) for the affected area. As detailed on page 3.5-6 of the Draft EIR
and consistent with recommendations within the NTMP, the applicant would coordinate with County staff during the
development review process regarding program participation and the appropriate traffic calming measures that
could potentially be incorporated into their development plan.

Finally, speeding is prohibited by law along these roadways; thus, it is a reasonable assumption that drivers would
obey existing speed regulations and traffic laws when arriving or departing from the Project site. Enforcement of
speed limits and associated laws is carried out by local law enforcement, and risk of violating laws is not a topic
subject to CEQA review.

3.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The oral and written individual comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are
provided below. The comment letters are reproduced in their entirety and are followed by the response(s). A
summary of each oral comment made at the public hearing is provided and is followed by the response(s). Where a
commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a line bracket and an identifying number
in the margin of the comment letter.
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3.3.1 Agencies

Letter
Al
From: Thomason, Jennifer C CIV USARMY CESPK (USA)
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR (UNCLASSIFIED)
Date: Manday, July 06, 2020 9:26:22 AM

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED

Please be advised that the T.S. Army Corps of Engineers, through the Regulatory Program, administers and enforces
Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act of 1899 (RHA) and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). Under
RHA Section 10, a permit is required for work or structures in, over or under navigable waters of the United States.
Lake Tahoe is regulated under RHA Section 10. Under CWA Section 404, a permit is required for the discharge of
dredged or fill material into waters of the United States. If this project will place fill material below the ordinary
high water mark of a regulated water, including Lake Tahoe, its tributaries and adjacent wetlands, a permit may be
required from this office. More information regarding our regulatory program is available on our website at,

Al

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thank you,

Jennifer C. Thomason

Senior Project Manager

US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
Reno Regulatory Field Office

300 Booth Street, Room 3050

Reno, NV 89509-1361

Office: (775) 784-5304

Mobile: (775) 525-0384

***In response to COVID-19, Regulatory Division staff are teleworking from home or other approved location. We
will do our best to administer the Regulatory Program in an effective and efficient manner. Priority will be given to
health and safety activities and essential infrastructure. Action on your permit application or other request may be
delayed during this emergency. We appreciate your patience over the next several weels. ***

Please note: The out of office notification for our email has been disabled. If T do not respond to your message ina
few days, I may be out of the office and I will respond as soon as I am able.

Let us know how we're doing. Please complete the survey at:

http://corpsmapu.usace. army mil/om apex/f?p=regulatory survey

CLASSIFICATION: UNCLASSIFIED
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Letter A1 Jennifer C. Thomason, Senior Project Manager

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District, Reno Regulatory Field Office
July 6, 2020

Response A1-1
This comment advises that compliance with the Clean Water Act (CWA) is required for all projects. The Clean Water

Act is discussed on page 3.10-1in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Draft EIR. There are no
wetlands or other regulated water bodies on the Project site. Therefore, the Project would not place fill material
below the high water mark of a regulated water and a Section 404 would not be required from the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers. No further response is necessary.
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via email: kboyd@tcpud.org

Attn: Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst
PO Box 5249
Tahoe City, CA 94145

Subject: Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Draft Environmental

Impact Report

Dear Ms. Boyd:

Placer County appreciates the opportunity to engage at this stage in the process. After reviewing
the submitted information, the County offers the following comments for your consideration
regarding the proposed project:

Engineering & Suirveying Division and Depariment of Public Works

1.

Planning Division = 3091 County Center Drive, #190 » Auburn, CA 95603
[530) 745-3000 office = {530) 745-3080 fax = planning@placer.ca.gov

The Transportation section should include a discussion of the impacts resulting from the
potentially required Placer County frontage improvements. The Tahoe Basin Area Plan
requires projects to construct improvements where they front County maintained roads. The
improvement along the parcel frontage with Polaris Road would include the
construction/reconstruction of a 14 foot paved section from the existing centerline to a Traffic
Index of 6.0 plus curb, gutter, and a é foot wide sidewalk. The improvements along the parcel
frontage with Country Club Drive would include the construction/reconstruction of an 11 foot
paved section from the existing centerline to a Traffic Index of 6.0 plus curb, gutter, and a 6
foot wide sidewalk.

Based on the traffic analysis and the potential for additional projects in the vicinity of the
project, the County remains concemed about the use of and potential fraffic impacts on
neighborhood streets. The applicant is strongly encouraged to coordinate with the County
early onin the development process to address these concerns through coordination on the
Transportation Demand Management (TDM] Plan and the applicant's participation and
partnership in a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) for the affected area.

The Transportation section should include a discussion and the inclusion of the Tahoe Basin
Area Plan Mitigation Measure 10-1b and 10-5 as a part of the project.

Impact 3.5-3, Proposed Project: This impact discusses the sight distance requirements along
Polaris Road. The Placer County required design speed for Polaris Road is 35 mph. The
environmental analysis should be based on the County design speed requirement of 35 mph.

COUNTY Letter
OF PI A2
N
July 24, 2020

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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In addition, the County requirement is o meet corner sight distance. The project indicates
that a Minor Use permit is required. A Condition of Approval will be placed on the project to
meet the corner sight distance requirements for a 35 mph design speed. If this sight distance
is not achievable, the applicant should work with the County prior fo the release of the Final
EIR to determine if a Design Exception could be approved for a reduced sight distance. If the
Design Exception for areduced sight distance is not acceptable, the Final EIR should identify
what mitigation measures would be needed to reduce the sight distance impacts.

5. Impact 3.5-3, Alternative A: This impact discusses the sight distance requirements along Polaris
Road. The Placer County required design speed for Country Club Drive is 25 mph. As discussed
above for Polaris Road, the County requirement is to meet comer sight distance. The project
indicates that a Mincr Use permit is required. A Condition of Approval will be placed on the
project fo meet the cornersight distance requirements for a 25 mph design speed. If this sight
distance is not achievable, the applicant should work with the County prior to the release of
the Final EIR release to determine if a Design Exception could be approved for a reduced sight
distance. If the Design Exception for a reduced sight distance is not acceptable, the Final EIR
should identify what mitigation measures would be needed to reduce the sight distance
impacts {The DEIR indicates that the sight distance is limited by existing trees and vegetation.
The Final EIR should indicate what trees and vegetation would need to be removed in order
to achieve the required corner sight distance). ~

A2-5
cont.

6. A more comprehensive explanation of the proposed measures' effects on VMT for Mitigation
Measure 3.5-6a should be provided. The effects of the measures should be described in a
more quantitative manner to show how much each could reduce VMT and how these, in
combination, would reduce the impact to a less than significant level.

A2-6

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for the

TCPUD Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion project.

Should you have any questions, please contact Leigh Chavez, Environmental Coordinator at
Ichavez@placer.ca.gov or 530-745-3077.

Sincerely,
s WA
2 £ /

LEIGH/CHAVEL, PWL PLANNER
ENVIRONMENTAL ORDINATOR

Page 2 ¥inBf
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Letter A2 Leigh Chavez, Principal Planner/Environmental Coordinator

Placer County
July 24, 2020

Response A2-1
The comment provides an introduction to the letter and no response is necessary.

Response A2-2
The comment states that Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR should include a discussion of the impacts

resulting from the potentially required Placer County roadway frontage improvements along the parcel frontage
along Polaris Road and Country Club Drive.

In response to this comment, the description of the proposed Project is refined to more clearly define the Project and
the roadway frontage improvements that would be required as part of the Project. This clarification to the Project
description in the Draft EIR is presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” Additionally, a summary
that clarifies the potential impacts of these roadway improvements is provided below.

A new paragraph is added after the third full paragraph (“Parking” section) under Section 2.5.1, “Project
Characteristics,” on page 2-11 of the Draft EIR as follows:

ROADWAY IMPROVEMENTS

As required by the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Implementing Regulations (Section 3.06), roadway
improvements along the proposed Project site parcel frontage at Polaris Road or along the Alternative A site
parcel frontage at Country Club Drive would be constructed consistent with the Placer County Design Standards
and Guidelines. For the proposed Project, the improvement along the parcel frontage at Polaris Road would
include the construction/reconstruction of a 16-foot paved section from the existing centerline to a Traffic Index of
6.0 plus curb, gutter, and a 6-foot wide sidewalk. Traffic Index is used to determine necessary pavement thickness.
For Alternative A, the improvements along the parcel frontage at Country Club Drive would include the
construction/reconstruction of an 11-foot paved section from the existing centerline to a Traffic Index of 6.0 plus
curb, gutter, and a 6-foot wide sidewalk.

Impacts resulting from roadway frontage improvements required under the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan
(Area Plan) are included in the Draft EIR impact analysis. Impact 3.5-5 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR
includes discussion and analysis of Project-generated construction impacts, including the construction of roadway
frontage improvements required under the Area Plan. Construction of the roadway frontage improvements (i.e., curb,
gutter, sidewalk, and reconstruction of a paved section from the existing center line to the edge of the driveway)
would involve similar construction activities described in Section 2.5.2, “Construction Schedule and Activities,” in
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR resulting in similar types of construction-related impacts that were described for the
proposed Project and Alternative A in the Draft EIR. These roadway improvements would not result in any operational
changes along either Polaris Road (for the proposed Project) or Country Club Drive (for Alternative A). The potential
impacts associated with these roadway improvements are summarized here:

» Biological Resources: The roadway frontage improvements would include ground surface improvements that
would have no permanent effects on biological resources. Because the improvements would occur within an
existing paved roadway (i.e., Polaris Road or Country Club Drive) and within the Project site, they would not result
in ground disturbance of any previously undisturbed areas and would not be anticipated to result in new or
substantially more severe impacts to biological resources.

» Transportation: The roadway improvements would not result in any operational changes; thus, there would not
be any long-term transportation impacts. Because the roadway improvements would be limited in scope to the
frontage along the Project parcel that abuts Polaris Road (or Country Club Drive), construction-related
transportation impacts would be similar to or less than those discussed for the proposed Project and
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Alternative A under Impact 3.5-5. Preparation and implementation of a temporary traffic control plan for the
proposed Project or Alternative A as identified in Mitigation Measure 3.5-5 would address maintaining access for
residences and emergency vehicles during construction of the roadway improvements.

» Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources: Potential construction-related impacts on
archaeological, historical, and tribal cultural resources from construction of roadway improvements would be
similar to those discussed for the proposed Project and Alternative A as discussed in Impacts 3.4-1 through 3.4-4
in Section 3.4, "Cultural, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources.” These improvements would be required to
implement Mitigation Measures 3.4-2 and 3.4-3, which would reduce potentially significant impacts related to
previously undiscovered archaeological and tribal cultural resources because mitigation would avoid, move,
record, or otherwise treat a discovered resource appropriately, in accordance with pertinent laws and regulations.

» Air Quality: Because of the limited amount of construction activities that would be associated with construction of
the roadway improvements in Polaris Road or Country Club Drive involving ground disturbance and installation,
construction-related emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors would not exceed construction-related
emissions of the proposed Project or Alternative A shown in Tables 3.6-4 and 3.6-5 on pages 3.6-14 and 3.6-15 of
the Draft EIR and would not be anticipated to exceed the PCAPCD significance criteria for criteria pollutants and
precursors. There would be no operational emissions of criteria air pollutants or precursors associated with the
roadway improvements.

» Greenhouse Gases and Climate Change: Construction of the roadway improvements would result in emission of
construction-related GHG emissions less than that described for the proposed Project and Alternative A under
Impact 3.7-1. As identified in Impact 3.7-1, because the construction and operational GHG emissions from the
proposed Project and Alternative A would not achieve the zero net emissions goal of the Area Plan or the Linking
Tahoe RTP/SCS goal of reducing VMT within the region, the proposed Project and Alternative A would result in a
potentially significant impact. Construction-related GHG emissions from the roadway improvements would
contribute to this impact; thus, as a component of either the proposed Project or Alternative A, the roadway
improvements would also be required to implement feasible measures to reduce GHGs identified in Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1 (revised as Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b in response to comment A3-16 below), which
could include enforcing idling time restrictions for construction vehicles and use of electric-powered construction
equipment rather than operating temporary gasoline/diesel powered generators. The applicant would also be
required to offset the remaining levels of unmitigated GHG emissions by purchasing carbon offsets as described
in the mitigation measure. Construction-related GHG emissions from construction of the roadway improvements
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level after implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 (revised as
Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b in response to comment A3-16 below).

» Noise: Construction of the roadway improvements could result in similar noise and vibration impacts as
described for the proposed Project and Alternative A under Impacts 3.8-1and 3.8-2. Because construction activity
for the roadway improvements would occur between 8:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. daily (during hours where
construction activities are exempt from local noise standards) and be temporary in nature, existing nearby
sensitive receptors would not be substantially affected by construction noise. Thus, construction of the roadway
improvements would not result in a substantial temporary increase in noise that exceeds a local (i.e., TRPA, Placer
County) noise standard and this impact would be less than significant.

Construction vibration impacts associated with the roadway improvements would be similar to the analysis of
vibration impacts for the proposed Project and Alternative A described in Impact 3.8-2 because the roadway
improvement construction activities would use similar construction equipment. The nearest residential structures
are over 50 feet from the road centerline edge of pavement (i.e., edge of where construction activities could
occur for these improvements) and would not be exposed to a vibration impact that could result in structural
building damage. Additionally, construction activities would occur during daytime hours, when people are less
sensitive; thus, existing residences would not be exposed to vibration levels that would disturb people.
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» Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage and Hydrology and Water Quality: Construction of the roadway
improvements would result in similar erosion impacts and surface water and groundwater quality impacts as
those described for the proposed Project and Alternative A as described under Impacts 3.9-3, 3.10-1, and 3.10-3.
Because the roadway improvements would occur in previously disturbed areas and would implement temporary
and permanent best management practices, as required by TRPA, Lahontan Regional Water Quality Control
Board, and Placer County, erosion impacts would be less than significant. Because these improvements would be
located in previously disturbed and developed areas, they would not adversely affect the topography or result in
compaction or land coverage beyond TRPA limits.

» Utilities: Construction of roadway improvements would not result in operational changes such that there would
be demand for water, wastewater, natural gas, or electricity. Installation of the roadway improvements would
involve limited excavation and construction and demolition (C&D) waste associated with asphalt removed during
construction. The roadway improvements would comply with Section 5.408 of the CALGreen Code as discussed
under Impact 3.11-4 for the proposed Project and Alternative A, which requires that a minimum of 65 percent of
C&D debris generated during construction be recycled and/or salvaged. The roadway improvements would not
result in an ongoing increase in demand for solid waste collection and disposal.

» Energy: Construction of the roadway improvements would result in the same types of fuel consumption, which
would be a one-time energy expenditure, as described for the proposed Project and Alternative A under
Impact 3.12-1. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 (revised as Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b in
response to comment A3-16 below), as summarized above, would result in the reduction of GHG emissions
through implementation of measures that would also reduce construction-related consumption of fuels. Because
the demand for energy for construction activities would be temporary and would not require additional capacity
or increased peak or base period demands for electricity or other forms of energy and because construction of
the roadway improvements would implement measures to reduce fuel consumption, these improvements would
not result in wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy.

For the reasons described above, clarification in the Final EIR of these types of improvements that are required by
Placer County and the Area Plan would not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any
environmental impact.

Response A2-3
The comment expresses concern about potential traffic impacts on neighborhood streets surrounding the Project

site. The comment encourages the applicant to coordinate with the County early on in the development process to
address these concerns through coordination of the Transportation Demand Management (TDM) Plan and the
applicant’s participation and partnership in a Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) for the affected
area. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR. However, as discussed in detail in response to comment A2-6 below, preparation of a
TDM plan consistent with Area Plan Policy T-P-12 would be required as part of the development review process.
Additionally, the implementation of a more robust version of the NTMP as it relates to traffic calming measures could be
required as part of the TDM plan based on the fact that reducing motor vehicle speeds could improve safety, encourage
pedestrian and bicycle trips; and thus, potentially reduce VMT. Further details and information related to potentially
feasible TDM measures that could be implemented as part of the TDM plan, including a more detailed discussion of
what an enhanced NTMP would entail, are shown in Appendix A to this Final EIR. Therefore, the applicant would
coordinate with the County during the development process to address any applicable areas of concern. Additionally,
as detailed on page 3.5-6 of the Draft EIR and consistent with recommendations within the NTMP, the applicant
would coordinate with County staff during the development review process regarding program participation and the
appropriate traffic calming measures that could be incorporated into their development plan. The comment is noted
for consideration during the County development review and permitting process for the Project.
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Response A2-4
The comment states that Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR should include a discussion and inclusion of

Area Plan EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure 10-1b, “Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to fund expansion of
transit capacity,” and Mitigation Measure 10-5, “Create a transit service expansion funding source pursuant to
Mitigation Measure 10-1b,"” as part of the Project.

Consistent with Mitigation Measures 10-1b and 10-5 identified in the Area Plan EIR/EIS and codified in Policy T-P-31 of
the Area Plan, the Project is required to develop a County Service Area Zone of Benefit as part of the development
review process. Therefore, in response to this comment, Section 3.5, “Transportation,” and Chapter 2, “Description of
the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” are revised in this Final EIR. These changes are presented
below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The inclusion of these Area Plan EIR/EIS mitigation measures as
part of the Project does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact
because the development of County Service Area Zones of Benefit and payment of all applicable fees would be
required as part of the development review process. Additionally, these requirements for the Project would provide
additional benefits related to supporting the use of transit, which could help minimize transportation-related and
other environmental effects (e.g., air quality, GHG).

Revisions are made to page 3.5-4 of the Draft EIR as follows:

The environmental document prepared for the Area Plan (i.e., the-Placer-County-Fahoe BasinArea-Planand
Fohoe City-Lodge-ProjectEIR/EIS{Area Plan EIR/EIS]) identified plan-level mitigation that would apply to all

new construction located within the Area Plan boundaries. Placer County and TRPA developed mitigation
measures to address transportation impacts of the Area Plan. Mitigation Measures 10-1b, 10-1c, ard-10-1d,
and 10-5 are shown below, ard-would apply to the Project, and would be implemented during the Placer
County development review process, which is described in Section 2.5.2, "Placer County Tahoe Basin Area
Plan Mitigation Measures,” in Chapter 2, “Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail” (Placer
County and TRPA 2016):

Mitigation Measure 10-1b: Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to fund expansion of transit capacity

The key constraint to expanding transit capacity is the availability of ongoing transit operating subsidy
funding, as discussed in the recently completed System Plan Update for the Tahoe Truckee Area Regional
Transit in Eastern Placer County (LSC, 2016). While the proposed Area Plan includes Policy T-P-22 (“Secure
adequate funding for transit services so that transit is a viable transportation alternative”), it does not identify
a specific mechanism to assure expansion of transit services to address increased peak demand. To provide
an ongoing source of operating funding as well as transit bus seating capacity, Placer County shall establish
one or more County Service Area Zones of Benefit encompassing the developable portions of the Plan area.
Ongoing annual fees would be identified to fund expansion of transit capacity as necessary to expand
seating capacity to accommodate typical peak-period passenger loads. At a minimum, this would consist of
four additional vehicle-hours of transit service per day throughout the winter season on each of the following
three routes: North Shore (North Stateline to Tahoe City), SR 89 (Tahoe City to Squaw Valley), and SR 267
(North Stateline to Northstar), as well as the expansion of transit fleet necessary to operate this additional
service. Fees would be assessed on all future land uses that generate an increased demand for transit
services, including residential, lodging, commercial, civic, and recreational land uses.

Mitigation Measure 10-1c: Payment of Traffic Mitigation Fees to Placer County

Prior to issuance of any Placer County Building Permits, projects within the Area Plan shall be subject to the
payment of established Placer County traffic impact fees that are in effect in this area, pursuant to applicable
county Ordinances and Resolutions. Traffic mitigation fees shall be required and shall be paid to the Placer
County Department of Public Works and Facilities subject to the County Wide Traffic Limitation Zone:

Article 15.28.010, Placer County Code. The fees will be calculated using the information supplied. If the use or
the square footage changes, then the fees will change. The actual fees paid will be those in effect at the time
the payment occurs.
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Mitigation Measure 10-1d: Expand Requirements for Transportation Demand Management Plans

To reduce peak-period vehicle trips and improve LOS, future development project proposals which will
employ between 20 and 100 employees and/or include tourist accommodation or recreational uses will be
required to submit to Placer County a Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM) upon Development
Review. The current threshold for preparation of a TDM or Employee Transportation Plan (TRPA Code
Section 65.5.2.B) and compliance with the Placer County Trip Reduction Ordinance (Placer County

Code Section 10.20) is 100 or more employees in a single location which applies to a very limited number of
sites in the Plan area. This existing requirement also does not address trips that are generated from sources
other than employee commutes, and in the Plan area, a large proportion of peak period trips are the result
of tourist or visitor trips rather than employee trips.

Development of the expanded requirements for TDM plans will consider trip sources and characteristics in
the Plan area during peak periods. This mitigation measure will expand the requirements for TDM plans with
criteria that would require some employers with fewer than 100 employees to prepare such plans and
implement through project mitigation for LOS impacts.

The Project applicant shall mitigate VMT to maximum degree feasible through implementation of a TDM
plan. A menu of measures that could generally be included in TDM plans is provided in TRPA Code Section
65.5.3 and Placer County Code Section 10.20. Additional measures determined to be potentially feasible were
identified through the review of Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures published by the California
Air Pollution Control Officers Association (CAPCOA) in 2010. These measures include but are not limited to:

» Preferential carpool/vanpool parking;

» Electric vehicle parking/charging stations;

» Shuttle bus program;

» Ridesharing program;

» Transit pass subsidies;
+»—Paid-parking:-and

» Employee parking “cash-out” program;

» Direct contributions to transit service;:

» Pedestrian network improvements;

» Bicycle network improvements;

» Traffic calming measures;

» Bicycle parking;

» End of trip facilities;

» Commute trip reduction marketing program;

» Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to fund expansion of transit capacity; and

» Enhanced Neighborhood Traffic Management Program (NTMP) for the affected area.

Mitigation Measure 10-5: Create a transit service expansion funding source pursuant to Mitigation
Measure 10-1b.

This impact would be minimized through the implementation of Mitigation Measure 10-1b described under
Impact 10-1, above. This same mitigation measure would be required to address this impact.
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New text is added on page 2-20 of the Draft EIR as follows:

2.5.2 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Mitigation Measures

The Area Plan is a joint TRPA/Placer County plan, adopted in 2016 by the Placer County Board of Supervisors
and in 2017 by the TRPA Governing Board. The plan incorporates TRPA goals and regulations but also
includes additional land use regulations to implement and achieve the environmental improvement and
redevelopment goals of the Lake Tahoe Regional Plan and the TRPA/Tahoe Metropolitan Planning
Organization Regional Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy while also addressing local
goals. A full scope environmental impact report/environmental impact statement (EIR/EIS) was prepared for
the Area Plan, and because the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project is located
within the Area Plan boundaries, it is required to comply with its policies and implementing regulations. The
Project is alse-required to_contribute to implementation of the Area Plan EIR/EIS mitigation measures that
were developed aspart-ofthe-EIR/EIS to avoid, minimize, or mitigate potentially significant and significant
environmental effects. Applicable mitigation measures identified in the Area Plan EIR/EIS that would be
implemented as part of the Project are limited to the following to address issues related to transportation, air
quality, and greenhouse gas emissions:

» Mitigation Measure 10-1b: Establish a County Service Area Zone of Benefit to Fund Expansion of Transit
Capacity. The Project would develop a transit zone of benefit during the County’'s development review

process.

» Mitigation Measure 10-1c: Payment of Traffic Mitigation Fees to Placer County. The Project applicant
would be required to pay traffic mitigation fees during the County’s development review process.

» Mitigation Measure 10-1d: Expand Requirements for Transportation Demand Management Plans.

» Mitigation Measure 10-5: Create a Transit Service Expansion Funding Source Pursuant to Mitigation
Measure 10-1b. This mitigation measure requires implementation of Area Plan EIR/EIS Mitigation
Measure 10-1b, which is listed above.

» Mitigation Measure 11-2a: Reduce Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions of Reactive Organic
Gases (ROG), Oxides of Nitrogen (NOx), and Respirable Particulate Matter with Aerodynamic Diameter of
10 Micrometers or Less (PM1). The potential short-term construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOy,
and PM;jo_from the Project are assessed in Impact 3.6-1in Section 3.6, "Air Quality.”

» Mitigation Measure 11-5: Reduce Short-Term Construction-Generated Toxic Air Contaminants (TAC)
Emissions. The potential short-term construction-generated emissions of ROG, NOy, and PMyg from the
Project are assessed in Impact 3.6-4 in Section 3.6, "Air Quality.”

» Mitigation Measure 12-1: Implement All Feasible Greenhouse Gas Reduction Measures to Achieve No Net
Increase in Emissions. The requirements of this mitigation measure are incorporated into Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1a.

Response A2-5
The comment states that the Placer County required design speed for Polaris Road is 35 mph, and that the Project

will be conditioned to meet the corner sight distance requirements for this speed. The comment also states that if this
sight distance is not achievable, the applicant should work with the County prior to the release of the Final EIR to
determine if a Design Exception could be approved for a reduced sight distance. If the Design Exception for a
reduced sight distance is not acceptable, the Final EIR should identify what mitigation measures would be needed to
reduce the sight distance impacts. The comment also requests that the Final EIR identify any trees and vegetation
that would need to be removed to achieve the required corner sight distance.

The posted speed limit on Polaris Road, a Local Road (as indicated in the California Road System Map and Placer
County General Plan), is 25 mph. In addition, based on the speed surveys conducted as a part of this study, the
calculated 85th-percentile speed for traffic along Polaris Road is approximately 30 mph. The 85th-percentile of the
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distribution of observed speeds is the most frequently used measure of the operating speed associated with a
particular roadway location. Placer County standards (Plate 116) state that corner sight distance shall comply with
Caltrans Highway Design Manual (HDM) standards. The HDM indicates that the selected design speed for a highway
should be consistent with the operating speeds that are likely to be expected on a given highway facility.
Consequently, the sight distance analysis at the proposed driveway location assumes a design speed of 30 mph,
consistent with the operating speed calculated in the vicinity of that location. See the discussion under “Roadway
Design and Hazards,” under Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, which further addresses concerns related to
sight distance requirements.

Based on the understanding of potential street frontage improvements that could be required to meet sight distance
standards, it is possible that some additional tree and vegetation removal beyond that characterized in the Draft EIR
may be required for the proposed Project and Alternative A. All tree and vegetation removal activities are required to
comply with TRPA requirements and Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 on pages 3.3-20 and 3.3-21 of the Draft EIR. Based on
a review of Google Earth aerial imagery and tree data on Project site plans, it is not anticipated that with the street
frontage improvements that tree removal or vegetation removal for the proposed Project or Alternative A would
change substantially from the tree removal estimates provided in Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR. Those
estimates are based on preliminary designs for the proposed Project and Alternative A, which could be refined as the
Project moves through the Placer County and TRPA permitting processes (if approved by TCPUD). To further clarify
that the tree removal estimates provided in Table 2-2 of the Draft EIR are preliminary and would be refined
throughout the Project approval and permitting process, Table 2-2 is revised below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to
the Draft EIR.” This refinement does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of impacts related to
tree removal because the number of trees that would need to be removed would not be a substantial change to the
number of trees already identified for removal for the proposed Project and Alternative A and would also be subject
to Mitigation Measure 3.3-2, which reduces the impacts associated with tree removal to a less-than-significant level.

Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Table 2-2 Site Development Features
ltem Description Existing Conditions Propose d Project Alternative A
(Site D)
46 total spaces ” ts;zlczsazrkmg parl?r?gtcs);aa:ces
(approx. 16,820 sq. ft.)
Proposed parking would meet the (59,799 sq. ft) (49,446 sq. ft)
Parking typical need and avoid overflow street 2 disabled 4 disabled 4 disabled
parking in the neighborhood parking spaces parking spaces parking spaces
0 2 bus parking 2 bus parking
spaces spaces
Dnvevx@y and walkway to gllow shared 60 — 70 linear
School Connector parking; locked gate during school NA fopt NA
hours for security purposes
. For external gathering with picnic
Patio tables and outdoor grill and sink 1345 5. ft. 6,808 5 ft. 6,808 s ft.
Kinder Sled Storage Protected external storage Along by||d|ng in 805q. ft. 805q, ft.
to prevent damage parking lot
Walkways ADA accessible N/A N/A N/A
2-racks Minimum -
. . Minimum of 10
. New bike racks would be provided to of 15 short-term
Bike Racks allow for more secure bike parkin 0 bicycle parkin short-term
P g ﬁ‘z?g bicycle parking
Spaces spaces
Existing structure moved to a
Yurt new site to meet ADA standards 706 5q. ft 7065q. ft 706 5q. ft
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ltem Description Existing Conditions Propose d Project Alternative A
(Site D)
The new facilities Total NA 183 79
Trees to be Removed? would require Trees
tree removal > 30 inches dbh NA 15 /
Includes asphalt, building, 7%2?“2%'\/2;0;:28
5 6
New Land Coverage Walkways/concrgte, and 12,334 5q, . for the 81,593 sq. ft. 67,619 sq. ft.
miscellaneous utility needs. oy
proposed Project site
Site S|te'grad|ng gnd excavation for the 3,728 cu.yd. cut/ 3,446 cu. yd.
Grading/Excavation parking lot, driveway, and basement; NA 1785 cu. v, fil cut/
9 excavated material to be hauled off site ' ye 1,723 cu. yd. fill

Notes: cu. yd. = cubic yards; sq. ft. = square feet; dbh = diameter at breast height, NA = not applicable; N/A = not available

T During the parking surveys conducted for the Transportation Impact Analysis (see Appendix D), 51 cars were observed to be

parked in the parking lot. Additional offsite wintertime parking is allowed under permit from Placer County, which typically
accommodates up to 50 vehicles.

Under the proposed Project, because the 46 parking spaces at the Highlands Community Center would be retained, the total
amount of parking spaces that would be available at the Schilling Lodge and the Highlands Community Center would be 146
parking spaces.

Tree removal impacts are discussed in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources.” These tree removal estimates are based on preliminary
Project design and the number of trees to be removed would be refined throughout the Project approval and permitting process.

This amount of coverage for the Existing Conditions is the existing coverage and does not include any new coverage. Existing
coverage includes compacted soil areas on trails and impervious surfaces as shown by the 2010 TRPA LiDAR data within the land
capability districts and on the parcels in which construction for the proposed Project or Alternative A.

The Project components contributing to land coverage for the proposed Project are detailed in Table 3.9-4 in Section 3.9,
“Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage.”

o

The Project components contributing to land coverage for Alternative A are detailed in Table 3.9-5 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils,
Land Capability, and Coverage.”

Source: Compiled by TCCSEA in 2018

Response A2-6
The comment states that a more comprehensive and quantitative explanation of the effect of Mitigation Measure 3.5-

6a on VMT should be provided including the extent to which the identified measures could reduce VMT and in
combination, how they would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level.

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 10-1d identified in the Area Plan EIR/EIS and embodied in Policy T-P-12 of the
Area Plan, the Project is required to submit a TDM plan as part of the development review process. The measures
and contents, including monitoring and reporting requirements, of the TDM plan would be developed and submitted
to the County subsequent to the release of the Final EIR. Mitigation Measure 3.5-6a was originally included in the
Draft EIR because at the time of development of the Project description it was unclear as to whether it would be a
development review requirement, regardless of the VMT impact determination within the EIR. Through coordination
with Placer County it was determined that the TDM plan would in fact be required as part of the development review
process; thus, it should be considered as part of the Project and not as a mitigation measure.

However, to provide a more refined and comprehensive set of potentially feasible measures that could be
incorporated into the Project TDM plan, a planning level assessment of potentially feasible TDM measures was
completed. The TDM measure assessment provides general descriptions of the individual TDM measures, addresses
feasibility and applicability of these measures to the Project, and provides general ranges of VMT reductions that
could occur with implementation of the measures. This assessment is included as Appendix A to this Final EIR. It
should be noted that the VMT reduction percentages shown in Appendix A are typically specific to urban and
suburban settings and do not account for the Project-specific context and details such as weather conditions,
surrounding topography, and the unique land use of the Project. Additionally, many of the measures are specific to a
particular subset of VMT-generating users of the Project (e.g., certain measures would only be applicable to
employees). Finally, the details of the TDM plan relate to actual operation of the Project consisting of elements that
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will occur over time and are not known at this time. Because of the unique context and nature of the project (i.e,,
weather patterns, project area topography, project land use, etc.) and the uncertainty related to Project elements and
the measures that would ultimately be implemented as part of the TDM plan, the VMT reduction possible through
implementation of the TDM plan was not quantified in the Draft EIR. Similarly, even though the TDM plan is now
included as part of the Project as described below, the conservative approach was taken whereby the analysis did not
account for any VMT related reductions associated with the TDM plan as part of the VMT modeling and analysis in
Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR.

However, to more clearly define the Project and the difference between development review requirements
considered to be part of the Project and mitigation measures required under CEQA, Section 3.5, “Transportation,”
and the "Executive Summary” chapter are revised in this Final EIR. These changes are presented below and in
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR." The clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance
of any environmental impact because Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b (now Mitigation Measure 3.5-6, as identified below)
is retained and includes measures that would fully mitigate the impact related to the Project’s increase in VMT. As
described above, the level of VMT reductions the TDM measures could achieve for the Project is unknown.

A new paragraph is added after the third full paragraph on page 3.5-29 of the Draft EIR as follows:

Impact 3.5-6: Result in an Unmitigated Increase in Daily VMT

The proposed Project and Alternative A would both result in increases in daily VMT. Therefore, implementation
of the proposed Project or Alternative A would result in a VMT impact, which would be significant.

The effect of the proposed Project and Alternative A on VMT depends on the origin and destination of
vehicles traveling to and from the respective sites. Project-generated VMT within the Tahoe Basin was
determined based on Project trip generation and distribution to and from the various portions of the Tahoe
Basin. The change in VMT resulting from implementation of the Project is estimated based upon the net
increase in regional vehicle trips generated by the Project multiplied by the average trip distance to each
area. The calculated VMT are presented in Table 3.5-11.

The proposed Project and Alternative A would both be required to implement a TDM plan as part of the
development review process to be consistent with Area Plan Policy T-P-12. A menu of measures that could be
included in the TDM plan is provided in TRPA Code Section 65.5.3, Placer County Code Section 10.20, and
CAPCOA's Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures document. The documented VMT reduction
percentages contained within Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (2010) are typically specific to
urban and suburban settings and do not account for context and details unigue to the Project, such as weather
conditions, surrounding topography, and the unigue land use of the Project. Additionally, some TDM measures
would only apply to employees of the Project, and because of the limited number of employees even during
peaks days the measures that are feasible and would be effective for this size of a project need to be further
refined. Because of the unigue context and nature of the project (i.e., weather patterns, project area
topography, project land use, etc.) and the uncertainty related to the specific measures that would ultimately be
implemented as part of the TDM plan, the VMT reduction possible through implementation of a TDM plan was
not quantified in the Draft EIR. Thus, to provide a conservative analysis, the VMT analysis does not apply any
trip reductions associated with implementation of the required TDM plan.

As shown in Table 3.5-11, the proposed Project and Alternative A are estimated to generate an increase of
approximately 1,140 VMT and 973 VMT, respectively, over the course of a peak summer day relative to
existing conditions.

Proposed Project

The proposed Project is estimated to generate approximately 1,140 VMT over the course of a peak summer day
relative to existing conditions. Unmitigated operational emissions of GHGs generated by automobile travel to
and from the proposed Project site were modeled and shown in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and

Climate Change,” to demonstrate the net difference in operational activity between baseline conditions and
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the proposed Project. The Project would result in an increase in daily VMT to the proposed Project site; and
thus, as detailed in Section 3.7, "Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” would not be consistent with
the regional goal of reducing VMT. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project would result in an
increase in VMT; and thus, this impact would be significant.

Additionally, page 3.5-31in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Mitigation Measures

Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b: Incorporate Design Features and Purchase and Retire Carbon Offsets to Reduce
Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions to Zero

This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and Alternative A.

The applicant shall implement Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b identified in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas
Emissions and Climate Change.” The applicant shall implement measures to reduce all GHG emissions
associated with construction and operation of the Project to zero_as detailed therein. More detail about
measures to reduce construction-related GHGs, operational GHGs, and the purchase of carbon offsets are
provided in Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1bSection-3-7.

Sigm’ficance after Mitigation

implement a TDM plan as part of the Countv develooment review process to reduce pProject-generated daily
VMT to the maximum degree feasible_as explained in the impact analysis. Additionally, implementation of
Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b requires the applicant to implement Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b that are
cross-referenced here and detailed in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” which
requires the proposed Project and Alternative A to implement measures to reduce all GHG emissions
associated with construction and operation to fully mitigate GHG emissions, which includes offsetting any
unmitigated GHG emissions to zero by purchasing carbon offsets. As detailed above, when evaluating VMT
impacts of a project TRPA also considers the corresponding GHG emissions. Therefore, the TDM plan would
reduce VMT to the extent feasible as part of the Project and all remaining GHG emissions would be reduced to
zero with implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-6. For these reasons, the proposed Project and
Alternative A would not result in an unmitigated increase in daily VMT and this impact would be reduced to less
than significant.

tThe applicant would be required to prepare and

Table ES-1on page ES-16 in the “Executive Summary” chapter is revised as follows:
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Significance Significance
Impacts before Mitigation Measures after
Mitigation Mitigation
NI = No Impact LTS = Less than Significant PS = Potentially significant S = Significant ~ SU = Significant and unavoidable
Impact 3.5-6: Result in an Unmitigated Increase in Daily VMT Proposed Proposed
The proposed Project and Alternative A would both result in increases in daily Project, Project,
VMT. Therefore, implementation of the proposed Project or Alternative A would | Alternative A Alternative A
result in a VMT impact, which would be significant. =S = LTS

Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b: Incorporate Design Features and Purchase and
Retire Carbon Offsets to Reduce Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions
to Zero

This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and
Alternative A.

The applicant shall implement Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b
identified in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change.”
The applicant shall implement measures to reduce all GHG emissions
associated with construction and operation of the Project to zero_as
detailed therein. More detail about measures to reduce construction-
related GHGs, operational GHGs, and the purchase of carbon offsets are
provided in Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1bSeetion3-7.
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Placer County

AIRPOLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT

Letter
A3

110 Maple Street, Auburn, GA 95603 » {530) 745-2330 & Fax (530) 745-2373 e www.placerair.org

Erik . White, &ir Pollution Control Officer

July 24, 2020

Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst
Tahoe City Public Utility District

P.O. Box 5249

Tahoe City, CA 96145

RE: Tahoe XC Draft EIR

Ms. Boyd:
The Placer County Air Pollution Control District (District) appreciates the opportunity to comment T
on the Tahoe XC Draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR). District staff have reviewed the Draft A3-1
EIR and have the following comments. 1
Chapter 2 Description of Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail i
1. In Figures 2-5 and 2-9 there is a design box which has the word “fuel” written in it. What A3-2
is the fuel to be stored? If the fuel is gasoline, and the tank is greater than 250 gallons, an
Authority to Construct/Permit to Operate is required by the District. -
Chapter 3.3 Biological Resources -
1. Onpage 3.3-16, under Impact 3.3-2 - Tree Removal is discussed from both the proposed
project site and Alternative A although there is no mention of the disposal. Under
Chapter 3.4 Air Quality, Impact 3.6-1 Short-Term Construction-Generated Emissions of
ROG, NOx and PM10 there is no estimation of the open burning emissions which would
be from the open buming of vegetation including, tree removal, from construction. Since
this method of vegetation disposal by burning was not included in the short-term A3-3
construction generated emissions, the District recommends that burning of removed
vegetation be prohibited during this phase of the project.
2. Onpage 3.3-26, under Cumulative Impacts, there is no discussion on vegetation
maintenance once either the Proposed Project or Alternative A is developed. How will
the disposal of vegetation be managed including any vegetation maintenance on the
associated parcels, not just vegetation surrounding the project? Any buring proposed is
be required to comply with District Regulation 3 - Open Burning. 1
Chapter 3.5 Transportation T
1. Should Table 3.5-2 come after the paragraph Net Impact on Winter Trip Generation on A3-4
page 3.5-14 go that it ties in with the discussion on page 3.5-137 .
2. Will the proposed project also include student practices, student winter races and student T A3-5
non-winter events? 1
Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-23



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

Tahoe XC Draft EIR

3. Inthe Mitigation Measure 3.5-6a, Prepare and Implement a Transportation Demand
Management Plan, one of the measures mentioned are transit pass subsidies. On page 3.5-
1 in paragraph 4 under 3.5 Transportation, it states that both the proposed project site and
Alternative A are located more than .5 mile from the closest transit stops and are
topographically separated due to a steep climb that would limit transit ridership for site
users. In the winter time, taking transit to either site may create difficulty for visitors as
they would need to carry their ski equipment a long distance, uphill, walking in the street.
Accordingly, will the transit pass subsidies be an effective measure to mitigate the
project’s related VMT? What type of a shuttle bus program is being proposed? Will this
be part of the existing Tahoe Area Regional Transit (TART) services or a separate
program proposed by the project proponent?

A3-6

Chapter 3.6 Air Quality -

1. On page 3.6-2, under Table 3.6-1, sub-note 6 discusses the Lake Tahoe Air Basin Carbon A3-7
Monoxide Standard. The table’s information needs to show correctly that the carbon
monoxide standard for the Lake Tahoe is 8 Hour (Lake Tahoe) - Concentration 6 ppm (7
mg/m3).

2. On page 3.6-7 under Mitigation Measure 11-5 Reduce Short-Term Construction-
Generated TAC Emissions discussion the District revised our CEQA Handbook in 2017,

replacing the 2012 version which includes Appendix G Preparing a Health Risk A3-8
Assessment for Land Use Projeets. This discussion should reflect the information in the
updated Handbook. 1

3. On page 3.6-11, the attainment status for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (LTAB) needs to be [
updated to the correct information. The L TAB is designated as unclassified/attainment A3-9

for 1997, 2008, and 2015 ozone standard. The table needs to discuss the latest national
ozone standard from 2015.

4. On page 3.6-12 there is no discussion of diesel particulate matter (DPM) from
construction activities in the air quality analysis. If the Proposed Project, next to the high
school/middle school is chosen, the DPM emissions from construction equipment will A3-10
need to have a quantitative analysis or at least a qualitative analysis if the quantitative
analysis cannot be done.

5. Onpage 3.6-14, in the paragraph following Table 3.6-4, there is a mention that a Dust
Control Plan would need to be prepared and implement. Regardless of which project site A3-1
is chosen, the District recommends that the dust control plan be submitted to the District
at least two weeks prior to construction for review.

6. On page 3.6-14 under Alternative A, the demolition of the Existing Lodge is mentioned.
Be advised that renovation and/or demolition activities of commercial buildings are under
the U.S. EPA’s NESHAP requirements. The following should be an advisory note on the A3-12
improvement plans for this project.

The Asbestos National Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (Asbestos
NESHAP) (Title 40 Code of Federal Regulations, Subpart M § 61.145) establishes
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requirements applicable to demolition and renovation projects. Generally, these
requirements are:

« Prior to beginning renovation or demolition, a thorough asbestos inspection must be
conducted by a California Division of Occupational Safety and Health (CAL OSHA)
Certified Asbestos Consultant or a Site Surveillance Technician.

« Owners or operators must submit written notification to the California Air Resources
Board (ARB) and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency at least 10 working days
prior to beginning renovation or demolition activity.

« For demolition projects: Written notification is required for all demolition projects,
even if no asbestos is identified in the inspection. State law prohibits local agencies
from issuing demolition permits unless the applicant has demonstrated exemption or
compliance with the notification requirements of the Asbestos NESHAP (CA Health
and Safety Code § 19827.5).

s For renovation projects: Written notification is required if the amount of asbestos
containing material that will be disturbed during the renovation exceeds 260 linear
feet of material on pipe, 160 square feet of material on other facility components, or
35 cubic feet of “off facility components™ where the length or area could not be
measured prior to disturbance.

Any regulated asbestos containing material must be removed by a CALOSHA licensed
and registered asbestos abatement contractor and disposed of at a landfill approved to
receive asbestos containing waste material.

For more information or to obtain a copy of the Asbestos NESHAP Notification form for
projects located in Placer County, please visit the ARB’s Asbestos NESHAP webpage
(http://www.arb.ca.gov/enf/asbestos/asbestos.htm) or call ARB at (916) 322-6036 or the
U.S.EPA at (415) 947-4182.

On page 3.6-15 there is no discussion regarding any wood-burning appliances and/or
fireplaces. The cover photo of this document showed a rock chimney with an outdoor
fireplace from the lodge’s original location. From Chapter 2 on page 2-8 in Figure 2-3 the
diagram for the proposed main level that shows the location of the original chimney.
However, there is no indication if that chimney is to be used with any wood-burning
either outside or inside. Therefore, the District recommends that wood-burning
appliances / fireplaces are prohibited for both indoor and outdoor usage.

Chapter 3.7 Greenhouse Gases

1.

On page 3.7-4, under TRP A Best Construction Practices Policy for Construction
Emissions in the second to last paragraph, it states the PCAPCD installed a PM10
monitor at our Tahoe City site. This is incorrect, it was and continues to be a PM 2.5
BAM monitor. This monitoring site is the only site which has a cooperative agreement
with TRPA. The District does not have any monitoring equipment located at Kings
Beach.

A3-12
cont.

A3-13

A3-14
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2. Unpage 3.7-18, under Operational Greenhouse Gaz Emission, bullet eight, discusses A3-15
residential land use for outdoor cocking appliancesz. This 15 not a residential project.

3. Cnpage 3.7-18, under Mitigation Measure 3.7-1; Incorporate Design Features and T
Purchase and Eetire Carbon Cffsets to Eeduce Project-Eelated Greenhouse Gas
Emissions te Zero, under the Operati onal Greenhouse Gaz Emizsions section there is no
guantifiable analysis of the feasible mitigati on measures. In order to determine how the
project 1 to achieve the no netincrease in GHG emissions, the applicant should provide
the detailed analyzis to 1: identify the feasible on site mitigation measures that the project
commits to implement and 2 any greenhouse gas credits should be purchased by the
project to oftset the greenhouse gas emissions. The District 15 happy to help review this
analysis in order to comply with Mitigation Measure 12-1, of the no net increase in
greenhouse gas emissions, developed by Flacer County and TEFA for the Placer County
Tahoe Bazin Area Plan. Thiz analysis should be prepared and submitted for approval and
venfication prior to project construction. 1

A3-16

Chapter 3.11 — TTilities T

1. This chapter discusses electricity needs, although there 13 no mention of whether either the
Proposed Project or Alternative A would have standby emergency generators for power
outages. Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of releasing emissions to
the atmosphere may require permits(s) from the District. The applicant, developer, or AZ1T
operator of a projectthat includes a generator should contact the District early to determine
if a permit is required, and to begin the permit application process. Portable construction
equipment (e g generators, compressors, pile drivers, lighting equipment, etc.) with an
internal combustion engine over 30 horsepower are required to have a PCAPCD permit or
a California Air Resources Board portable equipment regi strati on.

Feel free to contact me if you have any questions at (530) 745-2327. 1

Cordially,

Ann Hobbs
Agsociate Planner
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Letter A3 Anmn Hobbs, Associate Planner

Placer County Air Pollution Control District
July 24, 2020

Response A3-1
The comment provides an introduction to the letter and no detailed response is necessary.

Response A3-2
The comment notes that Figures 2-5 and 2-9 in the Draft EIR include a note related to fuel. The comment asks what

fuel is being stored and notes that if the fuel is gasoline and the tank is greater than 250 gallons then an Authority to
Construct/Permit to Operate is required from the Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). The Draft EIR
notes that operations at the Existing Lodge involve refueling equipment onsite during the winter and that these
activities would continue with implementation of the proposed Project or Alternative A (see page 3-9 under

Section 3.2.3, "Hazardous and Hazardous Materials”). The size of this tank is 500 gallons and is currently permitted by
PCAPCD (McNair, pers. comm., 2020). The potential for an impact related to locating hazardous materials near a
school is addressed on page 3-11in Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of Chapter 3, “Environmental
Setting, Environmental Impacts, and Mitigation Measures,” in the Draft EIR. The use of hazardous materials, including
fuel, at the proposed Project site near North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe Middle School was determined to
be a less-than-significant impact because:

the level of use of hazardous materials in proposed Project or Alternative A construction and operation
would be typical for recreation land uses, and because the proposed Project and Alternative A would be
required to implement and comply with existing federal, state, TRPA, and local hazardous materials
regulations, the proposed Project and Alternative A would not create significant hazards to the public or
environment through the routine transport, use, and disposal of hazardous materials or from reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident conditions.

To clarify the existing use and planned continued use of the 500-gallon fuel tank, Chapter 2, “Description of the
Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” and Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of the
Draft EIR are revised in this Final EIR. These changes are presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft
EIR.” The clarification related to the existing presence and size of the fueling tank does not alter the conclusions with
respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

Paragraph 4 on page 2-3 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

During winter operations, the Existing Lodge amenities include space for ticketing, rentals, retail, waxing skis,
a café, and storage. Existing exterior buildings include a yurt that is used for the Winter Discovery Center and
seven small buildings or structures that provide storage for cross-country ski equipment. Fueling is
conducted at an existing 500-gallon fuel tank at the Highlands Community Center.

The last paragraph on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

During operation of the Schilling Lodge, future use and storage of hazardous materials would include
fertilizers and pesticides typically used for landscaping and household cleaners that would be used for
routine maintenance and would be similar to those used under existing conditions. Hazardous materials
similar to those used during construction could also be used periodically as part of operation, maintenance,
and repair of infrastructure, equipment, and facilities. Winter operations would also continue to conduct
limited refueling for onsite equipment at the proposed Project site or Alternative A site consistent with
existing conditions. With implementation of the proposed Project, the existing 500-gallon fuel tank at the
Highlands Community Center would be moved to the proposed Project site and its use would continue to
comply with the existing permit through the Placer County Air Pollution District (McNair, pers. comm., 2020).
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Response A3-3
The comment notes that in Impact 3.3-2, which discusses tree removal, and Impact 3.6-1, which discusses short-term

construction-generated emissions, there is no discussion of open burning that could be associated with tree or
vegetation removal associated with construction of the Project. The comment also notes that the discussion of
cumulative impacts on page 3.3-26 of the Draft EIR does not discuss vegetation management.

Trees removed for the purposes of the Project would be hauled offsite and any vegetation that requires removal
would be chipped and spread onsite and/or hauled offsite for disposal. The Project would not include any kind of
prescribed burning to manage vegetation on the site. As stated on page 1-1in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft
EIR, no changes are proposed to the existing Highlands Park trail system or adjacent trails on state property. As
described on page 2-1in Chapter 2, "Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the
Draft EIR, the Project consists of changes related to the lodge at the Tahoe Cross-Country Center (Tahoe XC).

The Project does not include any changes to management of the lands around the lodge containing the trail system.
Thus, vegetation management would continue as it currently exists and is not addressed in the Draft EIR. For these
reasons, analysis of vegetation burning as a disposal method was not included in the analysis in the Draft EIR.

Response A3-4
The comment asks about placing Table 3.5-2 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR after the “Net Impact on

Winter Trip Generation,” section. The text first refers to Table 3.5-2 on page 3.5-10 and the table is included on
page 3.5-11. Standard writing practice generally involves placing a table as early as possible after it is first mentioned
in the text, which is what has been done for Table 3.5-2. For these reasons, no changes have been made to move
Table 3.5-2.

Response A3-5
The comment asks whether the Project also includes student practices, student winter races, and student non-winter

events. The specific users and activities that would occur at the Project site are not known at this time. However, as
detailed on page 3.5-12 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR the transportation analysis is based on a set
of reasonable assumptions about the types of programs, number of staff and attendees, and timing of the programs
that could occur at the Schilling Lodge under the proposed Project and Alternative A based on existing operations
and programs at the Existing Lodge. Additionally, the traffic analysis is based on data collected and modeled for a
typical busy day at Tahoe XC and the analysis takes the conservative approach of assuming that skier visitation during
winter conditions could increase by 10 percent. The traffic analysis assumption of 10 percent growth in skier visitation
is assumed to be conservative because visitation to Tahoe XC during the winter has not grown and trip generation at
a ski area or trailhead is typically a function of the skiable terrain, snow conditions, and skier capacity rather than
lodge amenities. Because the Project would not alter the terrain or skier capacity, the number of skiers expected to
visit the site is expected to be the same as the number that currently travel to the Existing Lodge (see page 3.5-12 of
Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR). Therefore, the existing usage of the current facilities by students for
practices would be captured and included in the analysis due to the use of collected traffic counts. Additionally, by
conservatively assuming a 10 percent increase in skier visitation during the winter condition any additional future
winter use of the facilities by students for practices would reasonably be accounted for within the 10 percent visitor
increase during winter conditions.

As detailed on page 3.5-13 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, the trip generation analysis assumes that
a 65-person gathering (including event attendees, staff, performers, volunteers) would occur on a typical busy winter
day (either weekend or weekday). Additionally, the analysis assumes that parking demand would not exceed what
could be provided onsite, and carpooling would be encouraged as part of the rental agreement for private events;
thus, the aforementioned assumption of a 65-person gathering would include events such as student winter races
and the daily trip generation does account for these events.

As detailed on page 3.5-16 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, the summer trip generation was based on
collected traffic counts, which captured junior mountain biking sessions and/or summer devo team/Nordic dryland
training activities. In addition to the aforementioned types of events, which were accounted for in the existing usage
of the current facilities, as detailed on page 3.5-16 of the Draft EIR, the trip generation analysis also assumes events

Tahoe City Public Utility District
3-28 Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR



Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments

such as summer youth camps could potentially occur at the Schilling Lodge during summer days. Therefore, because
simultaneous events are not expected to occur on the same day, the usage of the current facilities by students for
non-winter events would reasonably be accounted for through the use of the collected traffic counts and the
assumed events used to estimate the trip generation. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board
during the review of the merits of the Project.

To clarify that the 10 percent growth in skier visitation does not include the increase in visitation associated with
future events and gatherings at the Schilling Lodge, the "Methods and Assumptions” section in Section 3.5,
“Transportation,” in the Draft EIR is revised to clarify that visitation associated with events and gatherings would be in
addition to the 10 percent growth in skier visitation. This revision results in the text of the “Methods and Assumptions”
section is consistent with the trip generation analysis in Table 3.5-2, “Winter Trip Generation: Proposed Project,” on
page 3.5-11 of the Draft EIR and Table 3.5-3, “Winter Trip Generation: Alternative A,” on page 3.5-14. This clarification
would not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact because it does not
result in any changes to the trip generation in the Draft EIR analysis.

The eighth paragraph on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Trip Generation

The Schilling Lodge is not expected to increase skier visitation to the site. Trip generation at a ski area or
trailhead is typically a function of the skiable terrain, snow conditions, and skier capacity rather than lodge
amenities. Because the proposed Project would not alter the terrain or skier capacity, the number of skiers
expected to visit the site is expected to be the same as the number that currently travel to the Existing Lodge.
While additional visitation is not expected for the aforementioned reasons, this analysis takes a conservative
approach and assumes skier visitation during winter conditions would increase by 10 percent. The 10 percent
increase in skier visitation is in addition to Fhis-weuld-also-accountforany increase in visitation resulting from
events and gatherings held at the Schilling Lodge, as shown in Tables 3.5-2 and 3.5-3.

Response A3-6
The comment questions the effectiveness of transit pass subsidies (Mitigation Measure 3.5-6a on page 3.5-31 of the

Draft EIR) given the distance of the nearest transit stop (more than one-half mile from the Project site), the
topographical character of the area, seasonal weather conditions. Additionally, the comment posits the question of
what type of a shuttle bus program is being proposed and if it would be part of the existing Tahoe Area Regional
Transit (TART) services or a separate program proposed by the applicant.

Response to comment A2-6 discusses preparation of a TDM plan as part of the development review process. Measures
that may be included in a TDM plan include provision of shuttle buses. Additionally, as noted on page 2-14 in Chapter 2,
"Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives Evaluated in Detail,” special events could provide shuttles or
encourage carpooling to the events. Measures that were listed in the now removed Mitigation Measure 3.5-6a (see
response to comment A2-6 that explains the Project is required to submit a TDM plan as part of the development
review process and in accordance with Area Plan EIR/EIS Mitigation Measure 10-1d: Expanded Requirements for TDM
Plans) included transit pass subsidies as an example of measures that could be included in a TDM plan. As detailed in
that response, the measures and associated details would be developed by the applicant as part of the development
review process with the County. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response A3-7
The comment states that Table 3.6-1 on page 3.6-2 in Section 3.6, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR needs to correctly

show the carbon monoxide standard for the Lake Tahoe region. This change is presented below and in Chapter 2,
“Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any
environmental impact.

In response to this comment, the following text edit is made to Table 3.6-1 on page 3.6-2 of the Draft EIR:
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Table 3.6-1 National and California Ambient Air Quality Standards
Pollutant A ing Ti CAAQS'? L0
ollutan veraging Time b
el Primary®4 Secondary®
1-hour 0.09 ppm (180 pg/m?) - ,
Ozone Same as primary standard
8-hour 0.070 ppm (137 pg/m3) | 0.070 ppm (147 ug/m?3)
Carbon monoxide T-hour 20 ppm (23 mg/m’) 35 ppm (40 mg/m’) .
Same as primary standard
(€O 8-hour 6 ppm* ¢ (19 7 mg/md) 9 ppm (10 mg/m?)

Nitrogen dioxide

Annual arithmetic mean

0.030 ppm (57 ug/m

53 ppb (100 pg/m?)

Same as primary standard

’)
0.18 ppm (339 pg/m?)
’)

(NO2) 1-hour 100 ppb (188 ug/m?) —
24-hour 0.04 ppm (105 pg/m — —
Sulfur dioxide (SO,) 3-hour — — 0.5 ppm (1300 pg/m3)
1-hour 0.25 ppm (655 pg/m3) 75 ppb (196 pg/m3) —
Respirable Annual arithmetic mean 20 pug/m? —
particulate matter Same as primary standard
(PMo) 24-hour 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m3
Fine particulate | Annual arithmetic mean 12 ug/m3 12.0 ug/m? 15.0 pg/m?
matter (PMzs) 24-hour — 35 ug/m? Same as primary standard
Calendar quarter — 1.5 ug/m? Same as primary standard
Lead 30-Day average 1.5 pg/m3 — —
Rolling 3-Month Average - 0.15 pg/m3 Same as primary standard
Hydrogen sulfide 1-hour 0.03 ppm (42 pg/md)
Sulfates 24-hour 25 pg/m?3 No
Vinyl chloride” 24-hour 0.01 ppm (26 pug/m3) national
Visibility reducing 8-hour standards

particulate matter

Extinction of 0.23 per km

Notes: CAAQS = California ambient air quality standards, NAAQS = national ambient air quality standards, ug/m?* = micrograms per
cubic meter; km = kilometers; ppb = parts per billion; ppm = parts per million

T California standards for ozone, carbon monoxide, SOz (1- and 24-hour), NO;, particulate matter, and visibility reducing particles are

values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded. California ambient air quality standards are listed
in the Table of Standards in Section 70200 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations.

Concentration expressed first in units in which it was promulgated. Equivalent units given in parentheses are based on a reference
temperature of 25 degrees Celsius (°C) and a reference pressure of 760 torr. Most measurements of air quality are to be corrected to a
reference temperature of 25°C and a reference pressure of 760 torr; ppm in this table refers to ppm by volume, or micromoles of pollutant
per mole of gas.

National standards (other than ozone, particulate matter, and those based on annual averages or annual arithmetic means) are not
to be exceeded more than once a year. The ozone standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration in a year,
averaged over three years, is equal to or less than the standard. The PMi 24-hour standard is attained when the expected number
of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 ug/m? is equal to or less than one. The PMas 24-hour
standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations, averaged over three years, are equal to or less than the standard.
Contact the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for further clarification and current federal policies.

National primary standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety to protect the public health.

National secondary standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or anticipated adverse effects of a
pollutant.

The California ambient air quality standards are 9 parts per million; however, in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, this standard is 6 parts per

million (7 mg/m3). CARB established this more stringent standard in 1976 based on the Lake Tahoe Basin's elevation and associated
thinner air.

The California Air Resources Board has identified lead and vinyl chloride as toxic air contaminants with no threshold of exposure for
adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below the ambient
concentrations specified for these pollutants.

Source: CARB 2016
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Response A3-8
The comment states that the language of Mitigation Measure 11-5, “"Reduce Short-Term Construction-Generated TAC

Emissions,” on page 3.6-7 of the Draft EIR should be updated to include PCAPCD's updated 2017 CEQA Handbook to
include the new Appendix G. The language of Mitigation Measure 11-5 summarized on page 3.6-7 of the Draft EIR is
taken from the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (Area Plan) and Tahoe City Lodge Project EIR/EIS (EIR/EIS), which
determined that pollution associated with construction of land uses in the Area Plan would generate substantial toxic
air contaminant (TAC) emissions resulting in adverse impacts to sensitive receptors. Mitigation Measure 11-5 was
identified during the environmental review process, which culminated in the certification of the Final EIR/EIS by Placer
County on December 6, 2016 and by TRPA on January 25, 2017. At that time, PCAPCD’s most recent CEQA guidance
was its 2012 edition, which included Appendix E with instructions regarding TAC impact analysis and guidance for
preparation of health risk assessments (HRAs). As such, the language summarized on page 3.6-7 of the Draft EIR
represents the most current regulatory language at the time of writing of the Area Plan EIR/EIS. Mitigation

Measure 11-5 is incorporated by reference, and this EIR does not have the authority to retroactively adjust mitigation
language from the Area Plan EIR/EIS.

The preparation of an HRA is based on a facility identified and a priority by an air district, as well as the potency,
toxicity, quantity of emissions, and proximity to sensitive receptors. Mitigation Measure 11-5, among others, would
apply to the Project as the Project is situated within the Area Plan; however, as discussed on pages 3.6-17 through
3.6-18 of the Draft EIR, because the Project would generate exhaust emissions of 6.3 pounds per day (Ib/day) of
respirable particulate matter (PMsg) emissions, which is not considered substantial. Based on this quantity of emissions
and the highly vegetative nature of the Project site, construction-generated TAC emissions would not expose
sensitive receptors to an incremental increase in cancer risk that exceeds 10 in one million or a hazard index of 1.0 or
greater. No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. No further response is required.

Response A3-9
The comment states that the attainment status for the Lake Tahoe Air Basin (LTAB) on page 3.6-11 in Section 3.6, "Air

Quality,” of the Draft EIR needs to be updated to reflect the LTAB's most recent (2015) national ozone attainment
standard. This change is presented below and in Chapter 2, "Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter
the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

In response to this comment, the following text edit is made to Table 3.6-3 on page 3.6-11 of the Draft EIR:

Table 3.6-3 Attainment Status Designations for Placer County!

Pollutant National Ambient Air Quality Standard California Ambient Air Quality Standard
Ozone - Attainment (1-hour)

Unclassified/Attainment (8-hour)*
Nonattainment Unclassified/Attainment (8-hour)?2

Respirable particulate Nonattainment (24-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

matter (PMjo)

Attainment (24-hour)

Nonattainment (Annual)

Fine particulate matter
(PM25)

Attainment (24-hour)

Attainment (Annual)

Attainment (Annual)

Carbon monoxide (CO)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (1-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

Attainment (8-hour)

Nitrogen dioxide (NO) Attainment (1-hour) Attainment (1-hour)
Attainment (Annual) Attainment (Annual)
Sulfur dioxide (SO,)? - ) Attainment (1-hour)
Unclassified/Attainment (1-Hour) -
Attainment (24-hour)
Lead (Particulate) Attainment (3-month rolling avg.) Attainment (30 day average)
Hydrogen Sulfide Unclassified (1-hour)
No Federal Standard
Sulfates Attainment (24-hour)
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Table 3.6-3 Attainment Status Designations for Placer County!
Pollutant National Ambient Air Quality Standard California Ambient Air Quality Standard
Visibly Reducing .
Particles Unclassified (8-hour)
Vinyl Chloride Unclassified (24-hour)
Notes:

T 1997 —Standard- Placer County, as a whole, resides within three discrete air basins (i.e., Mountain Counties Air Basin, Sacramento
Valley Air Basin, and Lake Tahoe Air Basin). The attainment designations within this table apply to the portion of Placer County
that is located within the Lake Tahoe Air Basin, where the Project is located.

2 2008 2010 - Standard
3 2010 2015 - Standard
Source: CARB 2018

Response A3-10
The comment asserts that there is no discussion of diesel particulate matter (diesel PM) from construction activities

on page 3.6-12 and that a qualitative analysis should be done if a quantitative analysis cannot be done. Pages 3.6-12
through 3.6-13 in Section 3.6, "Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR under the heading, "Methodology,” states:

[tlhe level of health risk from exposure to construction- and operation-related TAC emissions was assessed
qualitatively. This assessment was based on the proximity of TAC-generating construction activity to offsite
sensitive receptors, the number and types of diesel-powered construction equipment being used, and the

duration of potential TAC exposure.

Construction-generated diesel PM is later discussed on pages 3.6-17 through 3.6-18 of the Draft EIR in the impact
discussion for Impact 3.6-4. The analysis states:

[plarticulate exhaust emissions from diesel-fueled engines (i.e., diesel PM) were identified as a TAC by CARB
in 1998. The potential cancer risk from inhaling diesel PM outweighs the potential for all other diesel PM-
related health impacts (i.e., noncancer chronic risk, short-term acute risk) and health impacts from other
TACs (CARB 2003:K-1). Chronic and acute exposure to noncarcinogens is expressed as a hazard index, which
is the ratio of expected exposure levels to an acceptable reference exposure level. As shown in Table 3.6-4
above, maximum daily exhaust emissions of PMy, which is considered a surrogate for diesel PM, could reach
up to 6.3 Ib/day during construction.

Thus, construction-generated diesel PM is evaluated qualitatively as stated on page 3.6-12 of the Draft EIR. No edits
to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A3-11
The comment states on page 3.6-14, there is mention that a Dust Control Plan would need to be prepared and

implemented, and the comment suggests that this plan be submitted to PCAPCD at least 2 weeks prior to
construction for review. The comment addresses a regulatory requirement of PCAPCD and does not address the
adequacy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted. No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment.

Response A3-12
The comment discusses the regulatory requirements of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA’s) National

Emission Standard for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) for asbestos associated with the demolition of the Existing
Lodge under Alternative A. The comment notes that demolition plans for the Existing Lodge under Alternative A
should include an advisory note related to NESHAP requirements. EPA’s NESHAPs are discussed in paragraph 4 on
page 3.6-3 in Section 3.6, “Air Quality,” of the Draft EIR. The discussion states:

EPA regulates HAPs through the National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. The standards for
a particular source category require the maximum degree of emission reduction that EPA determines to be
achievable, which is known as the Maximum Achievable Control Technology—MACT standards. These
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standards are authorized by Section 112 of the CAA and the regulations are published in 40 Code of Federal
Regulations (CFR) Parts 61 and 63.

The comment specifically summarizes the regulatory requirements of 40 CFR Part 61, Section 61.145. This is a
subsection of 40 CRF Part 61, which is included in the aforementioned discussion on page 3.6-3 in Section 3.6, "Air
Quality,” of the Draft EIR. The Project would be subject to all applicable sections of 40 CRF Part 61, including
Section 61.145.

The potential hazardous issues associated with demolition of the Existing Lodge under Alternative A and the NESHAP
requirements for buildings that may contain asbestos are discussed in the first and second paragraphs on page 3-10
under Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” of the Draft EIR. However, Section 3.2.3 is revised in this
Final EIR to further clarify the need to include an advisory note on improvement plans for Alternative A. This change
is presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR." The clarification does not alter the conclusions with
respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

Paragraph 2 on page 3-10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Federal and state regulations govern the renovation and demolition of structures where materials containing
lead and asbestos could be present. Asbestos and lead abatement must be performed and monitored by
contractors with appropriate certifications from the California Department of Health Services. Demolition of
any building, such as demolition of the Existing Lodge under Alternative A, that could contain asbestos
(based on the age of the building) would be regulated as an Asbestos National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) Regulated Facility. An Asbestos NESHAP Regulated Facility is subject to a
thorough asbestos inspection of the facility and testing of materials to determine whether asbestos is present
that must be conducted by a California Occupational Safety and Health Administration- (Cal/OSHA-) certified
asbestos consultant (Cal/OSHA regulations, California Labor Code, Sections 9021.5 through 9021.8).
Demolition projects require a NESHAP Notification even if there is found to be no asbestos present after
testing. Section 1532.1 in Title 8 of the California Code of Regulations addresses construction work where an
employee may be occupationally exposed to lead. An advisory note shall be included on improvement plans
for Alternative A identifying applicable NESHAP requirements, including requirements related to surveying
for asbestos, notifications, and removal of asbestos. In compliance with Cal/OSHA regulations, surveys for
indicators of lead-based coatings, and flakes in soil, would be conducted before demolition of the Existing
Lodge under Alternative A to further characterize the presence of lead on the Alternative A site. Loose or
peeling paint may be classified as a hazardous waste if concentrations exceed total threshold limits.
Cal/OSHA regulations require air monitoring, special work practices, and respiratory protection during
demolition and paint removal where even small amounts of lead have been detected. Agency notification
and compliance with California Department of Health Services and Cal/OSHA regulations would require that
the presence of these materials be verified and remediated, which would eliminate potential health risks
associated with exposure to asbestos or lead during building demolition associated with Alternative A. For
this reason, this impact would be less than significant, and no mitigation would be required.

Response A3-13
The comment notes that photos of the Schilling residence show a chimney but the document does not discuss

whether or not the chimney would be wood burning. The comment recommends that wood-burning appliances or
fireplaces be prohibited for indoor and outdoor use. On page 3-16 under Section 3.2.9, "Wildfire,” the Draft EIR notes
the Schilling Lodge would include one indoor gas fireplace. However, Section 2.5.1, “Project Characteristics,” is revised
in this Final EIR to clarify the Project’s intent to use a gas fireplace and not allow wood burning. This change is
presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR." This clarification does not alter the conclusions with
respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

Paragraph 4 on page 2-10 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-33


https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Code_of_Federal_Regulations

Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

Main Level

The Project utilizes the high design values of the historic Shilling residence as the main public area of the
Schilling Lodge. This space would house the primary social spaces proposed, including a lounge, small
meeting space and café kitchen in repurposed rooms such as the living room, dining room, and former
kitchen. The main level would also support spaces such as restrooms, ticket counter and retail space. The
proposed arrangement of these spaces, locating the ticket and café counters near each other, allows for
reduced staff, improved internal circulation between use areas, and a more efficient operation compared to
the current facility. The original fireplace would be retained but would be repurposed as a gas fireplace and
would not be wood burning. If use of the outdoor fireplace would occur then it would also operate as a gas
fireplace and would not be wood burning.

Response A3-14

The comment asserts that page 3.7-4, under the TRPA Best Construction Practices Policy for Construction Emissions
in the second to last paragraph incorrectly states that PCAPCD installed a respirable particulate matter (PM1g) monitor
at the Tahoe City site and that this site continues to be a fine particulate matter (PM2s) monitoring site. This change is
presented below and in Chapter 2, "Revisions to the Draft EIR." The correction does not alter the conclusions with
respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

In response to this comment, the following text edit is made to paragraph 4 on page 3.7-4 of the Draft EIR:

The overall efficacy of these measures and other efforts to attain and maintain air quality standards will
continue to be monitored through a comprehensive multi-agency air quality program. The existing air quality
monitoring program is being expanded to ensure adequate data continues to be available to assess the
status and trends of a variety of constituents. In 2011, TRPA established additional ozone and particulate
monitoring at the Stateline Monitoring Site. Working under a cooperative agreement with the TRPA, the
Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD) installed additional ozone and PMsgz5 monitors in
Tahoe City and-KingsBeach in 2011. In 2013, TRPA installed an additional Visibility Monitoring Station and an
ozone monitor in South Lake Tahoe.

Additionally, in response to this comment, the following text edit is made to paragraph 1on page 3.6-5 of the Draft EIR.

The overall effectiveness of these measures and other efforts to attain and maintain air quality standards will
continue to be monitored through a comprehensive multi-agency air quality program. The existing air quality
monitoring program is being expanded to ensure adequate data continues to be available to assess the
status and trends of a variety of constituents. In 2011, TRPA established additional ozone and PM monitoring
at the Stateline Monitoring Site. Working under a cooperative agreement with TRPA, PCAPCD installed
additional ozone and PMsgz5 monitors in Tahoe City and-KirgsBeach in 2011 (though the monitor at Kings
Beach is no longer operated). In 2013, TRPA installed an additional Visibility Monitoring Station and an ozone
monitor in South Lake Tahoe.

Response A3-15
The comment states that on page 3.7-18 in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” the

eighth bullet under “Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions” within Mitigation Measure 3.7-1, which discusses
residential land use for outdoor cooking appliances, should not apply as the Project is not a residential project. The
Project is not considered a residential land use; however, the Project could support outdoor cooking appliances to
support future events. As such, the tenets of bullet 8 that would reduce GHG emissions through use of natural gas
instead of higher-GHG generating fuel sources would continue to apply. This change is presented below and in
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR." The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the
significance of any environmental impact.

In response to this comment, the following text edit is made to bullet 8 on page 3.7-18 of the Draft EIR:

» The applicant shall require gas or propane outlets in private outdoor areas efresidentiaHand-uses-for
use with outdoor cooking appliances such as grills if natural gas service or propane service is available.
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Response A3-16

The comment states that there is not quantification of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1, “Incorporate Design Features and
Purchase and Retire Carbon Offsets to Reduce Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions to Zero.” Page 3.7-17 of
Section 3.7, "Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” in the Draft EIR states, “The effort to quantify the GHG
reductions shall be fully funded by the applicant.” This action would be undertaken by a qualified GHG specialist at a
later date once the Project applicant has reviewed the applicability of the onsite GHG reduction measures listed under
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1. At the time of writing of the Draft EIR, the feasibility of which onsite GHG reduction measures
is unknown and, therefore, not quantified. Feasibility would be determined based on a measure’s efficacy in reducing
GHG reductions. A measure may additionally be dismissed if it is reasoned that a measure is economically infeasible.
Following the quantification of the GHG reduction measures achieved through these measures, the Project applicant’s
qualified GHG specialist shall reduce any remaining GHG emissions to zero through the purchase of carbon credits.

In response to the commenter’s note regarding the purchase of carbon offsets as a component of Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1and in response to the California Supreme Court’s decision in Golden Door Properties v. County of San
Diego et al. Real Parties of Interest Cal.App.5th, (herein referred to as Golden Door II), the language of Mitigation
Measure 3.7-11in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” of the Draft EIR is revised below and
in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” Notably, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 is split into two components, Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1a and Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b, to require that the Project applicant prioritize onsite GHG reduction
design features prior to the purchase of carbon offsets. Because this refinement of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 clarifies
that onsite GHG reduction would be prioritized prior to purchase of carbon offsets, this clarification does not alter the
conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 on pages 3.7-17 through 3.7-19 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a: Incorporate All Feasible Onsite Design Features and

Purchase-and-Retire-Carbon-Offsets-to Reduce Project-Related Greenhouse Gas
Emissions-te-Zero

This mitigation measure would apply to the proposed Project and Alternative A.

The applicant shall implement all feasible measures to reduce all GHG emissions associated with construction
and operatlon of the Project to zero. Me#edeta#abeai—measu%es%&redae&eens%eﬂen#e#a%ed—%&

w= A mitigation measure may be deemed
|nfea5|b|e |f the Project applicant Drowdes rationale, based on substantial evidence, to the County that
substantiates why the measure is infeasible. The GHG reductions achieved by the implementation of measures
listed below shall be estimated by a qualified third-party selected by the County. All GHG reduction estimates
shall be supported by substantial evidence. Mitigation measures should be implemented even if it is reasonable
that their implementation would result in a GHG reduction, but a reliable guantification of the reduction cannot
be substantiated. The Project applicant shall incorporate onsite design measures into the Project and submit
verification to the County prior to issuance of building permits. Many of these measures are identical to, or
consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017:B-7 to B-8).

Construction-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The applicant shall implement all onsite feasible measures to reduce GHGs associated with Project construction.
Such measures shall include, but are not limited, to the measures in the list below. Many of these measures are
identical to, or consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB 2017:B-7 to B-
8), Appendix F-1of PCAPCD’s CEQA Thresholds of Significance Justification Report (PCDAPCD 2016), and
measures listed in Mitigation Measure 12-1 of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TRPA 2017b). The effort
to quantify the GHG reductions shall be fully funded by the applicant.

» The applicant shall enforce idling time restrictions for construction vehicles.

» The applicant shall increase use of electric-powered construction equipment including use of existing grid
power for electric energy rather than operating temporary gasoline/diesel powered generators.
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The applicant shall require diesel-powered construction equipment to be fueled with renewable diesel fuel.
The renewable diesel product that is used shall comply with California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standards and be
certified by the California Air Resources Board Executive Officer.

The applicant shall require that all diesel-powered, off-road construction equipment shall meet EPA’s Tier 4
emissions standards as defined in 40 Code of Federal Regulation (CFR) 1039 and comply with the exhaust
emission test procedures and provisions of 40 CFR Parts 1065 and 1068.

The applicant shall implement waste, disposal, and recycling strategies in accordance with Sections 4.408
and 5.408 of the 2016 California Green Building Standards Code (CALGreen Code), or in accordance with
any update to these requirements in future iterations of the CALGreen Code in place at the time of Project
construction.

Project construction shall achieve or exceed the enhanced Tier 2 targets for recycling or reusing
construction waste of 65 percent for nonresidential land uses as contained in Sections A5.408 of the
CALGreen Code.

Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions

The applicant shall implement all onsite feasible measures to reduce GHGs associated with operation of the
Project. Such measures shall include, but are not limited to, the measures in the list below. Many of these
measures are identical to, or consistent with, the measures listed in Appendix B of the 2017 Scoping Plan (CARB
2017:B-7 to B-8), Appendix F-1 of PCAPCD’s Thresholds of Significance Justification Report (PCDAPCD 2016),
and measures listed in Mitigation Measure 12-1 of the Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TRPA 2017b). The
effort to quantify the GHG reductions shall be fully funded by the applicant.

»

The applicant shall achieve zero net energy (ZNE) if feasible. Prior to the issuance of building permits the
Project developer or its designee shall submit a Zero Net Energy Confirmation Report (ZNE Report)
prepared by a qualified building energy efficiency and design consultant to the county for review and
approval. The ZNE Report shall demonstrate that development within the Project area subject to
application of the California Energy Code has been designed and shall be constructed to achieve ZNE, as
defined by CEC in its 2015 Integrated Energy Policy Report, or otherwise achieve an equivalent level of
energy efficiency, renewable energy generation, or GHG emissions savings. This measure would differ from
the achievement of zero net electricity because ZNE also concerns onsite consumption of natural gas.

The applicant shall consult with Liberty Utilities to assess the feasibility of onsite solar. If it is determined that
onsite solar is feasible, the building shall include rooftop solar photovoltaic systems to supply electricity to
the building.

If onsite solar is determined to be feasible, the applicant shall install rooftop solar water heaters if room is
available after installing photovoltaic panels.

Any household appliances required to operate the building shall be electric and certified Energy Star-
certified (including dish washers, fans, and refrigerators, but not including tankless water heaters).

All buildings shall be designed to comply with requirements for water efficiency and conservation as
established in the CALGreen Code.

The applicant shall also provide Level 2 electric vehicle charging stations at a minimum of 10 percent of
parking spaces that the Project.

The applicant shall dedicate onsite parking for shared vehicles.

The applicant shall require gas or propane outlets in private outdoor areas efresidentiaHand-uses for
use with outdoor cooking appliances such as grills if natural gas service or propane service is available.

The applicant shall require the installation of electrical outlets on the exterior walls of both the front and
back of proposed lodge to support the use of electric landscape maintenance equipment.
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» The applicant shall require the use of energy-efficient lighting for all area lighting.

Notably, the California Air Pollution Officers Associations (CAPCOA) identifies parking restrictions as a
feasible measure to reduce GHG emissions; however, parking restrictions have aet-been dismissed as
infeasible onsite mitigation due to existing and projected community impacts associated with spillover
parking into nearby residential neighborhoods during peak seasonal periods. Nonetheless, even without
limitations on parking availability, a no net increase in GHG emissions can be achieved.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b: Purchase Real, Quantifiable, Permanent, Verifiable,
Enforceable, and Additional Carbon Offsets

If, following the application of all feasible onsite GHG reduction measures implemented under Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1a, the proposed Project or Alternative A would continue to generate GHG emissions in
exceedance of a net-zero threshold, the Project applicant shall offset the remaining GHG emissions before
the end of the first full year of Project operation to meet the net-zero threshold by funding activities that
directly reduce or sequester GHG emissions or by purchasing and retiring carbon credits.

CARB recommends that lead agencies prioritize onsite design features, such as those listed under Mitigation
Measure 3.7-1a, and direct investments in GHG reductions within the vicinity of a project site to provide potential
air quality and economic co-benefits locally (CARB 2017). While emissions of GHGs and their contribution to
climate change is a global problem, emissions of air pollutants, which have an adverse localized and regional
impact, are often emitted from similar activities that generate GHG emissions (i.e.. mobile, energy, and area
sources). For example, direct investments in a local building retrofit program could pay for cool roofs, solar panels,
solar water heaters, smart meters, energy efficient lighting, energy efficient appliances, enhanced energy efficient
windows, insulation, and water conservation features for homes within the geographic area of the Project. Other
examples of local direct investments including financing of regional electric vehicle charging stations, paying for
electrification of public school buses, and investing in local urban forests. These types of investments result in a
decrease in GHG emissions to meet the criteria of being real, quantifiable, permanent, verifiable, enforceable, and
additional consistency with the standards set forth in Health and Safety Code Section 38562, subdivisions (d)(1)
and (d)(2). Such credits shall be based on protocols approved by CARB, consistent with Section 95972 of Title 17 of
the California Code of Regulations, and shall not allow the use of offset projects originating outside of California,
except to the extent that the quality of the offsets, and their sufficiency under the standards set forth herein, can
be verified by Placer County, TRPA, or Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). Such credits must be
purchased through one of the following: (i) a CARB-approved registry, such as the Climate Action Reserve, the
American Carbon Registry, and the Verified Carbon Standard:; (i) any registry approved by CARB to act as a

Prior to issuing building permits for Project development, Placer County shall confirm that the applicant or its

designee has fully offset the Project’s remaining (i.e., after implementation of GHG reduction measures
pursuant to Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a) GHG emissions by relying upon one of the following compliance
options, or a combination thereof:
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» demonstration that the Project applicant has directly undertaken or funded activities that reduce or
sequester GHG emissions that are estimated to result in GHG reduction credits (if such programs are
available), and retire such GHG reduction credits in a quantity equal to the Project’s remaining GHG
emissions;

» demonstration that the applicant shall retire carbon credits issued in connection with direct investments
(if such programs exist at the time of building permit issuance) in a quantity equal to the Project’s
remaining GHG emissions;

» undertake or fund direct investments (if such programs exist at the time of building permit issuance) and
retire the associated carbon credits in a guantity equal to the Project’s remaining GHG emissions; or

» ifitis impracticable to fully offset the Project’'s GHG emissions through direct investments or quantifiable
and verifiable programs do not exist, the applicant or its designee may purchase and retire carbon
credits that have been issued by a recognized and reputable, accredited carbon registry in a quantity
equal to the Project’s remaining GHG Emissions.

Significance after Mitigation

TCPUD notes that the list of recommended measures includes limiting the number of parking spaces as a
means of reducing GHG emissions. This item has not been included in Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a, because
the community has expressed concern regarding the intrusion of spillover parking into residential
neighborhoods. TCPUD would like to minimize spillover parking. For this reason, sufficient parking has been
provided to avoid significant spillover parking problems. TCPUD notes that, even without limiting the supply
of onsite parking, the threshold—no net increase of GHG emissions—can be achieved.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b would ensure that the proposed Project or Alternative
A would not result in a net increase in GHG emissions and, thus, would not conflict with CARB's 2017 Scoping
Plan or any established statewide GHG reduction targets (i.e., SB 32 of 2016 and Executive Order B-55-18). Thus,
the proposed Project’s or Alternative A's contribution to climate change would be reduced to less than
significant.

Implementation of Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b would ensure that the proposed Project or Alternative A
would not result in a net increase in GHG emissions and, thus, would not conflict with CARB’s 2017 Scoping Plan or any
established statewide GHG reduction targets (i.e., SB 32 of 2016 and Executive Order B-55-18).

Response A3-17
The comment notes that Section 3.11, “Utilities,” in the Draft EIR discusses electricity needs but does not mention the

potential need for standby emergency generators for power outages. The comment notes that any project that may
use equipment capable of releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permits from PCAPCD and suggests
that the applicant contact PCAPCD early to determine if a permit is required. The comment notes that portable
construction equipment with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required to obtain a PCAPCD
permit or CARB portable equipment registration. To clarify that the Project would install a generator at the Schilling
Lodge for the purposes of a backup supply, Chapter 2, "Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative
Evaluated in Detail,” 3.6, “Air Quality,” Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” Section 3.8,
"Noise,” Section 3.11, “Utilities,” and Section 3.12, “Energy,” are revised. These changes are presented below and in
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR." This clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance
of any environmental impact.

The fifth paragraph on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR under the “Proposed Schilling Lodge” section in Chapter 2,
“Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” is revised to read as follows:

Unlike the Existing Lodge, the Schilling Lodge would have space dedicated for public lockers, public showers,
staff administrative functions, first aid, a team room, and a garage (see Figure 2-3). The Schilling Lodge
would have space dedicated for public meetings; whereas, the Existing Lodge relies on the yurt for public
meetings. The increase in space at the Schilling Lodge would be accommodated by the repurposed Schilling
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residence, an addition to the building, and a basement. A visual representation of the Schilling Lodge facility
is shown in Figure 2-4 below. A generator would be installed at the Schilling Lodge that could be used in the
event of a power outage.

The following discussion is added on page 3.6-17 preceding paragraph six in Section 3.6, “Air Quality,” in the Draft EIR:

A generator would be installed at the Schilling Lodge to be used in the event of a power outage. This
generator would be obtained in accordance with the applicable permitting process overseen by PCAPCD.
The generator would be anticipated to run for brief 10- to 15-minute increments every week to verify that the
generator continues to be operational. This level of operation would be minimal and would not expose
sensitive receptors to an incremental increase in cancer risk that exceeds 10 in one million or a hazards index
of 1.0 or greater. Therefore, construction activities and their respective contribution of TACs comprise the
focus of this analysis.

The first paragraph on page 3.7-16 in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” in the Draft EIR is
revised to read as follows:

The Existing Lodge currently supports the Tahoe Cross-Country facility. With implementation of the
proposed Project, operations at the Highlands Community Center would continue at a lower rate as
compared to existing conditions as these activities would be redirected to the proposed Project site. As such,
operational emissions of GHGs were modeled to demonstrate the net difference in operational activity
between baseline conditions and the proposed Project. Operational emissions of GHGs would be generated
by automobile travel to and from the proposed Project site, electricity usage, natural gas combustion, water
usage, wastewater and solid waste generation, and area sources such as landscaping equipment, and the
periodic use of a 40 horsepower generator. The analysis of GHG emissions also includes operation of the
Existing Lodge with some community meetings and recreation classes. These emissions associated with the
proposed Project are summarized in Table 3.7-5 for 2023, the first year of proposed Project operation.

The impact title for Impact 3.8-3 is revised on page 3.8-17 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” in the Draft EIR to clarify that the
impact analysis addresses all operational noise, not just noise generated from events. A new paragraph is added after
the fifth paragraph on page 3.8-17 to address the intermittent use of a generator during operations as follows:

Impact 3.8-3: Operational Event-Noise

The proposed Project and Alternative A would be similar to what occurs in the pProject vicinity now. {Long-
term increases in noise would be associated with outdoor recreational and sporting events at the Schilling
Lodge. The increases in noise would not exceed applicable Area Plan noise standards (i.e.,, 55 dBA CNEL). Use
of amplified sound would be required to comply with TCPUD rules and regulations and Placer County noise
ordinance for operating hours; however, the use of amplified sound at the Schilling Lodge could result in
exposure of sensitive receptors to noise levels that exceed the Placer County daytime (7:00 a.m. to

10:00 p.m.) noise standard of 50 dBA Leq for amplified sound sources. This impact would be significant for the
proposed Project and Alternative A.

Proposed Project

The Schilling Lodge would provide internal and external space for a variety of uses and events. Regarding
long-term increases in operational noise, the primary (i.e., loudest) noise sources would be associated with
community, private, and special events occurring at the Schilling Lodge. Events that could occur at the
Schilling Lodge would be similar in nature to events that currently occur at the existing Highlands
Community Center, located at the Alternative A site. The Schilling Lodge location would be adjacent to the
North Tahoe High School and associated outdoor sporting facilities that currently host regular outdoor
sporting events.
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Regarding operational noise sources, the Project would include a new, small (i.e., 40 horsepower), back-up
generator, that would be used periodically for short periods of time for regular testing maintenance and in
the event of a power outage. Due to the relatively infrequent use of the generator, this noise source would
not be considered a substantial increase in noise. Further, Section 9.36.030 of the Placer County code
exempts noise sources from equipment associated with property maintenance, which includes stationary
mechanical equipment, provided that noise occurs during the daytime hours. Consistent with typical work
hours (e.g., 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.) maintenance personnel would perform any necessary work during
daytime hours, consistent with Placer County code, and people are less sensitive to noise. Thus, the
proposed generator would not result in a long-term substantial increase in noise that would exceed an
applicable standard.

The last paragraph on page 3.11-16 in Section 3.11, “Utilities,” in the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Liberty Utilities and Southwest Gas have indicated there would be adequate supplies and facilities to serve the
Project (Custer, pers. comm., 2019; Nelson, pers. comm., 2019). Additionally, before receiving permit approval
from TRPA or Placer County, future development would be required to comply with Section 32.6 of the TRPA
Code, which requires that a project applicant demonstrate that the project would be served by facilities that
have adequate electrical supply. Aside from a new service connection to the new building, no other new
electricity or natural gas systems or substantial alterations to energy systems would be required. The new
service connections would be constructed within the footprint of the proposed Project site and, thus, the
potential environmental effects associated with construction of these service connections are considered as part
the analysis of this proposed Project throughout this EIR. The Schilling Lodge would include an approximately
40-horsepower generator that could be used in the event of a power outage. Installation of a generator would
occur in compliance with all applicable Placer County or Placer County Air Pollution Control District permits and
approvals that would be determined at the time that time the Project submits an application with the County.

The fourth paragraph on page 3.12-7 in Section 3.12, “Energy,” in the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Operation of the proposed Project would be typical of nonresidential land uses requiring electricity and
natural gas for lighting, space and water heating, appliances, and landscape maintenance activities, and the
periodic use of a 40 horsepower generator during power outages. Indirect energy use would include
wastewater treatment and solid waste removal at offsite facilities. The proposed Project would increase
electricity and natural gas consumption relative to existing conditions, and would require the construction of
new utility connections to existing electrical and natural gas facilities supplied by Liberty Utilities and
Southwest Gas, respectively. The analysis of energy use also includes the continued operation of the Existing
Lodge with some community meetings and recreation classes.
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3.3.2 Organizations

KEEP Letter
TAHOE advocate | eng 01 pate
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League to Save Lake Tahoe

July 24, 2020
Tahoe City Public Utility District
Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst
PO Box 5249, Tahoe City, CA 96145
Submitted via email to kboyd@fcpud.org

Re: Tahoe XC Draft EIR
Ms. Boyd,

The League to Save Lake Tahoe (League) appreciates the opportunity to provide comments onthe T
Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and
Expansion Project (Project). The League is dedicated to protecting and restoring the environmental
health, sustainability, and scenic beauty of the Lake Tahoe Basin. In connection with our mission, we
advocate for the implementation of policies contained within regional land use and planning
documents, including the Bi-State Compact (Compact), the 2012 Regional Plan Update (Regional
Plan) and related Area Plans including the Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP).

01-1

The League is generally supportive of low-impact development projects and sustainable recreation
and two of the reduced-scale Project alternatives could be an example of that. The League identified
inadequate analysis and mitigation related to transportation impacts, which would also affect the GHG
analysis. We do not believe the traffic analysis captured all the nuances which could result in more
significant VMT impacts than assumed. The mitigation measures proposed for the VMT impact are 01-2
not sufficient. Under current Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) and California Senate Bill 743
(SB 743) requirements, ' this project needs to reduce its VMT impacts to less than significant. The
threshold for significance is no increase in VMT. The proposed Project would also not be consistent
with the TBAP goal of reducing VMT within the region. Enhanced and additional mitigation
measures with monitoring and reporting are necessary for TCPUD to adopt the environmental
findings and for Placer County and TRPAZ? to approve permits. 1

Parking and VMT Analysis T
The 100-space parking lot in the proposed project would create 54 additional parking spaces. The

parking demand analysis does not mention the TBAP formula Implementing Guidelines for the site —
“Day Use Areas 1 per every 3 day users.” Based on that formula, how many parking spaces are
actually required for the alternatives analyzed in the DEIR?

Maybe more importantly, the League believes the VMT calculations are incomplete and likely
underestimate the impact — the parking increase is not included in VMT analysis. While parking
availability may be improved temporarily, the additional parking supply is likely to induce demand
which will increase daily trips and VMT. We understand the intention is that facility users will park in
the new lot instead of on the surrounding residential streets, but there is nothing in the Project design
or mitigation measures that provide confidence in this result. In fact, empirical evidence shows that
additional off-street parking is directly related to additional VMT. Doctor Donald Shoup has shown

" Technical Guidance on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (2018). Accessed: https./opr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-
743 Technical Advisory.pdf

2 Bi-State Compact Article V, (@), pg. 9. Tahoe is currently out of attainment of the VMT threshold.

% Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) Implementing Guidelines (2017), pg. 286.
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through published research that abundant cheap parking results in more traffic and automobile
dependence.* In 2019, the San Francisco Planning Department updated its Transportation Impact
Analysis Guidelines with a Memorandum titled “Vehicle Miles Traveled/Induced Automobile Travel”.®
The memo includes a literature review and its “findings support the conclusion that the provision of
off-street parking spaces is associated with additional VMT” (pg. 29). The Tahoe City Lodge DEIR/EIS | O1-3
provides a local example. That project proposed to employ shared parking facilities with the adjacent | cont.
golf course and clubhouse in order to minimize total parking lot coverage. Based on the analysis in
the DEIR/EIS, this measure would also reduce the project’'s VMT. Based on the empirical evidence
showing the effect or additional off-street parking on trip generation and VMT, the League
requests the Traffic Analysis be updated to include the effects of the additional parking.

Finally, the projected 10% increase in skier visitation is not well supported by data making it seem
subjective. The Project Need includes a long list of upgrades to “the only Nordic ski center with a
lodge in the Tahoe Region” (DEIR pg. ES-1). It is hard to believe that a project of this scale designed o1-4
to have a long geographic reach will not attract more than 10% more visitors. Subjectivity needs to
be put aside and a data-based projection needs to be included to accurately estimate
increased visitation and the resulting level of impact.

GHG Analysis -
The DEIR states that “Because the proposed Project would not be consistent with the Tahoe Basin

Area Plan goal of achieving zero net emissions or the goal of reducing VMT within the region, the
proposed Project's GHG emissions would contribute to climate change.” The GHG emissions are
likely higher than projected in the DEIR due to the traffic analysis. This potentially significant
impact can be mitigated by reducing VMT to zero.

01-5

Impact and Mitigation T
Regardless of the analysis, the proposed Project and Alternative A would result in an increase in daily
VMT. Despite this significant impact, almost no mitigation is offered and, under recent California law®
and TRPA guidance,” all non-residential projects must produce zero additional VMT. We recognize
that these guidelines and requirements were developed during or after the Project DEIR was
produced so now is the time to adjust the project in order to mitigate transportation and GHG impacts
to less than significant. Despite the level of significance, there is no evidence presented that the
mitigation proposed would reduce the Project's VMT by any meaningful amount. Fortunately, the VMT
increase is an avoidable impact.

01-6

There are only two mitigation measures identified to reduce the VMT impact to less than significant
(zero VMT) — one of them needs more detail and the other has no effect on VMT. Mitigation Measure
3.5-6a consists of preparing and implementing a Transportation Demand Management Plan (TDM)
and provides a few examples of what that might include. The effectiveness of TDM strategies
depends on the facility owner and operator and requires dedicated funding, on-going monitoring, and
adjusting to be effective. In fact, more details are likely required under CEQA. In City of Hayward v.
Board of Trustees of the California State University, the First District Court of Appeal found that it is
“not sufficient mitigation to simply call for a future study to determine later what is appropriate
mitigation. However, an adaptive mitigation program that sets out adequate performance measures

“i.e. The High Cost of Free Parking (2005), Parking and the City (2018), Learning from Parking Reforms in Other Cifies (2020), etc.
% https://default. sfplanning.org/publications reports/TIA Guidelines VMT Memo.pdf

& Technical Guidance on Evaluating Transportation Impacts in CEQA (2018). Accessed: https:/fopr.ca.gov/docs/20190122-

743 Technical Advisory.pdf

? TRPA Interim Project-Level YMT Guidance, currently under development.
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can be appropriate and sufficient mitigation. In this case, the EIR included mitigation requiring funding,
implementation and monitoring of the TDM Program. The court held the TDM Program did not
constitute improperly deferred mitigation because it enumerated specific measures to be evaluated, it
incorporated quantitative criteria, and it set specific guidelines for completion of the parking and traffic
study and timelines for reporting to the city on the implementation and effectiveness of the measures
that will be studied.”® For this mitigation measure to be considered valid, it must have the
aspects described above: performance measures, funding, monitoring, and adaptive
management. The performance measure must be the VMT reduction target that helps reduce the
Project's VMT to zero. Even an updated TDM mitigation measure is not likely to reduce VMT by the
amount necessary and additional mitigation measures will be required.

01-6
cont.

Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b: “Incorporate Design Features and Purchase and Retire Carbon Offsets to T
Reduce Project-Related Greenhouse Gas Emissions to Zero” does not have any effect on the 01-7
amount of VMT generated by the Project and should not be included as a mitigation measure
for VMT impacts. 1

To effectively reduce the VMT impact, the League recommends additional Project features and VMT
mitigation measures such as a parking management (smaller parking lot, creating and enforcing
restrictions on on-street parking, parking fees, requiring shared parking with the school for events) o1-8
and encouraging active transportation (connecting to and creating multi-use paths and sidewalks,
enhancing wayfinding and safety, providing more bike parking, etc.). The mitigation package will
require a monitoring and adaptive management plan to ensure results. 1

The DEIR contains somewhat contradictory statements: (1) “Local roadways providing access to the
proposed Project site and Alternative A site do not include bike lanes or sidewalks, and no transit
facilities are located in close proximity to the sites” and (2) “The recently completed Dollar Creek
shared-use path is located about 350 feet east of the Existing Lodge. This 2.2-mile paved path
extends from SR 28 north to a point hear the northern terminus of Country Club Drive and connects
via crosswalk across SR 28 to the existing Class 1 multi-purpose trail system extending into
downtown Tahoe City and beyond.” There is in fact a regionally-connected bike lane very close to the 01-9
project site that directly links to a transit stop at the future site of up to 174 residential units. There are
legitimate safety concerns for cyclists and pretrains using the local roadways leading to and adjacent
to the Project area, especially with increased traffic. Bike rental operations exist at the Project site and
are expected to increase according to the DEIR. The TBAP Implementing Regulations require bike
path connectivity as part of the project® and require the number of short-term bicycle parking spaces
be at least 10 percent of the number of required automobile parking spaces.!® Currently, there does
not appear to be any plan for internal bike and pedestrian connectivity, which would help alleviate
safety concerns on local roadways, or connect to the existing bike path adjacent to the Project area.
Only two bike parking spaces are proposed under all alternatives. After including these required
and recommended active transportation project features and adding monitoring, reporting and
adaptive management to the TDM Plan, parking management may provide the remaining VMT
reductions and funding needed to implement VMT reduction measures. 4

8 Cox, Castle & Nicholson, LLC interpretation (2012). Accessed: https:/ivww_coxcastle com/news-and-publications/201 2/court-upholds-gir-
against-challenges-to-fire-services-analysis-and-adaptive-mitigation-program

9 TBAP Implementing Guidelines (2017), pg. 247 (2.e.) and pg. 297 2.c.). Accessed: http:/Awww trpa.orghwp-

content/uploads/2 Implementing Regs TOC Linked.pdf

" ibid. pg. 284
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The term “parking management” encompasses a variety of strategies that improve parking design and T
management. Historically, parking has been managed through a fairly simple supply and demand
model. Parking planning has been changing as principles like induced demand have been
incorporated. The old thought is that parking should be abundant and free at most destinations, that
parking lots should almost never fill, and that every destination should be responsible for providing
parking for every visitor. The new model is to provide optimal parking supply and price and use

parking facilities efficiently. Fundamentally, the goal should be to charge users of parking facilities
while providing incentives to programs that reduce parking demand. Cost-effective parking o1-10
management programs can usually reduce parking requirements by 20-40% compared with
conventional planning requirements, providing many economic, social and environmental benefits."
Paid parking is becoming more common even in Tahoe (casinos, Tahoe South Events Center, SR 28
bike path, Town of Truckee, etc.). Pricing parking can be a powerful tool—especially when used in
cohjunction with other travel demand management strategies—to influence travelers’ decisions about
their mode of travel. The League recommends parking demand management including “right-
sizing” off-street parking, charging for parking with a dynamic fee structure, and working with
Placer County to implement neighborhood parking policies such as eliminating or severely
limiting on-street parking in the neighborhoods surrounding the Project area. 1

Project Alternatives _
Along with, or as part of, the additional VMT mitigation we recommend, environmental impacts could

be significantly decreased by selecting a different alternative analyzed in the DEIR. An alternative
such as Alternative D-Reduced Project or Site A-Modified Project would likely reduce the amount of

parking management necessary. If increased free off-street parking without restricting on-street o1-1
neighborhood parking does in fact generate more VMT, reduced parking would then reduce VMT. Site
A may make it easier to provide internal bike and pedestrian trails and link to the existing multi-use
trail. The League would like to see a reduced-size alternative selected brought to the Final EIR. |
While CEQA requires mitigation monitoring or reporting, to prove that VMT mitigation is effective, the T O1-12
League encourages TCPUD as the lead agency to choose to do both, working with TCCSEA. We also
encourage TCPUD and TCCSEA to include adaptive management in the Monitoring and Reporting
Plan. -
Thank you for considering our comments and please do not hesitate to reach out to me directly with T 01-13
any questions. We look forward to seeing requested changes reflected in the project selected to move
forward in the Final EIR. -
Sincerely,

i

S /@//
Gavin Feiger
Senior Policy Analyst
" Victoria Transport Policy Institute (2016), Parking Management Strategies, Evaluation and Pianning. Accessed:
https:#Awww vtpi.ora/park man.pdf
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Letter O1 Gavin Feiger, Senior Land Use Policy Analyst

League to Save Lake Tahoe
July 6, 2020

Response O1-1
The comment provides background information about the commenter and an introduction to the letter.

Response 01-2
The comment takes issue with the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR, suggesting that VMT impacts could be greater than

identified, the threshold of significance for VMT should be no increase in VMT, the Project is inconsistent with an Area
Plan goal related to VMT, and concludes that additional mitigation and monitoring would be necessary. These
comments are each addressed, in turn, below.

As detailed on page 3.5-18 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, language in the updated State CEQA
Guidelines associated with the implementation of SB 743 indicates that lead agencies have an opt-in period until
July 1, 2020 to implement the updated guidelines. The Draft EIR was circulated for public review prior to July 1, 2020
(i.e., June 5, 2020); thus, the Draft EIR is not required to consider VMT according to the updated State CEQA
Guidelines under California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15064.3, “Determining the Significance of
Transportation Impacts.” Additionally, as detailed on page 3.5-18 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, the
VMT analysis in the Draft EIR is included for TRPA informational purposes only and is not meant to address State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.3, Subdivision (b).

The comment states that the Area Plan contains a goal of reducing VMT in the region. This statement is incorrect.
The commenter may be referring to policy AQ-P-4, Prioritize projects and services that reduce vehicle miles travelled
(VMT) and support alternative modes of transportation, or the finding in the Area Plan EIR/EIS that implementation of
the Area Plan as a whole would reduce VMT. No further response is necessary.

Further, as described on page 3.5-19 of the Draft EIR, TRPA is in the process of updating and validating its
transportation model and updating its VMT Threshold Standard; and thus, the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR is based
on current TRPA interim guidance for assessing VMT impacts. As listed in the final bullet point on page 3.5-19 of
Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, VMT related impacts would be significant if the Project would result in
an unmitigated increase in daily VMT. This VMT threshold was confirmed with TRPA staff in preparing the Draft EIR
and reaffirmed with staff (Marshall, pers. comm., 2020) in preparation of this Final EIR as the appropriate significance
threshold to apply to the Project at this time. Neither TRPA nor Placer County has adopted “no net increase” as a
threshold of significance for VMT. Under the interim approach recommended by TRPA, a net increase in VMT is not
considered significant if the project incorporates mitigation measures to reduce daily VMT. Under this approach, the
mitigation measures are not required to reduce the net change in VMT to zero. This approach is analogous to the
requirement to implement “best management practices,” a concept that has been applied in a variety of other
contexts (e.g., stormwater runoff) to determine whether a project’s impacts would be significant. In this case, if a
project would result in a net increase in VMT, but incorporates best management practices to reduce VMT, then the
project's VMT impacts are not considered significant. This approach is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, which states that an agency may consider a project’s proximity to transit, a project’s qualitative
characteristics, or other factors, in determining whether a project’s VMT impacts are significant. It is recognized that
TRPA and/or Placer County may adopt a quantitative significance threshold for VMT at some point in the future. At
this time, however, such a threshold has not been adopted by either agency. CEQA does not require that an agency
adopt a particular threshold, such as “no net increase.” For these reasons, the statement within the comment that the
threshold of significance is a no net increase in VMT is inaccurate.

See response to comment A2-6 as it relates to the portion of the comment stating a need for additional TDM
measures, including monitoring and reporting. Based on response to comment A2-6 and the associated changes to
the DEIR no further response is necessary. Additionally, the portion of the comment related to Placer County and
TRPA approvals does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the EIR analysis; and thus, no further
response is necessary.
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See response to comment O1-3 regarding the accuracy of the VMT calculations.

Response 01-3
The comment raises questions about the parking demand and impact analysis, references Area Plan parking

standards and published research on parking, and requests that the VMT analysis be updated to include the effects
of added parking.

The Area Plan Implementing Regulations contains a parking demand table for the purpose of estimating the
minimum and maximum parking demand of uses in the Area Plan. However, the Area Plan Implementing Regulations
also state that in lieu of the parking demand table, an applicant may submit for TRPA and County approval a
technically adequate parking analysis (Placer County and TRPA 2017). A detailed analysis of parking supply and
demand is contained within Section 6, “Parking Analysis,” of Appendix D in the Draft EIR. The aforementioned parking
analysis evaluates the current demand of the Existing Lodge and determines the capacity needed for the proposed
Project. In evaluating the parking needs of a specific site, it is usually desirable to use data collected at that site, if
available. This is supported by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in its Parking Generation manual, which
states that a survey of a site in a comparable local condition should always be considered as one potential means to
estimate parking demand (Hooper 2019). Given that site-specific parking data is available, and it is necessary to
analyze hourly parking demand for this Project, the parking rate in the Area Plan is not utilized. Consistent with the
Area Plan Implementing Regulations, the parking analysis would be submitted for TRPA and County approval during
the development review and permitting processes. Additionally, it should be noted that offsite parking for the
Existing Lodge is currently allowed under an existing permit from the County, which allows for parking along the
neighborhood streets in specific areas and depending on how cars are parked, the area can hold up to about 50 cars.
This parking capacity is in addition to the 46 marked parking spaces in the existing parking lot at the Highlands
Community Center. Therefore, if the existing on-street County parking permit is not renewed, the number of
permitted parking spaces would only differ by four spaces (i.e., 96 versus 100 parking spaces). On peak days when
parking demand exceeds the parking lot limit, visitors could be directed to park at the Existing Lodge.

As stated on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR, trip generation at a ski area or trailhead is typically a function of the skiable
terrain, snow conditions, and skier capacity. The Project would not alter the terrain or skier capacity; however, the
analysis takes the conservative approach of assuming that skier visitation during winter conditions would increase by
10 percent, which accounts for baseline growth trends for Nordic skiing as a recreational opportunity. Therefore, the
number of skiers expected to visit the site is expected to slightly increase over time compared to the number of skiers
that currently travel to the Existing Lodge. Additionally, the Existing Lodge currently provides onsite parking and is
permitted an additional 50 offsite parking spaces allowed by an existing County permit. The traffic analysis and trip
generation used in the Draft EIR accounts for any induced demand associated with parking conditions through the
use of collected data on visitation and parking, which inherently accounts for any effect of parking supply and
demand on trip generation because the existing and proposed parking is both free and readily available.

The comment does not provide evidence that the finding in the "Vehicle Miles Traveled/Induced Automobile Travel,”
memorandum completed for the City of San Francisco, is applicable to this Project and the surrounding setting. The
San Francisco Planning Department’s memorandum addresses a dense urban environment, with a regional
downtown shopping/office area served by abundant existing transit from throughout the region (buses, ferries, trains,
light rail). That context is dissimilar to the characteristics of the Project site. Additionally, as detailed on page 3.5-18 of
the Draft EIR, the parking analysis evaluates the current demand of the Existing Lodge and determines the capacity
needed at the Schilling Lodge; thus, minimizing parking spillover on adjacent neighborhood streets. This approach
strikes a balance between minimizing onsite parking while ensuring that sufficient capacity exists as to not
inconvenience nearby residents with Project visitors having to park on the surrounding residential streets.
Additionally, the comment provides no evidence for the assertion that facility users would park on the surrounding
residential streets instead of in the new parking lot. Parking on residential streets is typically restricted during the
winter except in areas that have a permit for on-street parking. Therefore, no further response is necessary.
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Response O1-4
The comment questions the Draft EIR's approach of assuming an increase of up to 10 percent in skier visitation,

suggests the increase could be higher. As stated on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR, trip generation at a ski area or
trailhead is typically a function of the skiable terrain, snow conditions, and skier capacity rather than lodge amenities.
However, while the Project would not alter the terrain or skier capacity, the analysis in the Draft EIR assumes skier
visitation during winter conditions would increase by 10 percent. This conservative increase is a factor of skier
visitation data captured since 2005/06, climate change indicators, and national Nordic skiing trends. See response to
comment O1-3, which acknowledges the traffic analysis and trip generation used in the Draft EIR accounts for any
induced demand associated with parking conditions. Therefore, as described above, the analysis of transportation
impacts in the Draft EIR is conservative based on substantial evidence, including data collected and modeled for a
typical busy day at Tahoe XC. The comment does not provide information showing the increase could be higher than
10 percent, and no information supporting this contention has been found based on independent review of available
guidance. Accordingly, whether the increase would be more than 10 percent is therefore speculative.

Response 01-5
The comment states that the GHG emissions estimated for the Project are likely higher because of the traffic analysis,

but does not indicate what aspect or component of the traffic analysis would support such an assertion. The GHG
analysis estimates annual operational emissions associated with projected annual VMT using the same traffic data
that was used in Section 3.5, “Transportation.” The traffic data and analysis have been reviewed in light of this
comment and are considered reasonable. The comment also states the potentially significant impact determination
made in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” could be mitigated by reducing VMT to zero.
As stated on page 3.7-16, the Impact 3.7-1 conclusion for the proposed Project does not rely solely on the ability to
reduce VMT:

Because the proposed Project would not be consistent with the Tahoe Basin Area Plan goal of achieving zero
net emissions or the goal of reducing VMT within the region, the proposed Project’'s GHG emissions would
contribute to climate change.

Operational emissions (e.g., electricity usage, natural gas combustion, water usage, wastewater and solid waste
generation, and area sources such as landscaping equipment) in combination with the increase in VMT contribute to
the potentially significant impact related to GHG emissions. Thus, Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a includes a list of
measures that would achieve GHG emission reductions associated with operations at the Schilling Lodge. Elements of
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a would also reduce VMT. For instance, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a recommends the use of
dedicated onsite parking for shared vehicles, which would reduce VMT associated with Project operations. As
discussed in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” implementation of the components of
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a would reduce GHG emissions to zero through the use of all feasible onsite GHG reduction
measures, followed by the purchase of carbon credits as required by Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b. As described under
Impact 3.6-2 on page 3.6-16 of the Draft EIR, air quality impacts of the proposed Project and Alternative A would be
further reduced through payment of an air quality mitigation fee consistent with TRPA Code Section 65.2. The air
quality mitigation funds are used to fund projects that offset the air quality of impacts of development throughout the
Basin. The combination of implementing Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b and payment of air quality mitigation
fees would contribute to reducing GHG emissions.

Response O1-6
The comment suggests that under recent SB 743 and TRPA guidance, all non-residential projects must produce zero

additional VMT, and questions the efficacy of VMT mitigation.

The suggestion that all non-residential projects must produce zero additional VMT is incorrect. As detailed in
response to comment O1-2, the Draft EIR was circulated for public review prior to July 1, 2020 (i.e., beginning on

June 5, 2020); and thus, the Draft EIR is not required to consider VMT pursuant to the updated State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.3, "Determining the Significance of Transportation Impacts.” Additionally, as detailed in response to
comment O1-2, the no net increase significance threshold referenced in the comment is inaccurate. See response to
comment O1-2 for additional details.
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The comment also questions the efficacy of mitigation measures to reduce VMT. As detailed in response to comment
A2-6, the TDM plan is required as part of the development review process, would be developed and submitted to the
County subsequent to the release of the Final EIR, and is considered part of the Project. Revisions related to
Mitigation Measure 3.5-6a in the Draft EIR are detailed in response to comment A2-6 above. Additionally,
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b (revised as Mitigation Measure 3.5-6 in response to comment A2-6) on
page 3.5-31 of the Draft EIR would ensure that no matter what VMT reduction the TDM plan is able to achieve, all
GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the Project would be reduced to zero; thus, ensuring
GHG emissions associated with VMT are mitigated to a less-than-significant level. As described above in response to
comment O1-5, the applicant would also be required to pay air quality mitigation fees in accordance with TRPA Code
Section 65.2, which would contribute to reducing air pollutant emissions in the Tahoe Basin.

The Project would also be required, in accordance with TRPA Code Section 65.5.2.A, to encourage ridesharing and use
of alternative commute modes by providing information about available transit, bike routes, and ridesharing. Because
TCCSEA/Tahoe XC employs fewer than 100 employees, it is not required to prepare an Employer Transportation Plan
(see TRPA Code Section 65.5.2.B). However, as detailed in response to comment A2-4 and the associated revisions
made to page 3.5-4 of the Draft EIR detailed above, the Project is committed to reducing Project-generated VMT to
the maximum degree feasible through implementation of the TDM plan to be developed during the development
review process. Therefore, although not required to prepare an Employer Transportation Plan, the Project could
implement similar measures if deemed feasible and effective. Additionally, all TDM strategies are intended to be
flexible to adjust over time to address gaps and improve effectiveness; and thus, as detailed in Appendix A, the TDM
plan would establish a monitoring process to ensure a responsive, effective, and evolving program that would reduce
VMT to the extent feasible.

Finally, with respect to the comment's statement about an adaptive mitigation program, CEQA and the State CEQA
Guidelines (Public Resources Code Section 21081.6 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091[d] and 15097) require
public agencies “to adopt a reporting and monitoring program for changes to the Project which it has adopted or
made a condition of project approval to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” A Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) is required for the Project because the EIR identifies potentially
significant adverse impacts related to Project implementation, and mitigation measure have been identified to reduce
those impacts. The MMRP is available under separate cover from this Final EIR. Because of the size and nature of the
Project, an adaptive management plan is not necessary. That said, the TDM plan developed as part of the
development review process may include adaptive elements and would likely include a monitoring component for
the applicant and/or the County.

Response 01-7
The comment takes issue with Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, alleging

that it would not reduce VMT.

As detailed in response to comment O1-2, the VMT analysis in the Draft EIR is based on current TRPA interim guidance
for assessing VMT impacts and the Project-related VMT impact would be significant if it would result in an unmitigated
increase in daily VMT. Additionally, as stated on page 3.5-18 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, TRPA's
interim guidance recognizes that “while the stated purpose for the VMT threshold has been achieved many times over
through vehicle tailpipe nitrogen emission reductions, VMT remains an important performance measure in efforts to
reduce greenhouse gases and effectuate TRPA and state policies.” Additionally, it is stated that in evaluating VMT
impacts of a project, TRPA notes that VMT is an important performance measure for efforts to reduce GHG emissions.
Therefore, no change to the transportation analysis or Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b (revised as Mitigation Measure 3.5-6
in response to comment A2-6) in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR is needed.

Response O1-8
The comment recommends additional Project features and VMT mitigation measures such as a parking management

(e.g., smaller parking lot, creating and enforcing restrictions on on-street parking, parking fees, requiring shared
parking with the school for events) and encouraging active transportation (connecting to and creating multi-use
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paths and sidewalks, enhancing wayfinding and safety, providing more bike parking, etc.), along with a monitoring
and adaptive management plan.

As noted in response to comment A2-4 and the associated revisions made to page 3.5-4 of the Draft EIR detailed
above, additional TDM measures identified as potentially feasible in the TDM plan assessment (included as Appendix
A to this Final EIR) could be incorporated into the Project. The TDM measures to be considered during development
of the TDM plan now include the parking management and active transportation strategies detailed in the comment.
Additionally, associated revisions made to page 3.5-4 of the Draft EIR (see response to comment A2-4) state that the
TDM plan would reduce Project-generated VMT to the maximum degree feasible. Response to comment A2-6
discusses preparation of a TDM plan as part of the development review process and the TDM measure assessment
included as Appendix A to this Final EIR. As detailed in response to comment O1-6, the TDM plan would establish a
monitoring process to ensure a responsive, effective, and evolving program.

As noted in response to comment O1-7, TRPA considers the corresponding GHG emissions when evaluating VMT
impacts of a project. Additionally, as detailed in response to comment O1-6 above, implementation of Mitigation
Measure 3.5-6b (revised as Mitigation Measure 3.5-6 in response to comment A2-6) on page 3.5-31 of the Draft EIR
would ensure that no matter what VMT reduction the TDM plan is able to achieve, all GHG emissions associated with
construction and operation of the Project would be reduced to zero; thus, ensuring the VMT impact is mitigated to a
less-than-significant level. The MMRP and TDM plan would include ongoing monitoring and would include
opportunities for adaptive management.

Response 01-9
The comment quotes two statements in the Draft EIR related to existing bicycle, pedestrian, and transit facilities in

the area, and suggests that these statements are “somewhat contradictory.” The statements address different
issues and are not contradictory. The first statement describes conditions as they relate to such facilities along
roadways, while the second statement quoted pertains to the off-street trail system. Both statements accurately
describe the existing setting.

The comment suggests that the Area Plan Implementing Regulations require bike path connectivity as part of the
Project and require the number of short-term bicycle parking spaces be at least 10 percent of the number of required
automobile parking spaces. The Area Plan Implementing Regulations state that if a site abuts public open spaces,
including multi-use paths, the provision of clear and direct access to the public use or path is required. In this case,
the Project does not abut an existing bike path and thus would not require such a connection. The Project as
proposed would comply with the short-term bicycle parking space requirement. For clarity, Table 2-2 in Chapter 2,
"Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail," is revised in this Final EIR to clarify the
proposed amount of bicycle parking by expressing the bicycle parking in bike spaces instead of bike racks. These
changes are presented above under response to comment A2-5 and in Chapter 2, "Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The
clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

The comment states that a plan for internal bike and pedestrian connectivity would help alleviate safety concerns on
local roadways, but does not provide evidence to contradict the transportation safety analysis in the Draft EIR. The
proposed Project site and Alternative A site are accessible to pedestrians and bicyclists, including from the nearby
trail system that connects to these sites and from Polaris Road and Country Club Drive. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. See also Master Response 1:
Transportation Safety for a response to the safety related aspects of the comment.

Finally, the comment suggests that parking management, in addition to the recommended active transportation
project features, monitoring, reporting, and adaptive management may provide the remaining VMT reductions and
funding needed to implement VMT reduction measures. As detailed in response to comment A2-6, the TDM plan is
required as part of the development review process; and thus, would be developed and submitted to the County
subsequent to the release of the Final EIR and is considered part of the Project. In addition, an expanded TDM Plan is
required under Area Plan Mitigation Measure 10-1d. Revisions related to Mitigation Measure 3.5-6a in the Draft EIR
are detailed in response to comment A2-6, above. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b (revised as
Mitigation Measure 3.5-6 in response to comment A2-6) on page 3.5-31 of the Draft EIR would ensure that no matter
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what VMT reduction the TDM plan is able to achieve, all GHG emissions associated with construction and operation
of the Project would be reduced to zero; thus, ensuring the VMT impact is mitigated to a less-than-significant level.
Also see response to comment O1-3, which addresses the parking analysis in the Draft EIR.

Response 01-10
The comment describes the term “parking management” and the evolution of parking planning. The comment

suggests that pricing parking can be a powerful tool—especially when used in conjunction with other travel demand
management strategies—to influence travelers' decisions about their mode of travel. The comment recommends
parking demand management including “right-sizing” off-street parking, charging for parking with a dynamic fee
structure, and working with Placer County to implement neighborhood parking policies such as eliminating or
severely limiting on-street parking in the neighborhoods surrounding the Project area. See response to comment O1-
3, which addresses the parking analysis in the Draft EIR.

While the comment is correct that parking management (i.e., restriction on parking availability, parking fees, etc.) can
result in reductions in automobile use, this is only true for persons making trips that can feasibly shift to other travel
modes. In this particular case, there are several factors that limit the potential for parking management to reduce
automobile use. First, neither the proposed Project site nor the Alternative A site are served directly by public transit.
Both sites are located more than 0.5 mile and are topographically separated from the nearest bus stop, which
indicates that any shift to transit associated with the implementation of parking management strategies would be
minimal. Additionally, for the primary season of facility use (winter), walking or biking is not a feasible option for
persons not living in the immediate vicinity of either site. In winter, the seasonal prohibition on on-street parking
already constrains parking availability. Finally, unlike the larger downhill ski resorts, the times that users travel to and
from the existing Tahoe XC facility tend to be spread over a broader period of the day (rather than concentrated in
the early a.m. and late p.m. periods) and users are more dispersed over a larger area. Therefore, both of these factors
reduce the potential for carpooling to reduce automobile use.

A parking management program can also have unintended consequences in the form of “spillover parking” into
other areas and impacts on other residents. Both the proposed and Alternative A sites are located within largely
residential areas; and thus, charging for parking and/or providing insufficient onsite parking would likely result in
facility users parking along nearby residential streets. This in turn would require restrictions to on-street parking and
ongoing enforcement (and the potential for more remote parking along streets just beyond wherever the parking
restrictions terminate). To avoid restricting parking year-round for nearby residents, a parking permit program would
be required to be established and managed. This program would generate ongoing costs and would be an
inconvenience to nearby residents that would be required to obtain parking permits for themselves and guests. As
Placer County does not have any existing parking management programs, this would require establishing a new
program with no existing potential to share staff or costs. Therefore, the implementation of these aforementioned
strategies in this specific location would result in monetary costs and neighborhood impacts with little potential to
meaningfully reduce auto use. See Appendix A of this Final EIR, which further discusses the feasibility of including
parking management strategies in the TDM plan for the Project. Finally, the comment does not address the adequacy
of the Draft EIR analysis. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits
of the Project.

Response 01-11
The comment recommends the Alternative D — Reduced Project alternative or Site A — Modified Project alternative

because they would likely reduce available parking, and thus VMT, as compared to the proposed Project. The
comment suggests that Site A may make it easier to provide internal bike and pedestrian trails and link to the existing
multi-use trail and that the League would like to see a reduced-size alternative selected brought to the Final EIR.

As detailed in response to comment A2-6 above, the TDM plan is required as part of the development review
process; and thus, the TDM plan would be developed and submitted to the County subsequent to the release of the
Final EIR and is considered part of the Project. Additionally, as detailed in response to comment O1-6 above,
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-6b (revised as Mitigation Measure 3.5-6 in response to comment A2-6) on
page 3.5-31 of the Draft EIR would ensure that no matter what VMT reduction the TDM plan is able to achieve, all
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GHG emissions associated with construction and operation of the Project would be reduced to zero; thus, ensuring
the VMT impact is mitigated to a less-than-significant level. A reduced-size alternative, or an alternative with reduced
parking, would not avoid a significant impact caused by the proposed Project. As further discussed in response to
comment 10-18, several reduced-size alternatives, including reduced number of parking spaces, were considered in
the Draft EIR and were determined to not meet all of the Project objectives. Therefore, no further response is
necessary. The League's preference for a reduced-size alternative is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board
during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 01-12
The comment notes that although CEQA requires mitigation monitoring or reporting, the comment encourages

TCPUD and TCCSEA to include adaptive management in the monitoring and reporting plan. See responses to
comments O1-2, O1-6, O1-8, O1-9, which explain why the MMRP would not specifically include an adaptive
management component but that the TDM plan developed during the development review process would require
monitoring by the applicant and/or the County and would provide opportunities for adaptive management.
Additionally, the MMRP itself requires monitoring the implementation of mitigation for the Project.

Response 01-13
The comment includes closing remarks for the letter.
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3.3.3 Individuals

Letter

11
From: Huff
To: Kim Boyd
Cc: normeki@pachell.net; ravgadand?@qgmail.com; Judy Friedman; Dan Wilkins: Sean Barclay; Terri Viehmann
Subject: Re: Tahoe XC Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project - Notice of Availability for Public Draft EIR
Date: Friday, June 05, 2020 1:48:50 PM
Attachments: Tahoe XC NOA Final 06032020.pdf
Thanks, Kim. T
| shared your email with other residents, and almost immediately got the following
request:

11-1

"Would the TCPUD please provide the DEIR in a more coherent format. The number
and sizes of its separate .pdf file segments make it extremely difficult to share
electronically.”

Have a nice weekend,
Roger

In a message dated 6/5/2020 9:07:42 AM Pacific Standard Time, kboyd(@tepud.org writes:

Dear Interested Party,

The TCPUD has completed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
proposed

Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project (Project). The
Project website has been updated and you will find the DEIR and all supporting

documents at: hitps://www tcpud.org/capital-improvement-projects/tahoe-cross-
country-lodge-replacement-and-expansion.

Attached you will find the Notice of Availability. This document contains important
information regarding the availability of the document, including information about
comment submission and meeting dates. It has been sent to all interested parties who have
requested notice, live within the Highlands Community, or provided comments on the
Notice of Preparation of the DEIR.

We encourage your continued participation in this process. The DEIR is available at the link
noted above for public review and comment beginning on June 5, 2020. All comments
should be submitted on or before July 24, 2020. Written comments may be sent by postal or
electronic mail to:

Tahoe City Public Utility District

Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst

P.O. Box 5249, Tahoe City, CA 96145

Email: kbovdi@tepud.org (Subject Line: Tahoe XC Draft EIR)

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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A Public Meeting has been scheduled for Friday July 17, 2020 at 9:00 a.m. to allow
individuals to provide oral comments on the DEIR. This meeting will occur during a
regularly scheduled TCPUD Board mecting. Please refer to the meeting agenda posted the
week prior to the meeting for updated information on participation details at the following
link: https //www.tcpud.org/vour-district/board-directors/boardcommittec-agendas-and-
minutcs

Please contact me at 530-580-6286 or kbovd@tcepud.org should you have any questions.

Thank you,

Kim Boyd

Senior Management Analyst
Tahoe City Public Utility District
530.580.6286 Direct

530.583.3796 Main Office ext. 386

www tepud.org
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Letter I Roger Huff
June 5, 2020

Response 11-1
The comment requests that the Draft EIR files provided on the TCPUD website be provided in a different format and

expresses that it is difficult to share the files because of their sizes and that they are separate files. The files were
provided in this manner as each chapter or resource section of the Draft EIR is in its own file. Additionally, the
complete document was provided as a single file. A paper copy was also made available for review outside of the
TCPUD offices in Tahoe City. At the time the Draft EIR was released, public facilities, including libraries, were not open
to the public due to the COVID-19 pandemic emergency; thus, additional paper copies of the Draft EIR could not be
provided at multiple locations. TCPUD made a reasonable effort to make the Draft EIR readily available in different
formats for public review. The comment does not provide any specific alternative suggestions for how the files could
be made available. No further response is required.
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From: Marguerite Sprague

To: Kim Boyd

Subject: Re: Tahoe XC Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project - Notice of Availakility for Public Draft EIR
Date: Monday, June 08, 2020 10:01:31 AM

Letter
12

Argh! I thought I discarded that message, sorry. Roger Huff sent out a working link so I'm
good to go.

The error came off the link in your first email, if that's any help.

Ah the joys of tech: more confusion at faster paces ;)

Thanks again.

Sent from my phone; pls xcus brevity & typos!

On Jun 8, 2020, at 9:47 AM, Kim Boyd <kboyd@tcpud.org> wrote:

Hi Marguerite,
I'm sorry you are having trouble with the link. I've provided the link again

here:

Both our IT manager and myself have tried the link from out of office
computers and they are working correctly for us. If the link continues to not
work correctly for you, you can access it directly through our website at
www.tcpud.org. Once on our main page, click on 'Capital Improvement
Projects’ and then "Tahoe Cross Country Lodge. From there, you should have
access to all the documents.

Please let me know if you continue to have trouble.

Thanks,
Kim

Tahoe City - Public Utility District

The new Bunker Water Tank was officially connected to the Tahoe City water
systern in November 2018. The Tahoe City Winter Sports Park is apen for
another snowy winter seasan in downtown Tahoe City. Winter weather is here
and to protect your home and keep your water flowing, be water wise and
winterize. The TCPUD Parks and Recreation Departmant ...

12-1
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From: Marguerite Sprague <mshtahoe@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 8, 2020 8:49 AM

To: Kim Boyd <kboyd@tcpud.org>

Subject: Re: Tahoe XC Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project - Notice of Availability 12-1
for Public Draft EIR cont.

Hi again Kim:

This link to the document doesn't appear to work, I get a 404 error message
(image of page attached). 1l

regards,
Marguerite Sprague

On Fri, Jun 5, 2020 at 9:07 AM Kim Boyd <kboyd@tcpud. org> wrote:

Dear Interested Party,

The TCPUD has completed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the proposed

Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project (Project).
The Project website has been updated and you will find the DEIR and all
supporting documents at: https://www.tcpud.org/capital-improvement-

Attached you will find the Notice of Availability. This document contains
important information regarding the availability of the document, including
information about comment submission and meeting dates. It has been sent to
all interested parties who have requested notice, live within the Highlands
Community, or provided comments on the Notice of Preparation of the DEIR.

We encourage your continued participation in this process. The DEIR is
available at the link noted above for public review and comment beginning on
June 5, 2020. All comments should be submitted on or before July 24, 2020.
Written comments may be sent by postal or electronic mail to:
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Tahoe City Public Utility District
Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst
P.0. Box 5249, Tahoe City, CA 96145

Email: kbovd@tcpud.org (Subject Line: Tahoe XC Draft EIR)

A Public Meeting has been scheduled for Friday July 17, 2020 at 9:00 a.m.
to allow individuals to provide oral comments on the DEIR. This meeting will
occur during a regularly scheduled TCPUD Board meeting. Please refer to the
meeting agenda posted the week prior to the meeting for updated information
on participation details at the following link: https: //www.tcpud.org /vour-

district/board-directors/boardcommittee-agendas-and-minutes

Please contact me at 530-580-6286 or kboyd@tcpud.org should you have any
questions.

Thank you,

Kim Boyd

Senior Management Analyst
Tahoe City Public Utility District
530.580.6286 Direct

530.583.3796 Main Office ext. 386

www.tcpud.org

<image003.jpg>
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Letter I2 Marguerite Sprague
June 8, 2020

Response 12-1
The comment includes communication between the author of the comment letter and TCPUD regarding access to

the Draft EIR files on the TCPUD website. The comment acknowledges that they were ultimately successful in
accessing the files on the website. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No further response is required.
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Letter
From: loe hennessey 13
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: Tahoe XC Lodge
Date: Monday, June 08, 2020 10:13:15 AM
Kim

3

Please accept my comment of concern in moving entrance / access to Tahoe XC via
Polaris Rd.

My family drives this road daily, sometimes 4-6 times per day as my child attends

school at the end of this road.
Morning, afternoon and sometimes mid schcol day to volunteer.

Traffic is already high on this road, and children are also walking to and from both I3-1
schools.
In the afternoon athletes run this street.

In my humble opinion, adding traffic to and from the XC center is an accident waiting
to happen.

Please add my comments to your public record during the study period of this
proposed move for the center.

Best,
Joe Hennessey
530-386-2867

Letter 13 Joe Hennessey
June 8, 2020

Response 13-1
The comment expresses concern that the Project would move the entrance/access point to Polaris Road. The comment

states that due to existing traffic volumes along this roadway and pedestrians using this roadway to access the nearby
schools, the addition of Project-generated traffic to this roadway will result in unsafe pedestrian conditions.

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment does not provide any data or evidence to contradict
the conclusions of the transportation analysis related to roadway safety in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further
response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of
the Project.
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Letter
From: Alex Lesser
To: Kim Boyd |4
Subject: Re: Tahoe XC Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project - Notice of Availability for Public Draft EIR
Date: Monday, June 08, 2020 8:54:55 PM
A I Tazhoe XC NOA Final 06032020, pdf
Kim

unreasonable given the current pandemic and sccial issues. This process has been almost two years to get to this point. Can you

I'd also like to voice my concern that that July 17 date for Public Meeting and the July 24 Publc Comment deadline seem completely
I4-1
push the dates back 30 days each? That certainly won’t change any significant timelines.

Thank you

Alex
www.pssclabs.com

Letter 14  Alex Lesser
June 9, 2020

Response 14-1
The comment requests that the July 17 public meeting and July 24 public comment deadline be pushed back and

expresses the belief that these deadlines are unreasonable given the current pandemic and social issues. As noted in
Section 1.2, "Public Review Process,” of this Final EIR, the Draft EIR was circulated for a 50-day public review and
comment period. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15105(a) states that the public review period shall not be less than

45 days. Thus, the public review period for the Draft EIR exceeds the minimum review period requirements. The

Draft EIR was released on June 5, 2020. providing 43 days for the public to review the document prior to the July 17
meeting, with an additional 7 days for the public to review the document until the comment close date of July 24. The
50 days provided for public review was greater than the minimum length for public review of a Draft EIR. By the close of
the review period, TCPUD received 80 comment letters on the Draft EIR. The public comment review period was not
further extended in response to this comment for these reasons and because it is generally expected that this amount of
time would be sufficient for someone in the general public to access, review, and provide comment on the Draft EIR.
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Letter
From: Huff 15
To: Judy Friedman; Dan Wilkins; John Pang; Scott Zumwalt; Gail Scoville; Sean Barclay; Kim Boyd; Terri Viehmann
Ce: normski@pacbell.net; raygarland?@gmail.com
Subject: URGENT REQUEST TO RELAX THE DEIR PUBLIC REVIEW SCHEDULE
Date: Wednesday, June 10, 2020 10:29:36 AM

Dear Board Members,

The consolidated version of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR): contains 831 pages of
narrative, graphics, and data tables, lacks a readily apparent access link on the District's Web site, and
public access tc a paper copy is apparently limited to one outside your Administrative office during
weekday work hours.

The current 17 July public meeting and 24 July written comment submission deadline do not provide
sufficient time for members of our community to: access, review, compile, and submit comments on this
large and complex document; and the State Web site (see http://opr.ca.gov) clearly states that, “CEQA I5-1
establishes a floor and not a ceiling for public review and comment periods. Lead and respoensible
agencies may use their discretion to extend such time pericds to allow for additional public review and
comment.”

You are therefore urgently requested to relax the schedules for both the Public Meeting and written
comment submission deadline by at least thirty (30) more days to prevent any further damage to the
credibility of this already controversial and divisive project. 1

Very sincerely,

Roger Huff

Letter I5 Roger Huff
June 10, 2020

Response 15-1
The comment notes the length and content of the Draft EIR, their challenge with accessing the document online or

the paper copy at the TCPUD offices. The comment expresses that the July 17 public meeting date and July 24 public
review deadline do not provide sufficient time to access, review, compile, and submit comments on the Draft EIR. The
comment also notes that the Office of Planning and Research website states that CEQA establishes a minimum
requirement for public review and lead agencies may use their discretion to extend the review time period. The
comment requests the schedule for the public meeting and public comment deadline be relaxed. See responses to
comments 11-1 and 14-1 that address concerns related to access to the Draft EIR document and the time period for
public review of the Draft EIR.
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Letter
From: Huff 16
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: RESIDENTS QUESTIONS
Date: Thursday, June 11, 2020 6:01:44 AM
Good Morning Kim,
Please email me the answers to the following residents questions so that | can I
disseminate the information:
(1) Can the TCPUD spaces accemmodate all interested parties with the required I6-1

social distancing for a July 17th Public Meeting?

(2) Can members of the public bring Powerpoint slides on thumb drives to augment
their Oral comments during the meeting? 1

Thanks and have a nice day,
Roger

Letter 16 Roger Huff
June 11, 2020

Response 16-1
The comment asks if the public meeting space on July 17 would provide sufficient space to allow for social distancing

by attendees and if members of the public could bring PowerPoint slides on thumb drives to augment their oral
comments. The public meeting was held as a virtual meeting; thus, there was no need to ensure space for social
distancing. Oral comments were accepted during the public meeting and written comments were accepted through
the close of the public review period on July 24. No further response is required.
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Letter
17

From: Huff <huffmntry@aol.com>

Date: June 12, 2020 at 4:02:18 PM PDT

To: Terri Viehmann <tvichmann(@tcpud.org>

Subject: Re: Notice of Meeting - TCPUD Board of Directors Meeting 6/19 8AM

Thanks, Terril

Did my email urgently requesting postponment of the DEIR Public Meeting and

written Comment Deadline get into the Board's reading file for next Friday's

meeting? Do you need me to resend it? | don't know how they could get al the I7-1
parties into the TCPUD space anyway because of the social distancing

requirements.

Have a great weekend,

Roger

In a message dated 6/12/2020 2:25:07 PM Pacific Standard Time, tviehmann(@tcpud.org
writes:

Tahoe City
Public Utility District

Notice of Meeting: TCPUD Board of Directors

This meeting will be held on Friday, June 19, 2020, 8:00am

As permitted by Executive Order N-29-20, proclaiming a State of Emergency in the State
of California, this meeting room will not be accessible to the public.

The meeting is accessible to the public via live streaming. Public comment will be
accepted via email and text message on any item on the agenda at any time beginning at
8:00 a.m. and ending at the close of public comment on the item. Comments pertinent to

TCPUD and items on this agenda will be read aloud during the meeting when public
comment is called for on that item.

Direct comments to Terri Viehmann, District Clerk, tviehmann@tcpud.org
or via text message ta (530) 414-9734

¢ Click here for agenda (website)
¢ Click here for agenda (DropBox)
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Letter |7 Roger Huff
June 12, 2020

Response 17-1
The comment asks if their request to postpone the Draft EIR public meeting on July 17 and deadline for public

comments was accepted. The comment notes the TCPUD space might not provide sufficient space for social
distancing. See response to comment 4-1 that addresses concerns related to postponing the July 17 public meeting.
See response to comment 16-1 that discusses the meeting was held as a virtual meeting, which addresses concerns
related to social distancing.
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Letter 18

Response 18-1

From: Bonnie Dodge

To: Huff

Cc: Judy Friedman; Dan Wilkins; John Pang;_Scott Zumwalt; Gail Scoville; Sean Barclay; Kim Boyd;
Terri Viehmann; normski@pacbell.net;_raygarland2@gmail.com

Subject: Re: URGENT REQUEST TO RELAX THE DEIR PUBLIC REVIEW SCHEDULE

Date: Saturday, June 13, 2020 7:59:00 AM

Letter
18

Thank you Roger. Extra time is definitely needed and appreciated.
Board members,

Please extend the deadline,

Bonnie M Dodge

Sent from my iPhone

On Jun 10, 2020, at 10:29, Huff <huffmntry(@aol.com> wrote:

Dear Board Members,

The consolidated version of this Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR): contains 831
pages of narrative, graphics, and data tables, lacks a readily apparent access link on the
District's Web site, and public access to a paper copy is apparently limited to one outside
your Administrative office during weekday work hours.

The current 17 July public meeting and 24 July written comment submission deadline do
not provide sufficient time for members of our community to: access, review, compile, and
submit comments on this large and complex document; and the State Web site (see
http:/fopr.ca.gov) clearly states that, “CEQA establishes a floor and not a ceiling for public
review and comment periods. Lead and responsible agencies may use their discretion to
extend such time periods to allow for additional public review and comment.”

You are therefore urgently requested to relax the schedules for both the Public Meeting and
written comment submission deadline by at least thirty {30) more days to prevent any
further damage to the credibility of this already controversial and divisive project.

Very sincerely,

Roger Huff

Bonnie Dodge
June 13, 2020

I8-1

The comment includes a request to extend the public review and comment deadline. The comment also includes a
copy of comment letter |5, which is responded to in response to comment 15-1. See response to comment 14-1, which
addresses the comment's request to extend the public review period.
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From: Huff <huffmntry@aol.com>

Date: June 15, 2020 at 4:47:41 PM PDT Letter
To: Terri Viehmann <tviechmann@tcpud.org> 19

Subject: Re: Notice of Special Meeting - TCPUD Board of Directors 6/16 1PM
Reply-To: Huff <huffmntry(@aol.com>

Thank you, Terril

Would you please confirm if my emails:(1) Urgently requesting the Board to

postpone both the 17 July Meeting and 24 July DEIR comment deadline, and (2)

Concerns about being able to accommodate the former Public Meeting in IS-1
TCPUD spaces due to current social distancing rules got into the Board's

Reading file?

Safe well,

Roger

In a message dated 6/15/2020 12:14:28 PM Pacific Standard Time,
tviehmann@tcpud.org writes:

Tahoe City
Public Utility District

Notice of Special Meeting: TCPUD Board of Directors

This meeting will be held on Tuesday, June 16, 2020, 1PM

As permitted by Executive Order N-29-20, proclaiming a State of Emergency in the State
of California, this meeting room will not be accessible to the public.

The meeting is accessible to the public via live streaming. Public comment will be
accepted via email and text message on any item on the agenda at any time beginning at
1:00 p.m. and ending at the close of public comment on the item. Comments pertinent to

TCPUD and items on this agenda will be read aloud during the meeting when public
comment is called for on that item.

Direct comments to Terri Viehmann, District Clerk, tviehmann@tcpud.org
or via text message to (530) 414-9734

o C(lick here for agenda (website)
o (lick here for agenda (DropBox)

Letter 19 Roger Huff
June 15, 2020

Response 19-1
The comment asks if their request to postpone the Draft EIR public meeting on July 17 was accepted. The comment

notes the TCPUD space might not provide sufficient space for social distancing. This comment is nearly identical to an
earlier comment submitted by the author of this letter. See response to comment 17-1.
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Letter
From: Alex Lesser 110
To: Kim Boyd

Subject: Questions and Comments Regarding Draft EIR
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 6:14:32 AM

Hi Kim

[ would like to present my questions and concerns after reviewing the draft EIR. There are
many concerns that I am hopeful can be addressed appropriately.

110-1
1. | am concerned about the possibility described in the paragraph following Table

2-5 that the proposed facility could end up being owned by TCCSEA, but on publicly
owned land? 1

2. |l am concerned abeut the implication in the subsequent paragraph that
TCCSEA would have primary control over event bookings for both the new facility and
the Highlands Community Center? i

110-2

3. The repeated use of vague terms like “repurposed” or “adaptive reuse”
throughout the Draft EIR seems to ma an attempt to hide the actual scope of the 110-3
proposed massive internal changes and additions to the historic structure? 1

4. The repeated usage of terms like “community uses” and “community needs” are
misleading, because these madifications and additions are specifically designed 110-4
around the TCCSEA’S membership and commercial activities?

5. Ipersonally disagree with the statement made in Section 3.2.1 that the proposed
facility's 10,000+ sq. ft. structure, very large parking area, and operations would have | I110-5
“less than significant impact” on aesthetics in The Highlands

B. it seems disingenuous rhat the statement made in Section 3.2.3 that administrative
procedures could mitigate all the impacts of locating hundreds of gallons of flammable 110-6
fuel and other hazardous materials beside two schools with one emergency response
and evacuation route to a “less than significant level”

7. It also seems disingenuous the claim in Section 3.2.7 that allowing up to a
hundred more vehicles a day onto the only response and evacuation route for those 110-7
schools would have a “less than significant” impact upon emergency respense times

8. Do you believe the assumptions made in Section 3.2.9 that: (a) the proposed
facility would not attract more visitors, (b) most would be from the local area, and (c}) 110-8
the increase number of activities and large event would not increase wildfire risks in a
“Very High Fire Severity Zone"? 1l

9. I personally disagree with the statement made in Impact 3.3-4 that, “the
proposed project is not expected to substantially affect” important wildlife movement 110-9
corridors; or have you seen bear, coyote, and other animals use the area. Do you?

10. Do you concur with Section 3.4.1 that the proposed project would qualify as a
“‘Rehabilitation” under the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards, even though the
massive interior modifications and 6,000 sq. ft. of additions including a basement
obviously do not “retain the historic structure’s character™?

110-10

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-67



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

11. I am specifically concerned with Sections 3.5.2 and 3.3.5 which don’t reflect requests
by multiple residents that the EIR specifically address the safety risks that the increased car
and bus traffic would have upon pedestrians (i.e., residents, neighborhood students, gym
classes) that routinely use the segment of Polaris Road between the schools and Heather
Lane. How can my concerns be addressed? 1

12. Do you believe the: lane/street closures, redirection of traffic, staging of heavy (idling)
vehicles during construction cf the proposed project mentioned under Impact 3.5-5 is 110-12
acceptable for a residential neighborhood with two schools?

I10-11

13. 1 am especially disappointed with the suggestions made in Section 3.6.1 and
elsewhere that the proposed project might be able to circumvent certain (Air Quality and
other) concerns by paying administrative “Mitigation Fees.” Paying money to pollute seems
completely antithetical to every other made by the TCPUD to maintain the Tahoe
atmosphere of the project. L

110-13

14. Do you agree with the final sentences in Section 3.6.2 that with regard to Air Quality,
except for North Middle and High School students, “there are no other sensitive receptors 110-14
within the vicinity of the proposed project?”

15. Do you support basing the Air Quality impact assessments upon the same

questionable assumptions as project traffic as described in Impact 3.6-37 110-15

16. In late June, residents had to use rakes and shovels to prevent a brushfire on the
Conservancy property immediately behind homes on Polaris from spreading into nearby
trees after discovering their hoses had no water pressure due to activities at the school(s).
Since both TRPA Policy PS-2.3 and NTFPD Code do not allow “any development requiring 110-16
water in any area unless adequate storage and distribution systems to deliver an adequate
guantity for domestic consumption and fire protection”; do you agree with the assertion in
(Section 3.11.1) that “no mitigation measures are required” for development at Site D? 1

17. In view of the above, do you support estimating the water needs of a facility that
would be over twice as large and on the same supply line as several schools based 110-17
upon usage of the current Highlands Community Center?

18. Will you join other residents to formally request the TCPUD tc include the following
as another Alternative in the next Environment Impact Report:

« Replace the 2,465 sq. ft. Highlands Community Center with the original 4,607 sq. ft.,
two story, historic Schilling Lodge; as favored by residents and as consistent with
both the Donor’s and the Schilling Family’s wishes.

. Only allow minimal internal modifications required not just to meet needs of the

* Applicant; but also for larger Community enjoyment as the Donor and Family also I10-18
intended.

Limit the parking area size to that required to minimize on-street parking on an

* average versus a peak day, and

* Transfer final ownership to the TCPUD to avoid problems associated with putting a
privately-owned facility on publicly-owned land, and allowing it to be shared by “the
larger Tahoe Community” as the Donor has specified.”

19. Although Item 11 in Appendix D currently says, “The Café will not sell alcohol,” do you
want it to clarify whether alcohol will be permitted on the premises? 1 110-19

20. In view of: it allowing up to 100 more cars and buses, current speeding, history of
crashes on steep icy sections, pedestrians upon a street without sidewalks, restricted corner
sight distance, and congesting the only emergency response and evacuation route for two 110-20
schocls; do you agree with Appendix D that, “the proposed project of site D wouldn’t result in
a significant traffic safety impact™?
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Letter 110 Alex Lesser
June 23, 2020

Response 110-1
The comment refers to the text following Table 2-5 on page 2-24 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project

and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” and expresses concern that the proposed lodge would be owned by TCCSEA but
located on publicly owned land. TCPUD and TCCSEA have not finalized ownership details for the Schilling Lodge. This
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 110-2
The comment refers to the text following Table 2-5 on page 2-24 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project

and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” of the Draft EIR and expresses concern about TCCSEA having primary control
over event bookings for both the new facility and the Highlands Community Center. It was not TCPUD's intention to
relinquish control for booking events at the Highlands Community Center to TCCSEA. Thus, the “Highlands
Community Center” section on page 2-24 is revised in this Final EIR to clarify that TCPUD would be in control of
booking community use of or events at the Highlands Community Center. This change is presented below and in
Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” in this Final EIR. This clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to
the significance of any environmental impact.

The last paragraph on page 2-24 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Where feasible and possible, requests for use of the Existing Lodge community space would be directed to
TCCSEA for primary consideration to access and use the Schilling Lodge. In instances where the Schilling
Lodge is not available, the Highlands Community Center could be made available to the community, but
only under the number and type of requests as described in Table 2-5. TCPUD would be in control of any
community use of or events at the Highlands Community Center. These uses could include community
meetings, recreation classes, special events, multi-purpose room, fundraisers, and would comply with the
current patron capacity of the building and parking lot. While community use of the Highlands Community
Center would be considered secondary to the Schilling Lodge, other specific future TCPUD uses that would
be a change from proposed and existing uses are unknown at this time and are therefore not considered
part of this Project. Over time, TCPUD would assess improvement needs, such as rehabilitation or upgrades,
but would continue to use the Highlands Community Center in a manner consistent with TCPUD public
facilities. Cross-country skiers, hikers, trail runners, and mountain bikers could continue to park at the
Highlands Community Center and access nearby trails from that location. TCPUD would staff the Highlands
Community Center only as needed.

Response 110-3
The comment takes issue with the use of the term “repurposed” or “adaptive reuse” in the Draft EIR with respect to

the Schilling Lodge. The Draft EIR clearly states that repurposing the historic structure from a former residence to a
new lodge is one of the objectives of the Project (see eighth bullet on page 2-6 of Chapter 2, “Description of the
Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” of the Draft EIR). Section 2.5.1, “Project Characteristics,” in
Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR describes the adaptive reuse of the Schilling residence, explains in detail the proposed
changes (including renovation and additions to the original building), and quantifies the sizes of various areas inside
the proposed Schilling Lodge in Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR. Figure 2-3 provides a site plan that shows
the various new spaces and uses in the Schilling Lodge and delineates the component of the building that would
comprise the expansion (see page 2-8 of the Draft EIR). Figure 2-4 provides a visual representation of the Schilling
Lodge in its repurposed state (see page 2-9). These details are necessarily disclosed at this stage of the Project (as
they have been in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR) to allow for adequate environmental analysis of the proposed Project
throughout the Draft EIR.
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Response 110-4
The comment asserts that the use of the terms “community uses” and “community needs” are misleading since the

Project is designed around TCCSEA's membership and commercial activities.

As described throughout Chapter 2, “Project Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,”
of the Draft EIR,” the proposed Project would provide a number of opportunities for community use of the Schilling
Lodge consistent with current public use at the Existing Lodge. The following is a list of community uses that are
described in more detail under Section 2.5.1, “Project Characteristics,” in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR and could be
supported by the year-round facility:

» professionally operated access to public outdoor recreation spaces;
» community ski programs for skiers of all ages;
» volunteer opportunities for trail maintenance;

» existing uses that would continue with no fees include school district sporting events, Boy Scout meetings, and
fundraising events for other non-profits;

» continuation of existing large special events (e.g., Great Ski Race); and

» members of the community, small local community and non-profit organizations, and larger organizations may
also book the Schilling Lodge for small meetings, private gatherings, or other private events (e.g., running, skiing,
and biking day camps).

Additionally, Tahoe XC is a community amenity, providing opportunities for cross-country skiing and snowshoeing for
the general public. The Schilling Lodge would enhance the experience for skiers by providing expanded space for
public use lockers, restrooms, first aid, wax rooms, a team room, meeting space, and staff space.

As described on page 2-5 of Chapter 2 in the Draft EIR, the Existing Lodge does not provide adequate space for existing
wintertime use and future winter and summer use (e.g., insufficient space for staff, storage, equipment repair, etc.).

Response 110-5
The comment expresses disagreement with the statement made in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIR that the proposed

Project would have a less-than-significant impact on aesthetics in the Highlands neighborhood. The analysis of the
potential for the proposed Project to have an adverse effect on aesthetics is provided on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR.
The analysis notes that the proposed Project site was preferred over other locations because it minimized visibility to
neighbors while also providing beneficial views of the surrounding forested area from the facility. Views from private
property are not specifically protected, beyond those protections that might be secondary benefits of implementing
the Area Plan and TRPA design standards, guidelines, and height restrictions in new developments. The analysis is
revised below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” in this Final EIR to address editorial issues but the impact
conclusion is not changed.

The fourth paragraph on page 3-7 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

Because the proposed Project and Alternative A would be designed to blend with the natural setting and be
compatible within the context of the-both sites and the surroundings in compliance with applicable regulations,
neither would degrade the existing visual character or quality of the-either site nor their surroundings.
Additionally, the proposed Project and Alternative A would be consistent with the height and design standards
required by the Area Plan or the TRPA Scenic Quality Improvement Program or Design Review Guidelines.

This comment does not provide any specific evidence to support their claim that the Project’s impact on aesthetics in
the Highlands neighborhood would not be less than significant. The comment is noted for consideration by the
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 110-6
The comment disagrees that administrative procedures could reduce the potential impacts of locating hundreds of

gallons of flammable fuel and other hazardous materials beside two schools with one emergency response and
evacuation route to a less-than-significant level.

The Draft EIR acknowledges the existing use of hazardous materials at the Existing Lodge and continuing use of
hazardous materials at the Schilling Lodge on page 3-9 of the Draft EIR:

During operation of the Schilling Lodge, future use and storage of hazardous materials would include
fertilizers and pesticides typically used for landscaping and household cleaners that would be used for
routine maintenance and would be similar to those used under existing conditions. Hazardous materials
similar to those used during construction could also be used periodically as part of operation, maintenance,
and repair of infrastructure, equipment, and facilities. Winter operations would also continue to conduct
limited refueling for onsite equipment at the proposed Project site or Alternative A site consistent with
existing conditions.

The hazards and hazardous materials regulations and standards summarized under Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and
Hazardous Materials,” on pages 3-9 through 3-10 of the Draft EIR are set by regulatory agencies to protect the health
and safety of a community. Thus it can be reasonably assumed that compliance with these regulations would be
sufficient to minimize impacts from hazardous materials stored and used for the Project. As discussed on page 3-11 of
the Draft EIR, any potential hazards associated with the use, storage, transport, or disposal of hazardous materials
over the course of constructing the Project or during operation of the Project would be avoided or minimized
through compliance with these regulations.

The Project site is designated "Recreation” and per the Area Plan (Section 1.06.B in the Implementing Regulations)
and TRPA Code Section 21.3.1.E, accessory uses for lands under the Recreation designation includes maintenance
facilities. Thus, maintenance facilities such as those associated with the Project that would include storage of fuel (see
response to comment A3-2 that addresses storage of fuel at Tahoe XC) are an allowed use at the proposed Project
site and Alternative A site.

See response to comment 110-7, which addresses concerns related to emergency response and evacuation.

The comment does not provide any specific evidence that compliance with existing regulations applicable to the use,
storage, and disposal of hazardous materials and emergency planning would not reduce or avoid potentially
significant impacts. See response to comment A3-2, which identifies revisions to Chapter 2, “Description of the
Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” and Section 3.2.3, "Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” in the
Draft EIR that clarify the present and future use of the fuel tank to support Tahoe XC operations. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 110-7
The comment disagrees that allowing up to 100 more vehicles per day onto the only emergency response and

evacuation route for the schools would be a less-than-significant impact.

The comment is inaccurate in its characterization of the number of new Project-generated trips. Please see pages 3.5-
13 through 3.5-17 of the Draft EIR for a detailed description of trip generation. As stated on page 3-12 under the
discussion of potential impacts to an emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan under Section 3.2.3,
"Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” in the Draft EIR, “the Project-generated traffic, including for special events, would
be appropriate to the capacity of the facility and therefore would not generate traffic volumes that would physically
interfere with implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan.” Also stated
on page 3-12, the Project would be required to develop and implement an Emergency Preparedness and Evacuation
Plan consistent with Government Code Section 65302(g) and Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan Policy NH-P-6.

This comment does not provide any specific evidence to support their claim that the Project’s impact on emergency
response and evacuation would not be less than significant. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 110-8
The comment questions whether TCPUD agrees with the assumptions made in Section 3.2.9, “Wildfire,” in the Draft

EIR related to visitor use, activities, and events as they relate to wildfire risk. The comment inaccurately states that
Section 3.2.9 states that the Project would not attract more visitors. See the seventh full paragraph on page 3-15 of
the Draft EIR, which begins, “Implementation of the Project would result in an increase in the number of visitors to the
Schilling Lodge relative to existing conditions.”

Pages 3-15 through 3-16 of the Draft EIR, explains components of the Project that would reduce or avoid the
potential for increasing wildfire risks as follows:

Operations at the Schilling Lodge would include defensible space of at least 100 feet and would implement
other applicable requirements of the Uniform Fire Code, Uniform Building Code, and NTFPD Fire Code
requirements, including ignition-resistant construction, automatic interior fire sprinklers, onsite fire hydrant
minimum flows, and adequate emergency and fire apparatus access. Additionally, both the proposed Project
and Alternative A would not include any outdoor Project components, such as fire rings, that would pose a
wildfire ignition threat. The Schilling Lodge would include one indoor gas fireplace.

This comment does not provide any specific evidence to support the comment’s claim that the Project’s impact on
wildfire risk would not be less than significant. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 110-9
The comment expresses disagreement with the conclusion in Impact 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR that the proposed Project

is not expected to substantially affect important wildlife movement corridors, and references common species such as
black bear and coyote. As discussed in Impact 3.3-4 under Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” disruption of potential
wildlife movements could result from vegetation removal and facility construction but the impact would be less than
significant. While the presence of wildlife exists in the area, the proposed Project site and Alternative A site are not likely
to function as an important corridor due to existing human disturbance levels; lack of high-quality forage and cover; and
habitat fragmentation and degradation from residential, recreation, commercial, and other uses on and near the site,
and adjacent roads and associated edge effects. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the
analysis presented in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 110-10
The comment is related to the potential for the proposed Project to qualify as “Rehabilitation” under the Secretary of

the Interior’'s Standards.

The definition of “Rehabilitation” is not dependent on the outcome of the work done on a historic structure; it is a
term meant to provide guidance on the appropriate type of treatment. The U.S. National Park Service (NPS) has
developed definitions for the four major treatments that may be applied to historic structures: preservation,
rehabilitation, restoration, and reconstruction, as described on page 3.4-2 of Section 3.4, “Archaeological, Historical,
and Tribal Cultural Resources,” in the Draft EIR. The appropriate treatment, whether preservation, rehabilitation,
restoration, and reconstruction, is dependent on the historical significance, physical condition, proposed use, and
intended interpretation of the structure.

Rehabilitation is defined as “the act or process of making possible a compatible use for a property through repair,
alterations, and additions while preserving those portions or features which convey its historical, cultural, or
architectural values” (NPS 2020a). Because the building is already dismantled and in storage, and proposed to be
reconstructed with alterations and additions in conversion to a public use once relocated to the site, the treatment
“Rehabilitation” is appropriate. This means that the “Rehabilitation” section of the Secretary of the Interior’s
Guidelines should be the guiding source for work done on the building, which includes preserving historical features.
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Response 110-11
The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR does not address requests by multiple residents that the Project

be analyzed for the increased car and bus traffic safety risks to pedestrians (i.e., residents, neighborhood students,
gym classes) that routinely use the segment of Polaris Road between the schools and Heather Lane.

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment does not provide any data or evidence to
contradict the conclusions of the transportation analysis related to roadway safety in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 110-12
The comment poses the question as to whether it is acceptable to allow construction that could potentially result

in lane/street closures, redirection of traffic, staging of heavy (idling) vehicles in a residential neighborhood with
two schools.

Impact 3.5-5 starting on page 3.5-28 of the Draft EIR addresses potential construction-related traffic impacts resulting
from implementation of the Project and includes Mitigation Measure 3.5-5, which requires the applicant to prepare and
implement a temporary traffic control plan during construction activities. Additionally, as noted on page 2-22 in Chapter
2, "Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR, “Construction staging would
be accomplished on the Project site or with approval from Tahoe Truckee School District, on the adjacent parking lot for
North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe School when school is not in session.” Thus, the comment's assumption that
heavy vehicles would be staged on residential streets is inaccurate. The question posed in the comment does not raise
any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted
for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 110-13
The comment takes issues with the concept of carbon credits that are referenced in Section 3.6.1 of the Draft EIR.

Section 3.6, "Air Quality,” makes mention of mitigation fees on page 3.6-6 under the summary of Mitigation

Measure 11-2a from the Area Plan EIR/EIS. Mitigation Measure 11-2a lists participation in PCAPCD's offsite mitigation
program (i.e., Land Use Air Quality Mitigation Fund) as a mechanism to reduce construction emissions to less-than-
significant levels. The Land Use Air Quality Mitigation Fund, overseen by PCAPCD, is intended to be used to reduce
Project-related emissions of criteria air pollutants and ozone precursors when onsite mitigation is insufficient to offset
significant emissions. Mitigation fees may be utilized once all feasible onsite mitigation has been exhausted and is not
a mitigation pathway to excuse Project-generated emissions. Rather, the Land Use Air Quality Mitigation Fund uses
mitigation fees to fund other air pollution-reducing projects within PCAPCD's jurisdiction when onsite mitigation has
already been implemented. Moreover, the Project and Alternative A would not generate construction emissions in
exceedance of PCAPCD's recommended mass daily thresholds of significance for criteria air pollutants and ozone
precursors (see Tables 3.6-4 and 3.6-5 in the Draft EIR).

Page 3.6-4 of the Draft EIR summarizes TRPA's Traffic and Air Quality Mitigation Program (Section 65.2 of the TRPA
Code of Ordinances [TRPA Code]), which requires that a project that would result in additional trip generation pay a
mitigation fee based on TRPA assessment. This is a regulatory requirement of TRPA and is not intended to be used as
a significance determination during CEQA review. The Project would be beholden to this TRPA requirement
regardless of the CEQA significance determination.

The comment is opinion based and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. No edits to Draft EIR are needed.
The comment is noted and no further response is required.

Response 110-14
The commenter questions whether there are no other sensitive receptors in addition to those referenced on

page 3.6-12 of the Draft EIR. Paragraph 2 on page 3.6-12 summarizes the existing sensitive receptors near the Project
site by stating:
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[s]ensitive receptors near the proposed Project and Alternative A sites include students at the North Tahoe
High School and North Tahoe Middle School and residences along project roadways (such as Polaris Road
and Country Club Drive). Based on data from the 2019/2020 school year, 398 and 446 students were enrolled
in North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe Middle School, respectively (Public School Review 2019a and
2019b). There are no other sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the proposed Project and Alternative A.

As discussed in the Draft EIR, sensitive receptors, defined as residential dwellings, schools, hospitals, playgrounds, and
similar facilities that support populations more sensitive to exposure to air pollution, the Project site is within the
vicinity of residents along Polaris Road and Country Club Drive, and students at North Tahoe High School and North
Tahoe Middle School. These receptors were identified to evaluate localized air pollution impacts (TACs, particularly
diesel PM). Diesel PM is shown to disperse up to 80 percent at approximately 1,000 feet from the source (CARB 2005).
Using 1,000 feet as a standard to evaluate diesel PM, the aforementioned sensitive receptors are the only receptors
within the vicinity of the Project site. The comment is noted and no further response is required.

Response 110-15
The comment disagrees with the use of the Project traffic data in the air quality analysis. The Transportation Analysis

prepared by LSC included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR was developed using existing vehicle trip generation rates
because the ITE Trip Generation Manual does not have a standard land use for a cross-country ski lodge. The findings
of the report are considered substantial evidence pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(b) as evidence
supported by “facts, reasonably assumption predicated upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts.” As the
lead agency, TCPUD is provided the discretion to select the model or methodology most appropriate to enable
decision makers to intelligently take into account a project’s contribution to a significant environmental impact. The
conclusion of the Transportation Analysis (Appendix D of the Draft EIR) informed the estimation of air pollution from
new vehicle movements associated with implementation of the Project. As summarized in Tables 3.6-6 and 3.6-7 in
the Draft EIR, implementation of the proposed Project and Alternative A would not introduce mobile-source
emissions in exceedance of PCAPCD's significance criteria. No edits to the Draft EIR are needed. The comment is
noted and no further response is required.

Response 110-16
The comment describes a scenario in June where residents used rakes and shovels to prevent a brush fire from

spreading on land near residences in the Highlands neighborhood. The comment asserts there was no water pressure
due to activities at the school. The comment asks if TCPUD agrees with the assertion that no mitigation measures
would be required at Site D in light of TRPA Policy PS-2.3 and North Tahoe Fire Protection District (NTFPD) Code that
place limitations on development if there is not adequate water for domestic use and fire protection.

Under Impact 3.11-1in Section 3.11, “Utilities,” in the Draft EIR explains in the first paragraph on page 3.11-11, that
TCPUD has sufficient water supplies available to meet current and projected water demands in their service area
during normal, single dry, and multiple dry water years. Additionally, on page 3.11-11 the analysis states, “Additionally,
TCPUD has indicated that the water supply infrastructure that the proposed Project would connect to would be
sufficient to serve the proposed Project, including meeting fire flow requirements (Homolka, pers. comm., 2017).”
Thus, the Draft EIR has analyzed the ability of TCPUD's water supply and infrastructure to meet the water demand of
the proposed Project and ability to meet minimum fire flow standards at the proposed Project site. For the reasons
described herein, the comment’s claims that no mitigation measures would be required to ensure the proposed
Project is served by adequate water for domestic use and fire protection are inaccurate.

In an email from Matt Homolka, Assistant General Manager and District Engineer of TCPUD, to Roger Huff, resident
or property owner in the Highlands neighborhood, Mr. Homolka provided the following information related to the
fire in June and availability of water supply to the proposed Project site (Homolka, pers. comm., 2020):

Your assertion that “The current water supply to that area of the Highlands has very serious real world
limitations when it comes to major firefighting requirements” is incorrect and without basis. In fact, the water
supply in that area of Polaris Road is one of the most robust water supply areas within the District, specifically
as a result of the North Tahoe High/Middle School (NTHMS) located at the end of the road. That area is
located in what is called the “Upper Highlands Pressure Zone” of the Tahoe City Sub-Regional Water System.
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This pressure zone was created during the reconstruction of the NTHMS in 2006. This pressure zone is
served by a 1.1 million gallon water storage tank with the ability to add up to 750 gallons per minute (gpm)
by pumping. Further, this system was designed to supply fire hydrants with at least 2,000 gpm of fire-fighting
flow for 4 hours and in many cases well exceeds that design standard. This is far in excess of typical
residential neighborhoods and was done to meet the fire flow requirements of the NTHMS. The system
pressure in the area of this incident is 68 pounds per square inch (psi) and the water service pressure at your
house is 54 psi.

Your anecdotal statement that there was no water pressure from a garden hose is confusing, but certainly
not evidence of any issue with the water supply system. We are unaware of the condition or configuration of
the private water service or house plumbing nor the length, size, or condition of the garden hose or whether
it was kinked in the panic to put out a fire. We are confused by your claim that this lack of pressure was
caused by activities at the school. As you know, the school was not occupied during that time and,
regardless, the school’'s normal water demands would have no impact on water service flow to your property.
During that week, we know that NTFPD was training in the area. However, their reported water usage on
May 28th would not explain a loss of pressure to the house service.

Response 110-17
The comment disagrees with the approach in the Draft EIR used to estimate the water needs of the proposed Project

that would be greater than and on the same water supply line as several schools based on the current Highlands
Community Center. The water demand estimate represents a proportional increase based on a water demand factor
developed from past water use data from 2014-2017 that was provided by TCPUD, the water supplier to the
Highlands neighborhood, and multiplied by the total square footage of the proposed Schilling Lodge (see the
"Methods and Assumptions” section on pages 3.11-7 through 3.11-8 of Section 3.11, “Utilities,” in the Draft EIR). This
comment does not provide any specific evidence that the water demand analysis in the Draft EIR is inadequate,
inaccurate, or incomplete. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 110-18
The comment suggests the Draft EIR analyze an alternative that considers no expansion to the original Schilling

residence building, minimal internal modifications, limiting the parking onsite while also minimizing on-street parking,
and transfer ownership to TCPUD. Three reduced size alternatives were analyzed in the Draft EIR (Site A — Reduced
Project on page 4-3 in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR, Site A — Modified Project on page 4-10, and Site D —
Reduced Project on page 4-15). The Site D — Reduced Project also included a reduced number of parking spaces.

Site A — Reduced Project would include a 6,229-square foot (sq. ft.) building. This alternative was dismissed because
(see page 4-3):

Although this alternative may reduce some environmental effects of the proposed Project (e.g., incrementally
smaller increase in traffic), it was rejected from further evaluation because it would not have sufficient space
to meet the needs of existing and future operational needs of the Project applicant (e.g., open interior space
for a gear rental area) and would not substantially reduce any adverse environmental effects, as compared to
the proposed Project. Additionally, due to the distance from the school, the location of this alternative would
be less ideal than the proposed Project site for a shared parking agreement with the school for parking
during special events.

The Site A — Modified Project alternative would include a 6,229-square foot building and would retain the Existing
Lodge. Due to the configuration of the buildings, this alternative would result in a greater footprint than the
proposed Project or Alternative A (Site A — Full Project), but would result in less new coverage than for the proposed
Project (see page 4-10).
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The Site D — Reduced Project alternative would include a 6,229-sq. ft. building. Because of the reduced number of
parking spaces (65 total parking spaces), this alternative was found to result in the potential for parking to spillover
onto adjacent residential roadways or the adjacent high school and middle school on peak days would be
incrementally greater than with the proposed Project (see page 4-17).

As further discussed on page 4-22:

The lodge associated with the proposed Project and Alternative A best meet the project objective to address
operational deficiencies by providing adequate space for all aspect of operations at Tahoe XC. Because the
total building area for the Site A — Modified Project and Site D — Reduced Project alternatives would be
about 1,500 sq. ft. smaller and 3,900 sq. ft. smaller, respectively, than the proposed Project and Alternative A,
these alternatives would not meet this objective as well.

From a functional perspective, the reduced size Schilling Lodge alternatives would not meet some of the Project
objectives (e.g., address operational deficiencies in the current facility and improve financial viability) as well as the
proposed Project. These alternatives include a Schilling Lodge that would be smaller than that of the proposed
Project or Alternative A and the analysis in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” but larger than that proposed in the comment.
Thus, it can be assumed that the comment's proposed alternative with a smaller lodge would also not achieve Project
objectives. Further, the analysis of Site D — Reduced Project alternative that proposed fewer parking spaces than the
proposed Project and Alternative A also demonstrated that the comment’s proposal for reduced parking was
considered and determined to not achieve some of the Project objectives and would not remedy issues with getting
visitors from parking on the neighborhood streets.

Ownership of the Schilling Lodge by TCCSEA or TCPUD has yet to be determined and is not an environmental issue
under CEQA. Its consideration as part of an alternative is not necessary.

As noted on page 4-1 of Chapter 4, "Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR:

The California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 15126.6(a) (State CEQA Guidelines) requires EIRs to describe
“... a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant
effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR need not consider
every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a range of potentially feasible alternatives
that will avoid or substantially lessen the significant adverse impacts of a project, and foster informed
decision making and public participation.

Although the comment’s suggested alternative would propose a lodge with a smaller square footage and reduced
parking lot, it would not avoid potentially significant impacts that are identified for the proposed Project. It should be
noted that neither the proposed Project nor Alternative A would result in any significant and unavoidable impacts.
Because this alternative would still involve construction activities, this alternative would still likely result in:

» Removal of some trees greater than 30 inches dbh;
» Construction and operation of new facilities in habitats that may provide suitable habitat for special-status plants;

» Ground disturbance that would potentially encounter previously unknown archaeological resources, tribal cultural
resources, or human remains;

» Construction-related impacts on traffic;
» Anincrease in daily VMT;

» Anincrease in GHG emissions;

» Construction noise and vibration;

» Operational event noise; and

» The potential need to upgrade the 6-inch water line in Country Club Drive to meet fire flow requirements if this
alternative would be located at Site A.
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Thus, for the reasons described above, the comment's suggested alternative would not meet all of the Project
objectives, is not substantially different than other alternatives analyzed in the Draft EIR, and would not avoid or
substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the Project is not considered for further analysis or consideration in
the EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 110-19
The comment requests clarification if alcohol would be permitted on the premises of the Schilling Lodge. The

comment is correct that the café would not sell alcohol. As stated under the “Special Events” section on page 2-14 of
Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” all event applications would be
reviewed by TCCSEA for the presence of alcohol among other components of the event to determine if the event
complies with the policies of the Management Plan and consistency with the types of events that are allowed at the
Schilling Lodge. Additionally, the Management Plan policy related to onsite alcohol for the Schilling Lodge is the
same as is presently implemented for the Existing Lodge. The comment's concern about the presence of alcohol on
the property does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of
the Draft EIR. No further response is required.

Response 110-20
The comments asks if the Project-generated addition of up to 100 more cars and buses, current speeding, history of

crashes on steep icy sections, pedestrians upon a street without sidewalks, restricted corner sight distance, and
congesting the only emergency response and evacuation route for two schools would result in a significant traffic
safety impact.

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment does not provide any data or evidence to
contradict the conclusions of the transportation analysis related to roadway safety in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of
the merits of the Project.
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Letter
From: Cheryl Stewart 111
To: Kim Boyd
Cc: Cheryl Stewart; Roland Stewart
Subject: Tahoe Cross Country Lodge Replacement Location!!!
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 11:05:48 AM
TCPUD,
We are Homeowners on Polaris Road.
WE STRONGLY OPPOSE LOCATION D for numerous viable reasons!!!
We do not want increased traffic on Polaris Rd!
AS YOU MUST KNOW & WE CAN PERSONALLY ATTEST TO, TRAFFIC ON POLARIS ROAD IS I11-1
ALREADY AT PEAK DANGEROUS LEVELS!
WE HAVE VEHICLE TRAFFIC DURING THE DAY & EVEN AT NIGHT DUE TO SCHOOL FUNCTIONS
MANY CHILDREN & RESIDENTS OF ALL AGES WALK POLARIS RD,
CARS DRIVE TOO FAST, THERE ARE HILLS & CURVES WHICH FREQUENTLY POSE SERIOUS
DANGER TO PEDESTRIANS DAY & NIGHT!
WE ABSOLUTELY DO NOT NEED ANY MORE TRAFFIC ON POLARIS RD! 1
Location A Will not create more hazardous traffic for residents in the Highlands area. T
Location A will not create more traffic on Polaris Rd which is already maxed out with traffic!
Location A with out question keeps traffic as minimal as possible to the entire area
Location A has worked very well for many years
Location A only requires a Slight expansion
Location A does not require the construction & development ot another UNNECESSARY Site & building!
Location A “Already offers existing cross country pathways immediately adjacent” to it’s current location!
Location A will be far less expensive 111-2
Location A will create far less pollution & environmental damage!!!
Location A is hands down the most logical, common sense, best location for all residents In the Highlands area
which absolutely must be the priority!'!!
TLocation A provides much easier access for all visitors to the Tahoe Cross Country Lodge!
“If this project is truly about improving the Cross Country Lodge™, there is no practical, environmental, cost
efficiency, equitable to the Highlands Neighborhood area, Beneficial to Cross Country, reasoning for any location
other than Alternate location A! 1

Sincerely,

Roland & Chery] Stewart
2900 Polaris Rd

Tahoe City,Ca

Sent from my iPad

3-78
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Letter 111 Roland and Cheryl Stewart
June 23, 2020

Response 111-1
The comment notes they are homeowners on Polaris Road and expresses opposition to the proposed Project being

located at Site D. The comment describes perceived traffic issues on Polaris Road.

See Master Response 1, “Traffic Safety,” which addresses the concern related to additional traffic and associated safety
risks from the proposed Project. This comment does not provide any specific evidence that the traffic safety analysis in
the EIR is inadequate, inaccurate, or incomplete. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 111-2
The comment asserts that Alternative A would not result in a number of effects, including creating more hazardous

traffic for residents, more traffic on Polaris, construction of another building, and more pollution and environmental
damage among other conditions. The comment asserts that if the Project is intended to improve the cross-country
lodge, there is not a reason for another location.

See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, which addresses concerns related to hazardous traffic. The comment is
correct that Alternative A would result in less traffic than the proposed Project, but as described herein the
significance level of transportation-related impacts are the same for the proposed Project and Alternative A.

The potential transportation impacts of the proposed Project and Alternative A are analyzed under “Environmental
Effects of the Project,” beginning on page 3.5-19 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR. A comparison of the
transportation impacts of the proposed Project and Alternative A is provided in Section 4.8.3, “Transportation Impacts,”
on page 4-21 of Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR. Here the analysis acknowledges that the proposed Project
would alter the pattern of vehicle traffic in the Highlands neighborhood and could add traffic on Polaris Road at times
when vehicles are also traveling to and from North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe Middle School; however, as
discussed in Impacts 3.5-1and 3.5-2 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” neither implementation of the proposed Project
nor Alternative would degrade intersection or roadway operations to unacceptable levels or exceed Placer County's
threshold for 2,500 vehicles per day on a residential street. Additionally, the analysis concludes that although the
increase in unmitigated VMT would be greater under the proposed Project and Site D — Reduced Project alternative
than with Alternative A and the Site A — Modified Project alternative, the proposed Project and all alternatives would be
required to mitigate the net increase in VMT over the existing amount of VMT so that there are no unmitigated VMT.
Thus, there is no difference in the level of significance in the impact between the proposed Project and Alternative A
related to traffic.

With regard to the comment's assertion that the area is maxed out with traffic, Impact 3.5-1 beginning on page 3.5-19
of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR concludes that the level of service (LOS) of intersections in the study
area would continue to operate at an acceptable LOS and would not substantially worsen under either the proposed
Project or Alternative A. The Draft EIR also analyzed the potential for the proposed Project and Alternative A to
determine whether or not implementation would cause a residential roadway to exceed its design capacity and
warrant implementation of traffic calming measures (see Impact 3.5-2 beginning on page 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR). The
analysis concluded that although the proposed Project would generate greater average daily trips, both the
proposed Project and Alternative A:

...would not alter travel patterns or increase traffic volumes to the extent that the capacity of a residential
roadway would be exceeded. Because Project-related traffic would not cause traffic volumes on residential
roadways to exceed Placer County's 2,500 vehicles per day standard for residential roadways, this impact
would be less than significant for the proposed Project and Alternative A.
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The comments related to Alternative A resulting in a slight expansion, will be less expensive, proximity to cross-
country trails, does not require the construction and development of an unnecessary site and building, and is the
logical solution for the residents in the Highlands neighborhood are noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board
during the review of the merits of the Project.

With regard to the comment that Alternative A would require a slight expansion, both the proposed Project and
Alternative A would result in the Schilling Lodge that would be the same size and layout, which is included in the
footnote to Table 2-1 (see page 2-6 of the Draft EIR) and described under Section 2.6, “Unique Features of the
Proposed Project and Alternative A,” on page 2-23 of the Draft EIR:

The characteristics of the adaptive reuse of the Schilling residence and Schilling Lodge operations associated
with the proposed Project and the Alternative A would be the same and are described above under
Section 2.4, "“Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project.”

With regard to the comment that the Existing Lodge location has worked well for years, the inadequacies of the
current location and lodge for the purposes of Tahoe XC are listed on page 2-5 in Chapter 2, “Description of the
Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail.” Some of the existing inadequacies listed there include lack of
space for a number of operational components for Tahoe XC, limited storage, connectivity between the Existing
Lodge and beginner terrain, and inadequate parking. Thus, while it is true that the Existing Lodge has been in
operation for many years, the location has not worked well operationally for Tahoe XC. Additionally, as stated, under
Section 2.4, "Project Objectives,” on pages 2-6 and 2-7 of the Draft EIR, TCPUD and the applicant (TCCSEA) are
undertaking the Project for a variety of reasons that are identified as Project objectives.

The comment stating that Alternative A would create far less pollution and environmental damage is not supported
by evidence in the comment. Section 4.8, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” beginning on page 4-20 of the Draft
EIR compares the potential impacts of the proposed Project to Alternative A and other alternatives selected for
further evaluation (see Sections 4.4 through 4.6 in Chapter 4, "Alternatives”) to determine which alternative would
result in the least impact on the environment. Section 4.8.5, “Conclusion,” on page 4-22 of the Draft EIR states:

The potential environmental impacts and benefits that would result from implementation of the proposed
Project and the action alternatives are substantially similar in magnitude. The proposed Project and the action
alternatives would not result in any significant and unavoidable impacts. The comparison of the action
alternatives in Table 4-2 indicates that the proposed Project and Site D — Reduced Project alternative would
have fewer potentially significant impacts that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of mitigation compared to Alternative A and the Site A — Modified Project alternative. The Site
A alternatives would result in potential impacts to water supply that do not apply to the Site D alternatives. As
described above, from a functional perspective, Alternative A, Site A — Modified Project alternative, and Site D —
Reduced Project alternative would also not meet some of the project objectives as well as the proposed Project.
For these reasons, the proposed Project would be the environmental superior alternative.

Thus, the proposed Project was determined to be the environmentally superior alternative.

The comment does not provide evidence that the Draft EIR is inadequate, inaccurate, or incomplete. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
From: Bill 112
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: TahoeXC draft EIR
Date: Tuesday, June 23, 2020 2:50:25 PM

TCPUD Board Members,

As a member of the Tahoe City community for more than 40 years, a business owner in Tahoe City for 25 years and

a concerned citizen, I have reviewed the EIR as submitted by TCCCSEF on the proposed lodge of the reconstructed

Schilling estate and find that the benefits of this project far outweigh the minimal impacts the project may have. 112-1
TCCCSEF has a ptoud record of adding value to our community. This project is in line with that record. The

preservation of this historical building along with the enhancement of the ski community makes this decision easy.

Please make the “easy decision™ and move forward with this project.

Thank you,

William Sharbrough

Sent from my iPhone

Letter 112 william Sharbrough
June 23, 2020

Response 112-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author, summarizes benefits of the proposed

Project, and expresses support for the proposed Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
From: Sharon Buss 113
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: Tahoe-xc/Shilling Project
Date: Friday, June 26, 2020 9:04:20 AM
I am a full time resident at Tahoe since 1973. My passion is cross country skiing and my local community. Tahoe T
xc is a place of community that is shared with our students, local athletes, and the public of all ages.
When | learned of the gracious gift of the Shilling Estate and the fact that a piece of Tahoe History could be
rejuvenated 1 was thrilled. We now have a possibility to enhance the experience of Tahoe XC and the many 113-1

educational programs they are involved in.

I strongly urge that this possibility be backed by the TCPUD. It’s our responsibility to preserve this historical
building and allow for our community to have a real building that adds to the already amazing non-profit that is in
place now. Much of the local history has already been discarded at Tahoe. Let’s invest in our community!

Thank you,
Sharon Buss

Sent from my iPhone

Letter 113 sharon Buss
June 26, 2020

Response 113-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author, summarizes benefits of the proposed

Project, and expresses support for the proposed Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
From: Rick Ganong 114
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: CEQA/dEIR Tahoe Cross-Country Ladge Replacement and ...
Date: Saturday, June 27, 2020 9:59:31 AM
Dear Kim:
I have reviewed the dEIR and summary. T believe the study to be very thorough. The method and issues were all
discussed nicely. 114-1

I agree with and support the conclusions.

Thanks Rick Ganong
June 27,2020

Letter 114 Rick Ganong
June 27, 2020

Response 114-1

The comment expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the

TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
From: Debbie Hogan 115
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR
Date: Monday, June 29, 2020 2:35:23 PM
Hi Kim,
| am writing in support of the new Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project.
After reviewing the Draft EIR, | was impressed by the detail in the report and |
believe it is complete and adequate for the project. | also believe this lodge will
serve the public interest of the North Tahoe area very well. Conclusions in the 5.1

EIR are well founded and any potentially significant impacts can be mitigated. |
am 100% in support of this Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project being
built in Site D, the proposed Project site for all the reasons explained in the EIR.

Thank you, let me know if there is any more | can do to help with the project.

Debbie Kelly-Hogan
PO Box 580
Tahoma, CA 96142

Letter 115 Debbie kelly-Hogan
June 29, 2020

Response 115-1
The comment notes that the Draft EIR was detailed, complete, and accurate and expresses support for the analysis of

the EIR and for the proposed Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review
of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
From: David Schwisow 116
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: Tahoe city cross country
Date: Thursday, July 02, 2020 7:24:41 PM

Hello, I live at 3015 Polaris road and will NOT be supporting the new idea of the cross country center behind my
house. With the high school already in place you will be adding an unsafe amount of traftic already on Polaris road.
Please, there is NO reason for the new center. If your worried about beginners not being able to get up a small hill at
the center then I suggest you take a road construction grade machine and flatten the hill out instead of building a 116-1
new center which honestly, only get 50 to a hundred people at the most, on the most busiest holiday cross country
skiing. It is impossible to pull out ento Polaris road with school traffic as it is, now you want to add more car traffic
because a beginner can’t climb a hill at the sufficient cross country center, Seems ridiculous to a local who has lived
in the region for 18 years and 4 years on Polaris. I will be voting NO on development and so will my neighbors.

David Schwisow
3015 Polaris Road

Letter 116 David Schwisow
July 2, 2020

Response 116-1
The comment notes they are a resident located two houses from the proposed Project site and opposes the Project

at this location. The comment notes the belief that there is already an unsafe amount of traffic on Polaris Road. The
comment also explains that it is difficult to pull onto Polaris Road with school traffic. The comment suggests that to
meet the needs of beginner cross-country skiers, the Project should grade the hill to make it flatter instead of
building a new lodge.

See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, which addresses concerns related to unsafe traffic on Polaris Road as a
result of the proposed Project. See response to comment [11-2, which summarizes the transportation analysis in the
Draft EIR related to increased vehicle trips that would occur with implementation of the proposed Project.

See response to comment I11-2, which also discusses operational inadequacies associated with the Existing Lodge
and Project objectives that extend beyond simply the desire to provide improved access for visitors to beginner
terrain.

The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
From: HPW | 17
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR
Date: Friday, July 03, 2020 8:16:35 AM
Dear Mr. Boyd.
Peter Werbel here, board member of Truckee Donner Recreation and Park District. Having been involved in several
EIRs in our district, am semewhat familiar with such documents. It appears to me, in brief review, that this EIR is
most thorough and authors including "Alternative A” are to be commended. All pertinent issues have been 117-1

addressed, with great detail for both noise and traffic impacts, which I know is of utmost concern to local residents.
It appears to me that there are no significant detrimental impacts to the surrounding community which would
impeded this project from moving forward.

Regards,

Peter Werbel

Letter 117 peter werbel
July 3, 2020

Response 117-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the analysis in the

Draft EIR. The comment expresses the belief that, per the Draft EIR, there would not be significant detrimental
impacts to the surrounding community. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
118

July 4th, 2020

Board of Directors
Tahoe City Public Utility District

Re: Tahoe Cross Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project
To Whom It May Concern:

From our viewpoint as very interested citizens of the nordic community, the Draft EIR prepared by
Ascent Environmental, Inc. for the above project is very comprehensive and appears to address all of the
important issues, questions and concerns that could arise. Honestly, we could not read every single
word, but we are impressed with the detail available on site selections, the building project, parking,
management, facility usage and its proposed limitations to suit the residential neighborhood location,
as well as all the historical and envirenmental information in the report.

We have been skiing patrons of the cross country center on Country Club Drive for more than 40 years,
beginning with Skip Reedy's cperation out of the same building. The building in those early days was
cozy and sufficient in size to handle the nordic community that used the trails in the winter. Itis no
secret that the popularity of the sport has grown exponentially in the past 40 years and the number of
users of the same facility has increased right along with it.  It's time for the center to grow in size and in
functionality to better serve its patrons, youth winter sports programs and the community.

We support the repurposing of the historic Schilling Lodge and its expansion to become the new nordic 118-1

and community center. The proposed Site D, near the high school/middle school, would be a better
location than Site A as it would provide more parking, a level entry to the cross country trails, and more
functional space on snow between the lodge and trails. The present location of the nordic center, near
Site A, places skiers of beginner to advanced abilities on a tough hill immediately out of the center. This
is very challenging for beginners.  It's not that easy for the veteran skier either.

The idea of taking an historic building and making it "new" again while maintaining its Old Tahoe charm
and ambiance is wonderful. What visitor wouldn't like to know more about the history of Tahoe and
its earlier residents?!  The current nordic (multi-use) building on Country Club is under-serving its
recreational and visitor community. Here is an opportunity to provide an investment in both, as well
as provide an additional facility for public meetings and other needs. We support the project and look

forward to seeing progress in this direction.
Sincerely,

Patti and Michael Dowden

Verdi, NV (formerly Tahoe City 1973-2019)

Letter 118 Patti and Michael Dowden
July 4, 2020

Response 118-1
The comment includes background information about the letter’s authors, summarizes benefits of the proposed

Project, expresses support for the proposed Project, and expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR. The
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Letter
119

July 5, 2020

Dear TCPUD Directors,

[ am writing in regard to the CEQA findings for the Historic Schilling Lodge project.
It appears that the study was diligent and complete. In reviewing those areas where
it was found that there might be PS- Potentially Significant impacts, all areas were
shown to be able to be mitigated to a satisfactory degree to make them LTS- less
than significant.

This was also the case where two 5-Significant impacts, Vehicle Miles Traveled and
Operational Event Noise, were shown. 1 feel confident that the mitigation measures

presented will be sufficient solutions. 119-1

[ was pleased at the benefits shown in the study by having more parking spaces as
well as proximity to the High School which provides better access for our students
to utilize the enhanced facilities at the Lodge. I believe that this project should move
forward at the Proposed Site and that it will create a tremendous asset for the

community at large.

Sincerely,

Jan Ganong

Letter 19 Jan Ganong
July 5, 2020

Response 119-1
The comment summarizes benefits of the proposed Project, and expresses support for the proposed Project and for

the analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.
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VICKI & ROGER KAHN Letter
POST OFFICE BOX 1305 120
TAHOE CITY, CA 96145

July 7, 2020

Ms. Kim Boyd

Tahoe City Public Utility District
P.O. Box 5249

Tahoe City, CA 96145

Dear Ms. Boyd:
RE: SCHILLING LODGE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT COMMENTS

We agree with the premise that there is a need to replace the existing Tahoe Cross
Country facility located at the Highlands Community Center. The draft EIR discussed why the
existing facility has become inadequate over the years and how the opportunity came about for
the relocation of the Schilling Lodge for its replacement. With that in mind. we see no reason to
address the “no project”™ alternative that is a part of the EIR.

The Tahoe City PUD board of directors has directed the EIR to concentrate on the merits
of the preferred alternative which would relocate the Schilling Lodge to a site adjacent to the
existing North Tahoe High School/Middle School vs. alternative A which relocates the lodge to
the current location at the existing site of the Highlands Community Center. We agree with the
analysis that spells out the reasons why the preferred alternative is superior. They include higher | I20-1
elevation of the base facility which allows the cross country center to operate for longer periods
during the winter season, a beginner area for cross country skiers adjacent to the new lodge.
overflow parking on school parking lots during high utilization periods of the facility which do
not conflict with the school as they likely occur on weekends and holiday periods when the
schools are not in session (a reciprocal arrangement would allow the school to utilize the
Schilling Lodge parking for their overflow needs as well), the likelihood of better utilization by
the students and finally the retention of the existing building at the Highlands Community
Center. The relocation of the Schilling Lodge at the site of the existing lodge is less desirable in
each of the above reasons.

The only possible drawbacks to relocation of the Schilling Lodge to the site adjacent to
the schools are the potential environmental issues of additional plant and wildlife disturbance
and tree removal which will likely occur in either scenario but may have more of an impact at the
preferred location than at the existing Highlands Community Center location. We believe the
developer, working with the permitting agencies, can and will minimize these impacts through 120-2
site location and design.

The issue of additional tratfic has come up during this process however the EIR properly
points out, while traffic utilization on the existing streets will be affected, the overall traffic
impacts are not significantly different under either alternative.
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The draft EIR discusses other environmental impacts and provides possible mitigation
solutions to reduce their impacts. Knowing this is a project spearheaded by a large cross section
of local residents, many of whom have lived in the North Tahoe community for many years, we
are confident the project will be constructed with care to minimize environmental issues. The 120-2
final product will be beneficial to the local community as well as visitors. cont.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the draft EIR. Thanking you, in advance,
for your consideration of our thoughts, we are,

Very truly yours,

g =,

w AL A S
Vicki Kahn

Roger Kahn

Letter 120 vicki and Roger Kahn
July 7, 2020

Response 120-1
The comment agrees that there is a need to replace the Existing Lodge, notes that the Draft EIR explains why it is

inadequate, and notes that it seems unnecessary to address the No Project Alternative. The comment summarizes the
benefits of locating the Schilling Lodge at the proposed Project site instead of at Site A. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 120-2
The comment notes describes some potential drawbacks of locating the Schilling Lodge at the proposed Project site;

however, the comment expresses the belief that these impacts will be minimized through site location and design.
The comment also summarizes the traffic impacts and notes they would not be substantively different under either
the proposed Project or Alternative A. The comment also provides a brief summary of the involvement of local
residents in the development of the Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.
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From: Huff

To: schwartz@ntfire.net; Sean Barclay

Cce: patrick wrght@tahoe ca.gov; dwalsh@placer.ca.qov; jmitchell@tiusd.org; dindeen@ttusd.org
Subject: RECENT WILDFIRE IN THE HIGHLANDS

Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2020 7:43:14 AM

Letter
121

Good Morning,

On the afternoon of May 28t alert neighbors called 911 to report a brush fire on
publicly-owned land directly behind homes along Polaris Road. Until NTFD units
arrived, residents had to use rakes and shovels to keep it from spreading into nearby
trees when they found their hoses had nho water pressure because of activities at the
school(s). What easily could have turned into a catastrophe, provides the following
priceless lessons:

1. On a “normal” school day, the only evacuation route would likely have soon
become congested with firefighting equipment and other emergency vehicles,

2. There is an urgent need to thin out the surface and ladders fuels on public lands,

3. The current water supply to that area of the Highlands has very serious real-world
limitations when it comes to major firefighting requirements, and

4. It would be totally irresponsible and in direct conflict with both NTFPD Code and
TRPA Policy to permit development of the proposed project at Site D.

The above deserves to be a serious wake up call for all the addressees on this email.

Please Help,

Roger

121-1

121-2

T 121-3

121-4
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Letter 121 Roger Huff
July 8, 2020

Response 121-1
The comment describes a scenario in June where residents used rakes and shovels to prevent a brush fire from

spreading on land near residences in the Highlands neighborhood. The comment asserts there was no water pressure
due to activities at the school. See response to comment 110-16 that clarifies the events that occurred related to the
brush fire mentioned in the comment.

Response 121-2
The comment asserts that on a normal school day, the only evacuation route would become congested with firefighting

equipment and other emergency vehicles. Typically during an emergency situation requiring an area be evacuated, law
enforcement and/or fire fighters facilitate the movement of evacuees from an area. Thus, the presence of firefighting
equipment and other emergency vehicles would not interfere with the movement of evacuees out of an area.

Response 121-3
The comment states there is an urgent need to thin out the surface and ladder fuels on public lands. Operations at

the Schilling Lodge would include defensible space area of at least 100 feet and would implement other applicable
requirements of the Uniform Fire Code, Uniform Building Code, and NTFPD Fire Code requirements, including
ignition-resistant construction, automatic interior fire sprinklers, onsite fire hydrant minimum flows, and adequate
emergency and fire apparatus access (see Section 3.2.9, "Wildfire,” on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR). TRPA also requires
fire protection agency pre-approval, which includes approval of final plans, as part of its permitting processes.
Additionally, the proposed Project site and Alternative A would require removal of some trees to construct the
Project (see Table 2-2 on page 2-12 of the Draft EIR). This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.

Response 121-4
The comment expresses concern related to the water supply infrastructure in the Highlands neighborhood related to

water supply needs for fire suppression purposes. See response to comment 110-16, which addresses the comment's
concern related to water supply in the Highlands neighborhood, including water supply needed for fire suppression
purposes.
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From: THOMAS O"NEILL

To: Kim Boyd

Cce: rbganong@gmail.com Letter
Subject: CEQA/dEIR for Schilling Lodge 122
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2020 10:39:33 AM

Dear Kim

1 am writing regarding the Tahoe Cross Country draft LIR regarding the Schilling Lodge project. | have lived in T'ahoe City

for 50 years and raised my two sons here, [ fully support this project it will not only benefit the community but also the many

people who come to Tahoe to enjoy the scenery and recreational opportunities. The study was very thorough and T believe

more than adequate in evaluating any environmental impacts. The evaluation was done by professionals in a discipline 122-1
manner. Its conclusions are accurate. T do not see any negative Environmental impacts. As a long-term permanent resident of’

the Tahoe basin I pay close attention to new projects for both their benefit and impact, this project not only has great benefit,

the impact is minimal. [ urge you 1o continue the process and approve this worthwhile project Thank You

Tom ONeill
Contact:
E-Mail txoni@sbeglobal.net

Tel (530) 583-2245

Letter 122 Tom oneill

July 9, 2020

Response 122-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the analysis in the

Draft EIR and for the Project. The comment expresses the belief that there would be minimal or no negative impacts
resulting from the Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-93



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

From: Travis Ganong

To: Kim Boyd

Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR Letter
Date: Thursday, July 09, 2020 11:38:21 AM 123
Hi,

My name is Travis Ganong and I was born and raised in North Lake Tahoe and grew up
enjoying every outdoor activity our region has to offer. T currently live in Tahoe City, and
enjoy skiing and biking in our beautiful backyard when not traveling and competing on there
world stage as a member of the US Ski Team. Tam very interested in the future of Tahoe
which is why T am interested and invested in Tahoe XC’s proposed project.

After reading through the Drat EIR, [ believe that this document is adequate in addressing the
potential issues related to the project in a thorough and thoughtful manner. T do not see any
significant environmental impacts in this EIR that can not be mitigated, and knowing the area | I23-1
and the practicality of proposed Site-D location first hand, T believe that the benefits of this
project will positively transform the experience and recreation opportunities in our resort
community. As alocal, I have been interested in and aware of other projects that have been
proposed over the years, and other EIR’s from developers normally throw up glaring red flags.
The Tahoe XC EIR is different in that the project right off the bat does not create many
substantial impacts to the environment in the first place, and that the few potential impacts that
did come up are evaluated accurately and in a disciplined manner creating a plan for them to
be mitigated to a less than significant level.

Thanks for your time,

Travis Ganong
travis.g.skier@gmail.com
530-559-5347

Letter 123 Travis Ganong
July 9, 2020

Response 123-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the analysis in the

Draft EIR and for the proposed Project. The comment expresses the belief that there would be no negative impacts
resulting from the proposed Project that could not be mitigated to less than significant. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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From: mboitano@sbealobal.net

To: Kim Boyd

Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR Letter
Date: Friday, July 10, 2020 10:50:17 AM 124

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst
PO Box 5249, Tahoe City, California 96145

Please consider this correspondence as “public comment” on the Draft EIR for the Tahoe
Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project. | have read through the Draft EIR
and consider it to be thorough, well presented and of realistic scope. | found it important that
the items considered to be “potentially significant” were are all found to be mitigatable.

The two items considered “significant”, noise and traffic, are certainly of concern to the
neighborhood. | believe, as stated in the Draft, that there are design considerations that will
moderate noise. Traffic is always a worry and it was considered at length in the Draft, along
with the greenhouse gases that inevitably are part of that equation. | was satisfied that there
are measures available to help mitigate the traffic fears and that the overall proposed impacts
were found not to be material when compared with the existing location.

The preferred location, Site D, makes tremendous sense for all the reasons stated. The Draft
EIR confirms that Site D should be considered the location of choice and is superior to the 124-1
existing location, the alternative, Site A. The ability to reconstruct the historic Schilling Lodge,
provide the local community with a valued facility in a superior location while providing a
facility to serve as the hub for Tahoe Cross Country, is an enormous plus for all parties
involved.

As a long term resident and property owner in the Rubicon area of Lake Tahoe, | am in favor of
the proposed location. | should add, that as a season pass holder, | appreciate the recreational
venue and the non-profit programs that TCCSEA provide for the neighborhood, local
community and our visitors. | am satisfied that any and all environmental concerns will be
mitigated their fullest extent, whether it be in the construction phase or the final build out. |
fully endorse Tahoe Cross Country’s planned development.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment... Mark Boitano 1

Mowk Boitano-
mboitano@sbcglobal.net
Cell 916-801-9327
Hm 530-525-5565
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Letter 124 Mark Boitano
July 10, 2020

Response 124-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the analysis in the

and for the proposed Project. The comment expresses the belief that the two impacts found to be significant could
be adequately mitigated. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.
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From: Huff

To: Terri Viehmann; Dan Wilkins; Judy Friedman; John Pang; Scott Zumwalt; Gail Scoville Letter
Cce: Sean Barclay; Kim Boyd; Matt Homolka

Subject: ORAL COMMENTS ON TXC PROJECT DEIR FOR THE 17 JULY MEETING 125
Date: Sunday, July 12, 2020 10:46:44 AM

Dear Board Members,

Please ensure that the following public comments are read aloud and discussed during your 17 July
meeting; and entered into the official project correspondence record:

Background: When initially proposed to the public, the vast majority of residents strongly favored 125-1
replacing the current 2,465 sq, ft. Highlands Community Center building with the 4,607 sq. ft. historic
Schilling lodge; to be available for “general “community functions” as well as those of tenants like the
TXC. Since then, the project has: more than doubled in size, added a much larger parking area, included
massive interior alterations and additions designed for use by the applicant’s members and commercial
activities, and become much more controversial.

Specific Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) Comments: The following address specific actions to:

+  Strengthen the EIR and subsequent documents, 125-2
* Make the project less controversial and vulnerable, and

s  Better preserve the historic structure for use by a broader segment of our community as specified by
its Donor and desired by Schilling family members. 1

1. The DEIR inherited scme errors identified in earlier documents, including: (a) using confusing and
inconsistent names for the current Highlands Community Center, and (b) use of ambiguous terms 125-3
that raise concerns about trying to hide that the proposed interior modifications and additiocns would
be mainly designed for use by the applicant's members and commercial activities.

2. The DEIR suggests exploiting guidance loopholes, hurrying to avoid more restrictive environmental
regulations, and paying mitigation fees could be ways to reduce impacts in some areas; but Board
Members are reminded:

125-4

“Just because one can do something doesn’t mean one should do it.” 1

3. Separate sentences in the DEIR’s Project Description section imply that: (a) this could be a privately- T
owned facility upon publicly-owned land, and (b) the TCCSEA would have control over event 125-5
bookings at the new facility and the Highlands Community Center; either of which could become
show-stoppers. 1
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4. The claim in the DEIR's Aesthetics section that: a 10,000 sq. ft. structure, a massive parking area,
and associated commercial operations would have a “less than significant impact” on aesthetics in The 125-6
Highlands is not logical.

5. Assertions that the references cited in the DEIR’S Hazards and Hazardous Materials section could
mitigate the impacts of locating hundreds of gallons of flammable fuels and other hazardous materials
next to two schools with only one emergency response and evacuation route to a “less than significant 125-7
level” conflict with CEQA guidance against allowing hazardous materials within % mile of any schoal
and defy common sense. 1

6. The claim in the DEIR’s Public Services section that adding up to 100 more vehicles a day onto a
busy residential street and only emergency response and evacuation route for several schools would 125-8
have a “less than significant” impact upon emergency response time is not credible.

7. Assumptions in the DEIR's Wildfire section that: (a) the new facility would not attract more visitors, (b)
most would be locals, and (c) the increased activities and large events would not increase fire risks in 125-9
a “Very High Fire Severity Zone" are much too subjective to be used to evaluate public safety risks.

8. The assertion in the DEIR's Regulatory Setting section that the project would quality as
“‘Rehabilitation” under the Interior Secretary’s standards is nof valid because the massive interior 125-10
alterations and 6000+ sq. ft. of additions plus a basement obviously do not “retain the structure’'s
historic character.”

9. Transportation subsection 3.5.3: (a) ignores multiple residents’ requests that the DEIR specifically
address the impacts the increased traffic would have on all the pedestrians (i.e., residents,
neighborhood students, gym classes) that routinely use the segment of Palaris between the schools 125-11
and Heather Lane, and (b) makes Trip Generation assumptions that are much too subjective to be
used as bases for decisions about Public Safety, Air Quality, Noise, etc.

10. Transportation Impact 3.5-5 notes that construction of the Proposed Project could result in: lane/street
closures, redirection of traffic, the staging of heavy vehicles, etc.; which is rot acceptable for a

residential neighborhood with two schools and only one emergency vehicle response and evacuation 125-12
route. 1

11. The claim in DEIR Utilities section 3.11.1 that, “No mitigaticn are required for Site D" js incorrect, T
because: (a) Both NTFPD Code and TRPA Policy prohibit any development without adeguate water 25-13

flow for both domestic use and fire protection, and (b} A recent wildfire proved that the system

currently has serious limitations if faced with 2 major fire incident in the Site D area. 1
The Titanic was lost after decision-makers: neglected to resolve known problem areas, put their ambitions
ahead of common sense, and failed to change course and speed in time to avoid colliding with the
iceberg. It's time to put this project onto a less controversial course that: (a) better preserves this historic 125-14
Old Tahoe treasure, and (b) benefits a much larger segment of our community; just like the Donor
specified and the Schilling family members desire.

Very sincerely,
Roger and Janet Huff
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Letter 125 Roger and Janet Huff
July 12, 2020

Response 125-1
The comment requests that the comment letter be read aloud and discussed during the July 17 public meeting. The

comment provides background information and states that, as initially proposed with a 4,607 square foot building
and to be available for general community functions and Tahoe XC, was strongly favored by residents. The comment
notes that since then the Project has grown in size and become much more controversial. As noted under

Section 3.3.4, "Public Meeting,” below, a letter provided by Roger and Janet Huff was read aloud at the July 17 public
meeting. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 125-2
The comment provides an introduction to the comment letter, stating that the comments are intended to strengthen

the Draft EIR, make the Project less controversial, and better preserve the historic structure. This comment does not
raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 125-3
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR included errors identified in earlier documents, such as the names for the

Highlands Community Center. The comment also claims the document uses ambiguous terms related to the nature
of the proposed modifications to the building. In the first paragraph on page 2-1 of Chapter 2, “Description of the
Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” the Highlands Community Center is identified and is also
defined as the Existing Lodge, “The current location of the Tahoe XC is near the north shore of Lake Tahoe (see
Figure 2-1) at the Highlands Park and Community Center (Existing Lodge), located approximately 0.65 mile from the
proposed Project location on a site off Polaris Road.” Thus, “Highlands Community Center,” “Community Center,” and
“Existing Lodge" are used interchangeably throughout the Draft EIR. See response to comment [10-3, which addresses
concerns related to the nature of the proposed modifications.

However, to clarify that these terms are used interchangeably the “Executive Summary” chapter and Chapter 2 are
revised in this Final EIR. These changes are presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The
clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

Paragraph 1 on page ES-1 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

The project applicant, the Tahoe Cross-Country Ski Education Association (TCCSEA), is proposing the Tahoe
Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project (Project), which repurposes the historic Schilling
rResidence for use as a year-round recreation facility, with adequate size and site amenities to serve existing
and future anticipated public recreation use. With implementation of the Project, the Highlands Park and
Community Center (Community Center or Existing Lodge) would no longer serve as the lodge for the cross-
country ski area; instead, the reconstructed Schilling rResidence would serve that purpose. The Community
Center would be retained in its current located and operated by the Tahoe City Public Utility District (TCPUD).

Paragraph 1 on page 2-1 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

The Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project (Project) has three (3) distinct elements:
(1) to relocate, expand, and adaptively reconstruct the historic Schilling residence into a new building (the
Schilling Lodge), (2) to construct associated improvements, including a driveway and parking lot, utilities,
landscaping, and outdoor community areas, and (3) to relocate the functions and operations of the Tahoe
Cross-Country Center (Tahoe XC) to a new location. The current location of the Tahoe XC is near the north
shore of Lake Tahoe (see Figure 2-1) at the Highlands Park and Community Center (Community Center or
Existing Lodge), located approximately 0.65 mile from the proposed Project location on a site off Polaris Road.
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This comment does not provide any specific evidence that related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 125-4
The comment suggests the Draft EIR exploits guidance loopholes, hurries to avoid more restrictive environmental

regulations, and pays mitigation fees to reduce impacts in some areas. To implement the Project, the analysis of
potential environmental impacts of the Project were analyzed consistent with Section 15126.2 of the State CEQA
Guidelines and, where required to reduce potentially significant impacts, mitigation measures were identified
consistent with Section 15126.4 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Additionally, as discussed on page 3-2 of the Draft EIR:

Where an existing law, regulation, or permit specifies mandatory and prescriptive actions about how to fulfill
the regulatory requirement as part of the project definition, leaving little discretion in its implementation, and
would avoid an impact or maintain it at a less-than-significant level, the environmental protection afforded
by the regulation is considered before determining impact significance.

Thus, where applicable throughout the analysis of resource impacts in Sections 3.2 through 3.11 of the Draft EIR,
regulations or policies that apply to the Project are described and where implementation of existing regulations or
policies would not sufficiently avoid a potentially significant impact, mitigation measures are identified and required
to be implemented by the proposed Project. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board
during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 125-5
The comment expresses concern related to ownership of the Schilling Lodge and control over event bookings at the

Schilling Lodge and Highlands Community Center. See response to comment [10-1, which addresses the concern
about lodge ownership. See response to comment 110-2, which addresses the concern related to event bookings. The
comment expressed is not a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA.

Response 125-6
The comment expresses disagreement with the statement made in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIR that the proposed

Project would have a less-than-significant impact on aesthetics in the Highlands neighborhood. See response to
comment [10-5, which addresses concerns related to aesthetic impacts from the Project. This comment does not
provide any specific evidence to support their claim that the Project’s impact on aesthetics in the Highlands
neighborhood would not be less than significant. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board
during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 125-7
The comment asserts that CEQA guidance does not allow hazardous materials within 0.25-mile of a school and states

the Draft EIR's analysis conflicts with this guidance. Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines asks if a project would
"emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter mile of an existing or proposed school.” This question is generally interpreted to require the
acknowledgement of the presence of these conditions near schools and if there would be a potentially significant
impact, the Project would be required to identify and implement all feasible mitigation measures to reduce those
hazards. However, as discussed under Section 3.2.3, “"Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” on pages 3-9 through 3-10
of the Draft EIR and in response to comment 10-6, compliance with regulations governing the use, storage,
transport, and disposal of hazardous materials would avoid or minimize any potential impact; thus, no additional
mitigation is required. Response to comment 110-6 also explains that the Project and its use of fuel at either the
proposed Project site or Alternative A site is an allowable use.

The use and storage of hazardous materials does occur at the schools adjacent to the proposed Project site.
Although the building formerly used as a “bus barn” is not currently used to store buses, the building does store a
30-gallon diesel tank and other hazardous materials are stored at the schools or in the bus barn, such as cleaners,
fuel, and fertilizer (Rivera, pers. comm., 2020). Additionally, chemicals are stored onsite for use in science labs. Again,
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although Appendix G of the State CEQA Guidelines asks whether a project would emit or handle hazardous or
acutely hazardous materials near a school, schools themselves may use, store, and/or handle hazardous materials,
like that which currently occurs at the North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe Middle School.

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

Response 125-8
The comment disagrees that allowing up to 100 more vehicles per day onto the only emergency response and

evacuation route for the schools would be a less-than-significant impact. The comment is inaccurate in its
characterization of the number of new Project-generated trips. Please see page 3.5-13 through 3.5-17 of the Draft EIR
for a detailed description of the trip generation. See response to comment 10-7, which addresses concerns related to
additional vehicle traffic from the Project and potential impacts related to emergency response and evacuation. The
comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate;
therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 125-9
The comment asserts that the assumptions made in Section 3.2.9, “Wildfire,” in the Draft EIR that the proposed facility

would not attract more visitors, most visitors would be local, and the increased number of activities and large events
are too subjective to be used to evaluate increased wildfire risks. The comment's statement that the Draft EIR states
the proposed facility would not attract more visitors is incorrect (see response to comment 110-8). Also see response
to comment 10-8, which discusses other rationale used to support the Draft EIR's conclusion that the proposed
Project would not exacerbate wildfire risks. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis
presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 125-10
The comment is related to the potential for the proposed Project to qualify as “Rehabilitation” under the Secretary of

the Interior's Standards. See response to comment 110-10, which describes the guidance for “Rehabilitation” under the
Secretary of Interior's Guidelines. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented
in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 125-11
The comment expresses concern that the Draft EIR does not address requests by multiple residents that the safety

risks associated with increased traffic would have upon pedestrians (i.e., residents, neighborhood students, gym
classes) that routinely use the segment of Polaris Road between the schools and Heather Lane be analyzed. The
comment also asserts the trip generation assumptions used as the basis of the public safety, air quality, and noise
analyses in the Draft EIR are too subjective.

See response to comment O1-3, which addresses concerns about the approach used to develop the trip generation
assumptions used in the Draft EIR.

See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, which addresses concerns related to traffic safety associated with the
Project.

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

Response 125-12
The comment asserts that it is not acceptable to have lane/street closures, redirection of traffic, or staging of heavy

vehicles on residential streets as referred to in Impact 3.5-5 of the Draft EIR. See response to comment 110-12, which
addresses concerns regarding construction-related traffic impacts. The comment’s assumption that heavy vehicles
would be staged on residential streets is inaccurate.
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Response 125-13
The comment asserts that the claim in Section 3.1.1 of the Draft EIR that no mitigation measures would be required is

incorrect because TRPA Policy and NTFPD Code prohibits development if there is not adequate water for domestic
use and fire protection and in light of a recent wildfire in the neighborhood. See response to comment 110-16, which
addresses concerns related to water supply and regarding the wildfire mentioned in the comment. The comment
offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no
further response can be provided.

Response 125-14
The comment notes the desire to put the Project onto a less controversial course that preserves the historic building and

benefits a larger segment of the community, as specified and desired by the Schilling family members. See comment
letter 175 from a member of the Schilling family that expresses support for the Project. See responses to comments [10-
10, 135-4, 141-23, and PM1-4, which provide rationale to support the conclusions in the Draft EIR that there would be no
significant impact to the historical significance of or alter the historic character of the Schilling residence. See responses
to comments 10-2 and 110-4 that provide rationale that the Project would serve community uses. The comment offers
no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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From: Ted Gomoll

To: Kim Boyd

Subject: T C Cross Country Project Letter
Date: Monday, July 13, 2020 10:01:21 AM 126
Kim,

| plan on attending the meeting this Friday (virtual). Could you send instructions. | have one 126-1
question and two comments. The question is how will the project be paid-hopefully not a PUD

assessment on Tahoe City homeowners. The comments are: Please have all construction traffic
access via Village, not Old Mill. Second, can construction take place on weekdays only, no weekend 126-2
work. :|:
Regards,

Ted Gomoll

Sent from Mail for Windows 10

Letter 126 Ted Gomoll
July 13, 2020

Response 126-1
The comment asks TCPUD how the Project would be paid for and notes that hopefully it would not be funded by a

TCPUD assessment on Tahoe City homeowners. How the Project is funded is not a topic that requires analysis in the
EIR under CEQA,; thus, no further response is required. This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board
during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 126-2
The comment requests that construction traffic access the Project site via Village Road instead of Old Mill Road and

requests that there would be no construction on weekends. Construction vehicles would likely use the most logical
access point to the site, either by Village Road or Old Mill Road, and the comment does not identify any specific
issues that relate to this topic and the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As discussed under Section 2.5.3, “Construction
Schedule and Activities,” on page 2-22 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated
in Detail,” construction activities would occur during daytime hours exempt from noise standards by TRPA, which
allows for weekend work. At this time it cannot be guaranteed that construction activities would not occur on the
weekend; however, this could be a condition of Placer County’'s building permit. The comment offers no specific
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Julie Maurer

Kim Boyd

Tahoe XC Draft EIR

Monday, July 13, 2020 5:55:02 PM

Letter
127

| believe the scope of the review is complete and adequate for the project and serves T
the public interest well. Conclusions in the EIR are well founded and any potentially

significant impacts can be mitigated.

| am in support of the adequacy of the EIR and of the project moving forward. Thank

you.

Julie Maurer

Letter 127 ulie Maurer

July 13, 2020

Response 127-1
The comment expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR and for the proposed Project. The comment

expresses the belief that the significant impacts could be mitigated. The comment does not raise environmental
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.

127-1

3-104
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Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst
Tahoe City Public Utility District Letter
Sent via email: kboyd@tcpud.org 128

Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR

Dear Kim,
I would like to offer this letter of support for the Tahoe Cross Country Ski Education Associaticn T
Tahoe Cross Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project as proposed (Site D). | have
reviewed the EIR and believe that the EIR is adequate. While there are some impacts that are
listed as ‘significant’, it appears that those impacts can be mitigated.

I would also like to commend the Tahoe City PUD for taking the lead in this project. As a
resident of Tahoma, CA., in the TCPUD service area, Tahoe City is our ‘hometown’. As such, and
as a 35-year resident, it has been interesting to observe how the town has been in decline for
some number of years. It can be argued that the decline is partly in response to the buildup of
both Truckee and Squaw Valley. Still, Tahoe City has an incredibly unique ‘signature” as a small
mountain town with plenty of character, both realized and potential. | strongly believe that this
Lodge, which repurposes an historic building, will add a great deal to that character. It will also 28-1
restore a beautiful and significant architectural gem in the Shilling Lodge. It seems obvious that
this lodge replacement project can and should be a piece in a larger plan to help Tahoe City and
the surrounding area realize its great and unique potential as an outdoor recreation area where
we, as residents, and guests from out of town, can come and experience what the natural world
has to offer.

| realize also that some residents of the area may be impacted by this lodge. However, many
individuals will also have the current impact of the existing lodge reduced as focus shifts
elsewhere. In the end, | hope that all realize what a benefit this lodge will be to our community
as a whole and especially to the young people of our community who find such wholesome
outdoor recreation at the Tahoe Cross Country Center. The new location can only make a good
operation world class and something we can all be proud of. 1

Thank you for your consideration,
M;LQ /%f A

(
Michael Hogan

Letter 128 Michael Hogan
July 14, 2020

Response 128-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the analysis in the

Draft EIR and for the proposed Project. The comment expresses the belief that the impacts found to be significant
could be adequately mitigated. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.
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From: Cindy Owens

To: Kim Boyd

Ce: "Bob Owens” Letter
Subject: Tahoe Cross-Country Draft EIR 129
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 9:02:00 AM

To:

Tahee City Public Utility District
Kim Boyd, Senior Management Analyst
PO Box 5249, Tahoe City, CA 96145

As homeowners in the Highlands neighborhood, we support the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge
Replacement and Expansion Project and have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact

Report found on the TCPUD website. We believe the report adequately documents the 129-1
project's impact to the region.

The finished project will be a great addition to the region.

Thank you,

Robert and Cindy Owens
3075 Watson

Tahoe City, CA 96145-7916

Letter 129 Rrobert and Cindy Owens
July 14, 2020

Response 129-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the analysis in the

Draft EIR and for the Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.
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From: Thomas, Randolph

To: Kim Boyd

Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR Letter
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 3:19:10 PM 130

Dear Ms. Boyd and TCPUD Board Members:

| have been visiting the Tahoe Basin for over 50 years for summer and winter activities, and my
wife and | are now fulltime residents of Tahoe Pines. The Historic Schilling Lodge Project very
much reflects my vision of Lake Tahoe and the celebration of heritage and pursuit of excellence.
The historic homes, like Schilling, Vikingsholm, Hellman-Ehrman Estate, Pope Estate, and others
offer a glimpse into the past and suggest a standard of who we still want to be with regard to
tradition and values. Outdoor activities are a popular reason people come to the Lake Tahoe
area, and ever since the first native American visitors and much later the hosting of the 1960
Olympics, this area has offered people of all ages a sense of potential for personal achievement
and well-being. The Schilling Lodge would serve as an attractive, powerful gateway to the 130-1
outdoors and these ideals.

The Historic Schilling Lodge Project represents the best of Tahoe tradition, and | believe, inspires
the best in us, young and old, visitors and residents alike. The possibility to locate this facility in
proximity to the North Tahoe High School and Middle School should help attract many students
towards healthy and active activities, as opposed to sedentary lifestyle all too popular among
many in today’s world. In summary, this is a very unique opportunity to provide the community
with an important year-round facility that reflects our values and will enhance our region for
generations to come. 1

Sincerely,
Randy & Barbara Thomas

R. W. Thomas
4140 Interlaken Road, Tahoe Pines
(530) 807-7566

Letter 130 Randy and Barbara Thomas
July 14, 2020

Response 130-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author, summarizes benefits of the proposed

Project, and expresses support for the proposed Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.
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From: Dave Wilderotter

To: Kim Boyd

Subject: Tahoe XC Draft EIR Letter
Date: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 1:54:36 PM 131

To whom it may concern:

I've read the draft EIR and have concluded to my satisfaction that it was done appropriately.
[t has answered my questions and concerns. Possible mitigation measures have been I31-1
addressed. All in all a thorough and professional report.

Dave Wilderotter
Tahoe Dave's

Sent from my Verizon. Samsung Galaxy smartphone

Letter 131 Dave wilderotter
July 14, 2020

Response 131-1
The comment expresses support for the completeness and analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise

environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.
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Responses to Comments

From: Kim Bovd
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: FW: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DEIR
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 11:32:44 AM
Attact S Untitled attachment 02037.txt
Untitled attachment 02040.txt
ntitl hment 02043

Untitled attachment 02046.txt
Untitled attachment 02049.t¢t

Letter
132

Kim Boyd

Senior Management Analyst
Tahoe City Public Utility District
530.580.6286 Direct

530.583.3796 Main Office ext. 386
www.tcpud.org

From: Carol Pollock [mai

oot u ]
Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 10:33 PM

To: Terri Viechmann <tviechmann@tcpud.org>; Dan Wilkins <d.wilkins@tcpud.org=; Judy Friedman
<jfriedman@tcpud.org>; John Pang <jpang@tcpud.org>; scottzumwalt@gmail.com; Gail Scoville

<gscoville@tepud.org>

Ce: Sean Barclay <sbarclay@tepud.org>; kboyd@tcpud.com; Matt Homolka <mhomolka(@tepud.org>
Subject: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DEIR

Dear Board Members,

I would appreciate it if the following questions and comments are read aloud and discussed during the upcoming

Board meeting,.

1. Does the DEIR consider the dangerous winter traffic conditions on Old Mill Road? We have provided
comments and photos of winter accidents to the Board in January, Some photos are included again. Does the Board
consider increasing winter traffic on Old Mill in the interests of public safety? Of either residents or visitors to the
TXC? How can Appendix D conclude that the proposed site D wouldn't result in a significant traffic safety impact?

2. Is there a construction budget and operating budget for this project? What are the financial consequences of

low snow years for TXC?
What are the consequences of significant operating deficits?

3. What regulatory approvals are required for the construction and coverage of a large building and significant
paving of meadow and forest and tree removal? Have they been sought?

Thank you,

Carol Pollock
405 Old Mill Road

I 132-1

132-2

132-3

I 132-4
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From: Matt Homolka

To: Kim Boyd

Subject: FW: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DEIR
Date: Friday, July 17, 2020 11:23:27 AM

Matt Homolka, P.E.

Agssistant General Manager/District Engineer
Tahoe City Public Utility District
530.580.6042 Direct

530.583.3796 Main Office ext. 342
www.tcpud.org

From: Carol Pollock [mailto:carol pollock(a lobal.net]

Sent: Friday, July 17, 2020 9:10 AM

To: Matt Homolka <mhomolka@tcpud.org>

Subject: Re: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DEIR

Matt. Thanks so much. I’m on the meeting but cannot participate after 10. Thus may not be present for oral
comments

If you would, just read the first two points. Thank you.
132-5

Sent from my iPhone

= On Jul 17, 2020, at 8:14 AM, Matt Homolka <mhomolka@tcpud.org> wrote:
=

> Carol, I need to know whether you wish to make an oral comment

> yourselt and for me to not read your email as soon as possible, Tf'T

> do not hear from you, I will assume that to be the case and will not

= read your email. Thanks,

=

> Matt Homolka, P.E.

> Assistant General Manager/District Engineer Tahoe City Public Utility
= District

> 530.580.6042 Direct

> 53(0.583.3796 Main Office ext. 342

> www.tcpud.org

> From: Matt Homolka

> Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 4:50 PM

> To: Carol Pollock <carol_pollockisbeglobal.net>

= Ce: Sean Barclay (sbarclay@tcpud.org) <sbarclay/@tcpud.org>; Terri

> Viehmann (tviehmann{@tcpud.org) <tviechmann@tcpud.org>; Kim Boyd
> (KBoyd@tepud.org) <KBoydf@tcpud.org>
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> Subject: RE: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project

> DEIR

>

> Carol, you can always provide written comments at any time before the July 24th deadline.
> 1f you would prefer to speak for yourself during the meeting, please confirm that is your plan and I will not read
your email.

= Thank you,

>

> Matt Homolka, P.E.

> Assistant General Manager/District Engineer Tahoe City Public Utility

> District

> 530.580.6042 Direct

> 53(0.583.3796 Main Office ext. 342

> www.tepud.org

> From: Carol Pollock [mailto:carol pollock@sbeglobalnet]
> Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 4:46 PM

> To: Matt Homolka <mhomolka@tcpud.org>

> Subject: Re: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project

> DEIR

>

> Matt thank you. If this is it, T would be happy to edit to more fully cover my concerns. Or, tear this up and T will
take three minutes? Fine either way.

= 132-5
> Sent from my iPhone cont.
>

== Thank you for your comments. We have discussed your request with the Board president. Given the difficulties
of our current situation, she has agreed to allow a staff member to read your email during the public comment
portion of the subject item. A few things to note:

=

== % Your email will be read verbatim. However, emphasis added by formatting or attachments will not be
provided.

== % QOral public comments are limited to 3 minutes. Staff will cease reading your comments when that limit is
reached.

=>* Qral public comments are limited to 1 per person. This will be your one oral public comment. Please do not
attempt to augment them during the meeting.

=% Regardless, the entirety of your emailed comments will be treated as a written comment on the draft EIR for
the Tahoe XC Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project and will be responded to completely in the Final EIR.
5>

== Sincerely,

P

== Matt Homolka, P.E.

>> Assistant General Manager/District Engineer Tahoe City Public Utility

>> District

=> 530.580.6042 Direct

> 530.583.3796 Main Office ext. 342

== www.tcpud.org

>

o
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== From: Carol Pollock [mailto:carel pollock(@sbeglobal.net]
== Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 10:33 PM

=> Ta: Terri Viehmann <tviehmanni@tepud.org>; Dan Wilkins

>> <d.wilkins@tepud.org>; Judy Friedman <jfriedman@tcpud.org=; John Pang
»> <pang@tepud.org>; scottzumwalt@gmail.com; Gail Scoville

== <gscoville@tepud.org>

== Ce: Sean Barclay <sbarclay(@tepud.org=; kboyd(@tcpud.com; Matt Homolka
== <mhomolkai@tcpud.org=>

Subject: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DETR

YARY,

N
3

N/
v

=

Dear Board Members,

W
IYERV]

=>> T would appreciate it if the following questions and comments are read aloud and discussed during the upcoming
Board meeting.

- 132-5
== 1. Does the DEIR consider the dangerous winter traffic conditions on Old Mill Road? We have provided

comments and photos of winter accidents to the Board in January. Some photos are included again. Does the Board cont.
consider increasing winter traffic on Old Mill in the interests of public safety? Of either residents or visitors to the
TXC? How can Appendix D conclude that the proposed site I wouldn't result in a significant traftic safety impact?
B

=> 2. Is there a construction budget and operating budget for this project? What are the financial consequences of
low snow years for TXC?

>> What are the consequences of significant operating deficits?

>

>> 3. What regulatory approvals are required for the construction and coverage of a large building and significant
paving of meadow and forest and tree removal? Have they been sought?

e

> Thank you,

=

=2 Carol Pollock

=> 405 Old Mill Road

>>

s
>
>

W

VoW
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Letter 132 carol Pollock
July 17, 2020

Response 132-1
The comment requests that the comment letter be read aloud and discussed during the July 17 public meeting. As

noted under Section 3.3.4, "Public Meeting,” below, a letter provided by Carol Pollock was read aloud at the July 17
public meeting. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR.

Response 132-2
The comment asks whether the Draft EIR considers the dangerous winter traffic conditions on Old Mill Road. The

comment notes that comments and photos of winter accidents were provided to the Board in January. Additionally,
the comment asks whether the Board considers increasing winter traffic on Old Mill Road in the interests of public
safety. Finally, the comment asks how Appendix D could conclude that the proposed site D would not result in a
significant traffic safety impact.

As described in Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC included in
Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the potential transportation safety impacts of the Project
and historical crash data analysis. The historical crash data included the winter months, and based on the analysis
presented in the Section 7, “Transportation Safety Analysis,” of the Transportation Impact Analysis and was
summarized in Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. As discussed further in Master Response 1, the safety
analysis determined that no undue transportation safety-related concerns related to conditions along Old Mill Road
are expected to result with implementation of the proposed Project because, based on historical crash data, the crash
severity on Old Mill Road has been relatively low; TRPA’s Lake Tahoe Region Safety Strategy study did not identify
Old Mill Road as a priority location for safety improvements; and although the proposed Project would increase
traffic on Old Mill Road, the resulting daily traffic volumes would not exceed the County standards for traffic volumes
on a residential street. The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR
analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
review of the merits of the Project.

Response 132-3
The comment asks if there are construction and operating budgets for the Project, what the financial consequences

of low snow years would be for Tahoe XC, and what the consequences would be of significant operating deficits. The
financial aspect of the Project is not a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. This comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 132-4
The comment asks what regulatory approvals are required for construction of the Project and tree removal and if

they have been sought. A summary of the permits and approvals that are required for the Project is provided in

Section 1.3, “Required Permits and Approvals,” in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIR. These include permits or
approvals by TRPA, the Conservancy, Placer County, Lahontan RWQCB, PCAPCD, SHPO, NTFPD, TCPUD, and Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Agency. TRPA would approve a permit for tree removal for the Project. The EIR must be approved
prior to the applicant seeking additional regulatory approvals or permits from the applicable agencies. This comment
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.

Response 132-5
The comment requests that comments submitted by the letter's author be read during the public meeting on July 24.

These comments are identical to comments 132-1 through 132-4. See responses to comments 132-1 through 132-4. As
noted under Section 3.3.4, "Public Meeting,” below, a letter provided by Carol Pollock was read aloud at the July 17
public meeting. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR.
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From: Monica Grigoleit

To: Kim Boyd

S:bject: Slcr;:i\ligg Lodge Letter
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 4:02:30 PM 133

Hi Kim,

| have several questions about the Schilling Lodge: T 331
1) Who will be funding the Lodge after the first year? 1

2) Will there be speed bumps put on Polaris, Old Mill and Village or any other T I33-2
necessary streets in the Highlands to accommodate more traffic down those streets? |

3) Will private functions be allowed at the Lodge? Or excess of public functions that T
increases traffic? 133-3
4) Will the public housing project be downsized to accommodate the further impact T 133-4

on the Highlands neighborhood?

Thank You,
Monica Grigoleit
3180 Watson Drive

Tahoe City Public Utility District
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Letter 133 Monica Grigoleit
July 15, 2020

Response 133-1
The comment asks who will be funding the Schilling Lodge after its first year. The financial aspect of the Project is not

a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.

Response 133-2
The comment asks whether there will be speed bumps put on Polaris Road, Old Mill Road, and Village Road or any

other necessary streets in the Highlands neighborhood to accommodate more traffic down those streets.

There are no speed bumps proposed as part of the Project. The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address
the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by
the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 133-3
The comment asks if private functions would be allowed at the Schilling Lodge or if there would be public functions

that would increase traffic. Public and private events that could be held at the Schilling Lodge are described under
"Special Events” beginning on page 2-14 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated
in Detail,” in the Draft EIR. Table 2-3 on page 2-13 identifies the maximum number of events, public or private, that
could occur at the Schilling Lodge each year. As discussed under “Methods and Assumptions” beginning on

page 3.5-12 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” and shown in Tables 3.5-2, 3.5-3, 3.5-4, and 3.5-5, the increase in visitors
at the Schilling Lodge associated with events are considered in the transportation analysis. This comment does not
provide any specific evidence that relates to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment
is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 133-4
The comment asks if the public housing project would be downsized to accommodate further impacts on the

Highlands neighborhood. It is assumed that the comment is referring to the Dollar Creek Crossing project, which is
identified as one of the cumulative projects analyzed in the cumulative analysis for the proposed Project and
Alternative A (see Table 3.1-2 beginning on page 3-5 under Section 3.1.5, “Cumulative Setting,” in the Draft EIR.
Cumulative impacts are discussed in each resource section (Sections 3.3 through 3.12 of the Draft EIR), following
discussions of the Project-specific impacts and consider the cumulative effects of the proposed Project and
Alternative A combined with the Dollar Creek Crossing project along with other cumulative projects. This comment is
not related to the proposed Project and does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.
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From: John Pang

To: Kim Boyd

Cce: Sean Barclay Letter
Subject: Comments on DEIR 134
Date: Wednesday, July 15, 2020 1:50:08 PM

Hi Kim,

Sean said to submit these comments about the DEIR to you directly. They don’t need to be [ 134-1
part of the official comments unless you feel they do... )
1) section 3-15: 3.2.9 regarding the building materials. 1 don’t believe that the fire codes will 134-2
allow any type of wood shake or shingle roof on the building.

2) under the “utilities™ section, page of 20:
Under the California Building Standards Title 24, 3rd paragraph, last sentence: 134-3
[ would suggest deleting this as the City of South Lake Tahoe has no relevance in this project. 1

3) 1 will send a screen shot of a typo in the LSC report. This program won’t let me send it as

part of this email. [34-4

Thanks!!

John Pang

Get Outlook for i0S
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Letter 134 john Pang

July 15, 2020

Response 134-1
The comment provides an introduction to the comment letter. The comment does not raise environmental issues or

concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.

Response 134-2
The comment refers to Section 3.2.9, “Wildfire,” on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR and states the belief that fire codes

would likely not allow any type of wood shake or shingle roof on the building. The Schilling Lodge would use a
product that best matches historic character of original roof but complies with applicable fire and building codes
(Heapes, pers. comm., 2020). The Secretary of Interior's Guidelines for Rehabilitation (NPS 2020b) include provisions
for rehabilitation of historic structures while also meeting the requirements of local codes related to life safety and
resilience to natural hazards. Thus, construction of the Schilling Lodge utilizing a product that looks similar to the
original wood shake roof but meets local fire code requirements would not result in a significant impact to the
historical significance of or alter the historic character of the Schilling residence. The comment offers no specific
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 134-3
The comment provides a correction to Section 3.11, “Utilities,” to remove a reference to the City of South Lake Tahoe

as it has no relevance to the Project. The comment is correct and Section 3.11 is revised in this Final EIR. The
correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

Paragraph 3 on page 3.11-3 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Where a local jurisdiction has not adopted a more stringent construction and demolition (C&D) ordinance,
construction activities are required to implement Section 5.408 of the CALGreen Code. Under Section 5.408,
construction activities are required to recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum of 65 percent of their
nonhazardous C&D waste as of January 1, 2017. Applicable projects are required to prepare and implement a
Construction Waste Management Plan, which is submitted to the local jurisdiction before issuance of

building permits. Placer County The-City-of Seuth-Lake Tahee-does not currently have an adopted C&D
waste management ordinance.

Response 134-4
The comment states the letter’s author will send a screen shot of a typo in the LSC report. The comment letter does

not include any attachments or screen shots of this typo. The comment offers no specific information or evidence
that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate.
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17 July 2020
Letter

135

BOARD OF DIRECTORS - TCPUD

TAHOE CITY, CALIFORNIA 96145

Please ensure that the following public comments are read aloud and discussed during your 17 July meeting; T

and entered into the official project correspondence record:

It is sad that this project has come to fruition at all, existing so that yet another multi-millionaire could remove | 135-1
a historic home to build their modern lakefront estate, and try to glean a tax write-off by forcing iton a
residential community of largely primary homeowners that does not need it, dces not want it, and would

prefer the Schilling Lodge have been left in its lakefront glory.

1. This project, when initially proposed and finally communicated to the residents of the Highlands was 'sold'

to us as a moderate expansion of the TXC building in 'Site A'. However, it quickly became obvious that there
was a stated preference to relocate the lodge to the site off of Polaris adjacent to the High School and that in
many ways this was a foreordained outcome. This is well documented in the TCPUD website where it is not 135-2
even mentioned that Site A, the current location, is even under consideration. From the TCPUD website: “the
proposed Project involves replacing and relocating the lodge to a site off Polaris Road adjacent to the North Tahoe

Middle/High School."

2. The project cites its desire to preserve the 'Historic Schilling Lodge' but then proposes to over double the
size of the historic lodge to meet the needs of the TCCSEA. However, according to The Department of the

Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties With Guidelines For Preserving, Rehabilitating, 1353
Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings, page 25, “A new exterior addition to a historic building should

be considered in a rehabilitation project only after determining that requirements for a new or continuing use

cannot be successfully met by altering non-significant interior spaces. *

3011 Polaris Rd, Tahoe City, California 96145
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The deployment of the Schilling Lodge at Site A would allow for the use of the current site and out-buildings
plus the incremental, non-modified 4607sf building to meet the usage requirements and maintain compliance

with the Department of the Interior's regulations. I35-3
cont.

The choice of Site D/Polaris and the expansion of the Schilling lodge intentionally is non-compliant with these

regulations for preserving this historic structure.

3. The Schilling Lodge was a Lakefront Property, and again, in accordance with the Department of the
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties With Guidelines For Preserving, Rehabilitating,

Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings, page 66: Not Recommended: "Removing or relocating historic

buildings or landscape features, thereby destroying the historic relationship between buildings and the
landscape in the setting.” and “Altering those building and landscape features of the setting which are 135-4

important in defining its historic character so that, as a result, the character is diminished.”

In this project the Schilling Lodge is being relocated from a prominent lakefront venue in Homewood and being

altered in clear violation of the Department of the interiors standards. 1

4. The project ‘needs’ cite that higher elevations trails tend to hold snow longer and extend the cross-country T
skiing season. While this is, at its most simple interpretation correct, the altitude difference between Site A
and Site D is 76 feet. The current pace of advancing temperatures due to global climate change marginalize 135.5
the efficacy of this argument —in order to provide a viable long-term investment for Tahoe XC the facility )
would need to be completely re-sited at approximately 7500-8000’ in order to provide a 20-30 year viable

usage. Anything less than this compromises the entire financial model of the project. 1

5. Private Event Usage: The current plan envisions up to 34 annual private events that could include weddings, T
rehearsal dinners, and other activities running every weekend in the spring, summer, and fall at the Schilling
Lodge. These events, at which alcohol would most likely be served would be within a few hundred feet of a
High School. Additionally, they would be in a residential neighborhood with many small children and families.
This project proposes to reclassify residential zoned lots on Polaris Rd and utilize them for commercial
purposes and puts drivers, likely to be under the influence of alcohol following weddings and rehearsal 135-6

dinners on dark streets, with no speed controls, and no sidewalks.

Any usage of the Schilling Lodge in Site A or Site D should completely ban the selling, serving, and private

consumption of alcohol and any controlled substances — especially if located next to academic institutions.
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6. COVID-19 Concerns. In the current pandemic climate and with no near-term end in sight to the limitations T
of public gatherings, as evidenced by the streaming of this TCPUD meeting and a worsening of the crisis
across the US and in California we should be significantly re-evaluating any commercial venture that is

predicated on gatherings and high-density human interactions for its ongoing sustainability and success.

1357

This project needs to be thoroughly reconsidered in lite of social distancing guidelines and should be re-evaluated

based on its dense packing of people into a large number of financially necessary private and public gatherings.

7. Figure 2-5, Proposed Site Plan: It is non-obvious as to why this project is not trying to share parking with
NLTHS which would maintain compliance with Placer County Tahoe Area Basin Plan requirements for shared 135-8

parking.

8. Project Goals: “Construct a new lodge that minimizes effects on the neighborhood.” The consolidation of

both the North Lake Tahoe Middle/High School and Tahoe XC as well as the planned event-space usage of the | 135-9

lodge does not, in any way, minimize the effect on the neighborhood. The following must be considered:

Polaris Site

Current Site

Comments

Impact 3.3-2: Tree

Removal

183 Trees Removed

79 Trees Removed

230% more trees killed in

Polaris Site

Impact 3.5-5:
Construction-Related

Impacts on Traffic

Single roadway, no
sidewalks, heavily
used by
walking/biking
students as primary

way to/from school

Multiple
ingress/egress paths
during emergency by
usage of the paved
multi-use path, and it
is not a common
pedestrian street due

to no school transit.

Polaris Site is impossible
to support heavy
construction with ‘lane
closures and detours” per

DEIR recommendation.

Impact 3.8-1:

Construction Noise

Construction noise
would impact
students learning and

local households

Construction Noise
impacts local

households

135-10

I35-11

135-12

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR



Ascent Environmental

Responses to Comments

Constructicn

Vibration

Impact 3.8-2:

New roadway passes
less than 5o’ from

Polaris households

No new

driveway/roadways

Polaris Site would cause
significant potential
impact to adjacent
homes, what is
damage/loss coverage for
this project and

indemnification plan?

Impact 3.8-3:

Ngise

Operational Event

Significant Impact to
households and to

students

Significant Impact to

Households

While the Polaris site has
a greater impact neither
side of the Highlands
neighborhood is in favor
of late-night events with
amplified music such as
weddings, parties,
retreats, and suchina
residential zoned area.
The ~70 decibel standard
at 5o feet is the
equivalent of standing 25
feet from a freeway with

cars going 65mph.

Parking

1.5 acres of asphalt
coverage for 100 cars

and 2 buses

1 acre of asphalt
coverage for 100 cars

and 2 buses

Reusing the current site is
30% less TRPA coverage
and far more
environmentally friendly.
However, Site D could be
implemented with no
driveway or dedicated
parking and just reuse
shared parking with
NLTHS — which would be

a smart alternative and

135-13

135-14

I35-15
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be compliant with Pelicy
T-P-13 of the Area Plan,

which states that Placer

County shall encourage 135-15
cont.
shared-parking facilities
to more efficiently utilize
parking lots. 1
New Land Coverage 81,593 sq. ft. 67,619 sq. ft. Site A, in total saves T
approximates % acre of
total land coverage and 135-16
about 20% less than Site
D. 4
Traffic - Velocity “The majority of “The recorded speeds | Polaris Rd is already T
speeds recorded on on Village Road were | dangerously fast, highly
Polaris Road are generally lower than trafficked, and has a
above the speed limit” | the speed limit” higher number of
“The maximum pedestrians and students
recorded speed was “The average and bikers on it than
42mph.” observed speed was Village Rd.
18 mph” 135-17
There have been The Proposed site
multiple police reports threatens the lives of
in the spring of 2020 students and residents
for vehicles exceeding due to the high speeds
somph on Polaris Rd and lack of pedestrian
enroute to/from the facilities on Polaris Rd.
NLTHS. 1

3-122
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Traffic - Trip 149 Vehicle Trips 117 Vehicle Trips 27% more trips at Site D
Generation (Winter Weekend (Winter Weekend than Site A 135-18
Daily Net) Daily Net) 1
Traffic - Current 1,370 Average Daily 499 ADT — Weekday Currently Polaris has T
Trips — Weekday 74.9% more trafficon a
815 Weekend ADT weekly basis than Village 135-19
183 Weekend ADT (Site-A).
4,125 AWT
7,216 AWT 1
Traffic— Proposed 9,554 Average Weekly | 2,715 Average Weekly | The proposed plan results T
Site D Trips Trips in a significant imbalance
in traffic load on Polaris
vs Village — with Polaris
growing from 74.9%
more traffic to 351%
more traffic than Village.
It is exceedingly likely 135-20
that peak days will result
in more than 25o0 daily
trips in Polaris which is
the maximum
sustainable for a
residential street per
guidelines. 1
9. Minimum Sight Distance for Driveway on Polaris: While we have already discussed that the proposed
driveway on Polaris and the re-zoning of residential lots for a commercial use-case is an inherently bad idea that| 135-21

could be mitigated by reusing the NLTHS parking facilities it is also worth noting that the proposed driveway
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does not meet the engineering standards for Minimum Sight Distance for stopping due to the natural

curvature and high berms on the north side of Polaris Rd.

“Due to the horizontal curvature and existing embankments on the northern side of Polaris Road, the sight
distance looking east would be approximately 250 feet; and thus, would not meet the minimum corner sight

distance standard.”

The project however, then notes that a 3omph vehicle can stop in 200" as a fallback to expedite this haphazard
and unsafe project. While this may be true on dry roadways it is worth noting a few factors for fair
consideration by the TCPUD:

135-21
e Polaris Road is naturally sloped and often drains across the roadway resulting in wet roadway conditions.| cont.

e Peak days for XC skiing are often days that have both fresh snow, ice, and melted runoff.
e Polaris Road already experiences higher than normal traffic volumes for a residential street and the
speeds on it were clocked at up to 42mph during a one-day study and police reports indicate that speeds

of >5omph have been commonplace.

Failure to adhere to Department of Transportation Sight Stopping Distance guidelines and the Caltrans
Highway Design Manual guidelines will further endanger the lives of residents, students, and pedestrians on
this already crowded street. Shockingly this was deemed to be ‘Less than Significant’ by the consultants

engaged.

10. Zoning and Land Use Designation —when reviewing the alternative sites it became apparent that many of |
the alternative locations were removed from consideration for good reason. Good reason being, “This
alternative was rejected from further consideration because it would be lecated within the Highlands

Subdistrict, which is zoned and designated residential and the Project would not be consistent with this land 135-22
use designation.” However, the primary choice, preferred by the TCCSEA, Site D — Polaris Rd, also requires

that a commercial driveway be placed on residentially zoned and designated land — the two lots adjacent to

3011 Polaris Rd.

Summary:
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The obvious preference from myself and many other residents of the Highlands is simply, ‘No Project’. Thisis T
an unwanted interference in a primarily single-home, primary residence community of citizens of Tahoe City.
We kindly ask that the TCPUD cancel this project and that the multi-millionaire Bay Area developer who
decided to build a lakefront home and ruin a historical lodge on the West Shore return it to its lakefront 135-23
setting and maintain compliance with the Department of the Interior's Guidelines for Preserving,
Rehabilitating, Restoring & Reconstructing Historic Buildings. There are several lakefront lots available for

purchase in the Tahoe City and Dollar Point area that would be outstanding for the Schilling Lodge.

Per the EIR Section 4-8, Page 326: “the No Project Alternative would be the environmentally superior

135-24

alternative.”
If for some reason the TCPUD board decides te continue this misbegotten project it is worth documenting
that every metric on impact favors maintaining Site A the current location over Site D the Polaris location. It
is hard for me to imagine that 76’ of elevation gain and a slightly flatter starting area is worth:

¢ Increased traffic to almost residential street maximums

® Increased ground cover in a pristine meadow and wooded area

¢ Increased tree removal, many of which are mature old growth conifers

¢ Clearviolation of land use zoning and covenants 135-25

* Increased danger to students and pedestrians — commen on Polaris
e The consistent and ready introduction of alcohol and other controlled substances in close proximity

to an education institution.

And failing this, if Site D is chosen — at least honor and align with the Placer County Tahoe Area Basin Plan that
designates the two lots (3013/3015) on Polaris Road as Residential Zoned and comply with the Placer County

Tahoe Area Basin Plan, page 88, guidance on the use of ‘shared parking’ by removing the large paved area and

sharing the parking facilities with NLTHS.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

SINCERELY,
DOUGLAS GOURLAY
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Letter 135 Douglas Gourlay
July 17, 2020

Response 135-1
The comment expresses opposition to the Project and opinions related to the use of the historic Schilling residence.

The comment also requests the comments be read aloud at the public meeting on July 17. This comment letter was
not read aloud during the public meeting because the author himself provided oral comments (see response to
comments PM1-4 through PM1-9). The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis
presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-2
The comment provides background information related to the development of the Project and presents the belief

that there was a preference for relocating the lodge to the proposed Project site (Site D). The comment notes the
TCPUD website does not mention Site A is under consideration.

As described on page ES-2 in the “Executive Summary” chapter (and also on page 2-1 of Chapter 2, “Description of
the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail”), “Site D — Full Project (proposed Project) is the “proposed
project” for purposes of CEQA, and is the project described in the project description of this EIR consistent with State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124." CEQA requires that the EIR identify a proposed project. Because of the controversial
nature of the Project, TCPUD elected to analyze an alternative to the proposed Project at an equal level of detail to
the analysis of the proposed Project (see page 2-1 of the Draft EIR):

While not required by CEQA, this approach was selected by the TCPUD Board to provide them with analysis
of the proposed Project and Alternative A at an equal level of detail to allow them the flexibility to potentially
approve a CEQA compliant project at either location. Possible reasons for this could include insurmountable
difficulty in obtaining permitting for the proposed Project, failure to complete the land exchange with the
Conservancy, unavoidable environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and/or strong community and
political opposition. In the event that any of these conditions occur, Alternative A is analyzed at this level of
detail so that the EIR provides sufficient analysis to enable TCPUD to approve that alternative, should that
course of action be the ultimate decision of the TCPUD Board.

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate.
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-3
The comment states that deploying the Schilling Lodge at Site A would allow adaptive reuse of the Schilling residence

without alterations and therefore selection of Site D as the proposed Project is intentionally non-compliant with the
Secretary of the Interior's Standards. The comment is suggesting an additional alternative for evaluation and asserts
that the proposed Project and expansion of the Schilling Lodge is non-compliant with the Secretary of the Interior’s
Standards. See response to comment 110-18, which discusses the analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIR, including
alternatives with limited expansion to the original Schilling residence. See responses to comments 110-10, 135-4, and
141-23, which address the comment’s concerns related to the Secretary of the Interior's Standards.

Response 135-4
The comment states that moving the Schilling residence from its original lakefront location is a violation of the

Department of the Interior’'s Standards. The Secretary of the Interior's Standards (Standards) are a series of concepts
about maintaining, repairing, and replacing historic materials, as well as designing new additions or making
alterations. The Secretary of the Interior's Guidelines (Guidelines), which are separate from the Standards, offer
general design and technical recommendations to assist in applying the Standards to a specific property. Together,
they provide a framework and guidance for decision-making about work or changes to a historic property (NPS
2020b). There are Standards and Guidelines for Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction,
depending on which treatment is appropriate for the historic building. The ten Standards for Rehabilitation, as listed
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on page 3.4-3 of Section 3.4, "Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources,” in the Draft EIR, do not
directly speak to relocation or setting.

While the Guidelines for Rehabilitation do recommend against relocation of a historic building, the Guidelines are
advisory, not regulatory (NPS 2020b). As described on page 3.4-15 of the Draft EIR, while the axial and spatial
relationship of the building to the frontage on Rubicon Bay is one of the many character defining features of the
Schilling residence, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) resulted in the conclusion that
moving the historic building would not result in a significant impact to its historical significance, provided the Schilling
Lodge retains the original building orientation when reconstructed.

Response 135-5
The comment summarizes the need for locating the Schilling Lodge at a higher elevation, and notes that there is a 76-

foot elevation difference between the proposed Project site and the Alternative A site. The comment suggests that
because of climate change, relocating the lodge to an elevation of 7,500-8,000 feet would allow for longer term usage.
Although it is true that under future climate change scenarios, precipitation patterns in the Tahoe region are anticipated
to change, the Project still maintains the Project objective to maximize the base elevation of the lodge site (see page 2-6
of the Draft EIR), which can be done by moving the location of the lodge to the proposed Project site (Site D). Although
the elevation increase may be slight, the Draft EIR notes on page 2-5, “[clonnections between the Existing Lodge and
the trail network are at a lower elevation and are exposed, so they do not hold snow as long as other portions of the
network. Melted snow serves as a barrier between the Existing Lodge and the trail network.” Additionally, the Draft EIR
notes on page 2-23 under Section 2.6.1, “Proposed Project (Site D — Full Project),” [t]he location of this site would also
place the lodge adjacent to beginner terrain, which would improve access for beginning skiers.” Thus, the proposed site
represents the maximum elevation gain feasible at the location of cross-country ski trails that are accessible near Tahoe
XC and provides closer, more direct access to the portions of the trail system that are much higher and retain snow for
more weeks in each year. This direct access allows skiers to avoid trail sections that often experience less snow cover due
to wind conditions and sun exposure and that melt out the earliest.

Additionally, locating the lodge at the proposed Project site allows beginner, infrequent, and some senior skiers to
avoid the hill at the start of the existing trail system, which presents as a significant obstacle to these skiers. Beginner
ski lessons for all ages require flat terrain to establish gliding and striding technique, proper polling, and proper
balance. Descending the hill in sometimes icy conditions for inexperienced skiers is also a safety concern.

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate.
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-6
The comment summarizes the number and type of events that could be held at the Schilling Lodge and notes that

alcohol could be served at the events, which is at a location within a few hundred feet of North Tahoe High School
and in a residential neighborhood. The comment asserts that the proposed Project and Alternative A should
completely ban the selling, serving, and private consumption of alcohol or any controlled substances, especially if
located next to academic institutions. The comment also notes the Project proposes to reclassify residential zoned
lots on Polaris Road and utilize them for commercial purposes. See response to comment 110-19, which addresses
concerns related to the presence of alcohol at the Schilling Lodge.

The comment is incorrect in stating that the Project would rezone residential parcels. Neither the proposed Project
nor Alternative A would include rezoning. As stated on page 2-23 of the Draft EIR, “[the proposed Project site] is
located in the North Tahoe High School Subdistrict and zoned for recreation in the Area Plan; the proposed Project
site also has a land use designation of Recreation in the Area Plan and the TRPA Regional Plan (Placer County and
TRPA 2017, TRPA 2018).” Page 2-26 of the Draft EIR states, “Like the proposed Project, the Alternative A site is also
located in the North Tahoe High School Subdistrict and zoned for recreation in the Area Plan and has a land use
designation of Recreation in the Area Plan and the TRPA Regional Plan.”

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate.
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 135-7
The comment notes concerns related to the COVID-19 pandemic and suggests that commercial venture predicated on

gatherings and high-density human interactions should be re-evaluated. The comment’s opinion to re-evaluate such
commercial endeavors is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-8
The comment states it is not clear why the Project is not trying to share parking with North Lake Tahoe High School,

which would maintain compliance with the Area Plan requirements for shared parking. The “Parking” section on page 2-
11 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR states:

the Project applicant is in the process of pursuing a shared-parking agreement with the Tahoe Truckee Unified
School District to allow for shared parking during high-use events. Importantly, use of parking at the school by
TCCSEA (particularly for events such as the Great Ski Race or the Great Trail Race) would occur outside of school
hours. For North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe Middle School, shared parking could be used by spectators
and buses in the Schilling Lodge parking lot during school-sponsored sporting events.

Thus, the Project is seeking to establish a shared parking agreement with the school; however, the shared parking
would only occur outside of school hours for high-use events hosted out of the Schilling Lodge. The comment offers
no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further
response can be provided.

Response 135-9
The comment cites the Project objective, “Construct a new lodge that minimizes effects on the neighborhood.” The

comment states the Project along with consolidating the North Lake Tahoe Middle School and North Lake Tahoe
High School do not minimize effects on the neighborhood. The comment offers no specific information or evidence
that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 135-10
The comment refers to Impact 3.3-2, “Tree Removal,” and compares the number of trees that would be removed at

the Polaris site to the number of trees that would be removed at the current site. As analyzed under Impact 3.3-2 on
pages 3.3-17 through 3.3-20 of the Draft EIR, the removal of trees by both the proposed Project and Alternative A
would result in a potentially significant impact. Additionally, both the proposed Project and Alternative A would be
required to implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-2, which would minimize or avoid tree removal impacts through the
design and permitting process and reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. This comment offers no specific
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can
be provided.

Response 135-11
The comment states that the is impossible for Polaris Road to support the construction and associated lane closures

and detours detailed in the Draft EIR.

Impact 3.5-5 starting on page 3.5-28 of the Draft EIR addresses potential construction-related traffic impacts resulting
from implementation of the Project and includes Mitigation Measure 3.5-5, which requires the applicant to prepare
and implement a temporary traffic control plan during construction activities. Additionally, Impact 3.5-5 starting on
page 3.5-28 describes that the duration of construction, number of trucks, truck routing, number of employees, truck
idling, lane closures, and a variety of other construction-related activities are unknown at this time. Therefore, it is not
known whether the Project would require lane closures and detours and the comment does not provide any specific
evidence that Polaris Road would not be able to accommodate construction-related traffic effects with the
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-5. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 135-12
The comment states that construction noise at the Polaris site would impact students at local schools and local

households, and that construction noise at the current site would impact only local households. However, the
comment does not provide any evidence that the noise impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. Page
3.8-10 in Section 3.8, "Noise,” describes all existing nearby sensitive receptors that were evaluated, and construction
noise was estimated at these receptors. Considering local standards and typical construction activities, it was
determined that construction noise would not result in significant impacts at any nearby receptor. No further analysis
is required.

Response 135-13
The comment states that construction would result in damage to homes at the Polaris site and asks what the

indemnification plan is. Impact 3.8-2 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR evaluated the potential for construction
vibration to result in human disturbance as well as damage to existing structures. As discussed on pages 3.8-16 and
3.8-17 of the Draft EIR, anticipated construction activities would not be located within distances where vibration has
the potential to result in building damage. Therefore, impacts to existing structures were deemed less than
significant. The comment does not provide any evidence that the vibration impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR
is inadequate; therefore, no further analysis is required.

Response 135-14
The comment states that nearby neighborhoods are not in favor of late-night events. The comment expresses

opposition to the proposed Project and Alternative A. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-15
The comment, related to parking, states that reuse of the current site would result in 30 percent less TRPA coverage

and would be far more environmentally friendly. Additionally, the comment states that Site D could be implemented
with no driveway or dedicated parking and just reuse shared parking with North Lake Tahoe High School, which
would be a smart alternative and be compliant with Policy T-P-13 of the Area Plan, which states that Placer County
shall encourage shared-parking facilities to more efficiently utilize parking lots.

The amount of proposed land coverage, including asphalt and total coverage, for the proposed Project is included in
Table 3.9-4 on page 3.9-13 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage,” of the Draft EIR and for
Alternative A is included in Table 3.9-5 on page 3.9-14. Total coverage for Alternative A (67,619 square feet (sqg. ft.)
would be approximately 17 percent less than the proposed Project coverage (81,593 sq. ft.). The amount of asphalt
area required for Alternative A (49,446 sq. ft.) would be approximately 20 percent of the amount of asphalt required
for the proposed Project (61,379 sq. ft.). Section 4.8.2, "Impacts Related to Tree Removal, Coverage, Utilities, and
Construction,” in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR provides a summary comparison of impacts related to
coverage between the proposed Project and Project alternatives. Although the proposed Project would result in a
greater amount of coverage than Alternative A, the amount of new coverage for the proposed Project and all
alternatives is allowed and would comply with TRPA Code and other applicable regulations. The alternatives analysis
and determination of the environmentally superior alternative is based on the whole of the proposed Project and
alternatives, not one factor. See response to comment I11-2, which addresses concerns about the environmentally
superior alternative.

The Project includes a proposal to coordinate with the high school to establish a shared-parking agreement that
would allow for shared parking during high-use events outside of school hours. For North Tahoe High School and North
Tahoe Middle School, shared parking could be used by spectators and buses in the Schilling Lodge parking lot during
school-sponsored sporting events. Shared parking between Tahoe XC and the schools would not likely be feasible during
school hours.
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The comment provides no evidence as to why reuse of the Existing Lodge site would be more environmentally
friendly than the proposed Project. Additionally, the remainder of the comment proposes a change to the Project and
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.

Response 135-16
The comment notes the proposed Project would result in 81,539 sq. ft. of coverage, and the current site would result

in 67,619 sq. ft. of coverage, noting also that Site A would result in a smaller increase in coverage over existing
conditions than the proposed Project at Site D. The Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts related to coverage
under Impact 3.9-3 on pages 3.9-13 through 3.9-14 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage.”
Because the proposed Project and Alternative A would comply with TRPA land coverage regulation, they would each
have a less-than-significant impact relative to land coverage. This comment offers no specific information or evidence
that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 135-17
The comment sates that Polaris Road is already dangerously fast, highly trafficked, and has a higher number of

pedestrians and students and bikers on it than Village Road. The comment concludes that the proposed Project
threatens the lives of students and residents due to the high speeds and lack of pedestrian facilities on Polaris Road.

As detailed on page 3.5-1 of the Draft EIR, the Transportation Analysis in Appendix D includes a more comprehensive
discussion of the transportation setting in the Project area including historical crash data, driveway spacing, and results
of speed surveys. Please refer to Table 18 in Appendix D for speed survey results in the Highlands Community.
Additionally, a summary of the results of the speed survey conducted along Polaris Road is shown on page 3.5-10 of the
Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. Finally, the comment does not provide any evidence as
to why the Project would threaten the lives of students by generating additional traffic along Polaris Road.

Response 135-18
The comment states that Site D would generate 27 percent more trips than Site A. The comment does not raise any

CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-19
The comment states that Polaris Road currently has 74.9 percent more traffic on a weekly basis than Village Road

(Site A). The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further
response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits
of the Project.

Response 135-20
The comment states that the proposed plan results in a significant imbalance in traffic load on Polaris Road as

compared to Village Road, with Polaris growing from 74.9 percent more traffic under existing conditions to

351 percent more traffic than Village Road with implementation of the proposed Project. Additionally, the comment
states it is exceedingly likely that peak days will result in more than 2,500 daily trips on Polaris Road which is the
maximum sustainable for a residential street per guidelines.

Impact 3.5-2, starting on page 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR analyzes in detail whether the Project would result in traffic
volumes on a residential roadway exceeding 2,500 vehicles per day. The analysis concluded that Project-related traffic
would not cause traffic volumes on residential roadways to exceed Placer County’s 2,500 vehicles per day standard
for residential roadways and this impact would be less than significant. Additionally, the comment does not provide
any evidence to support the claim that the proposed Project would result in more than 2,500 daily trips on Polaris
Road. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 135-21
The comment states that the proposed driveway does not meet the engineering standards for minimum sight

distance for stopping. The comment raises a concern regarding wet/snowy/icy road conditions on peak days for
cross-country skiing. In addition, the comment states that Polaris Road already experiences higher than normal traffic
volumes for a residential street and the speeds on it were clocked at up to 42 mph during a one-day study and police
reports indicate that speeds greater than 50 mph have been commonplace.

As discussed on page 3.5-23 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, although the proposed Project
driveway location does not meet the corner sight distance standards, it does meet the minimum stopping sight
distance value of 200 feet for the measured 85" percentile speed (i.e., 30 mph). Additionally, although not stated in
the Transportation Impact Analysis, the minimum stopping sight distance value would be met even with a 35 mph
design speed. See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety for details related to the portion of the comment
addressing winter conditions, minimum stopping sight distance, speed, and traffic volumes. It should be noted that
“Unsafe speed" was not recorded as a factor in any of the three crashes reported during the 10-year period along
Polaris Road. Additionally, the comment provides no evidence to support the claims related to specific speeds along
Polaris Road. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-22
The comment notes that alternative sites to the proposed Project were removed from consideration because it would

be located on land zoned and designated residential and would not be consistent with the land use designation. The
comment asserts the proposed Project also requires a commercial driveway be placed on residentially zoned and
designated land. The comment is correct that the land use designation was one of the factors considered in
dismissing two of the six alternatives considered and not evaluated further: the Site B — Site at the End of Highlands
Drive alternative and the Site C — Site at the End of Cedarwood Drive (see pages 4-4 and 4-5 in Chapter 4,
"Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR).

The two parcels, 093-600-001 and -002, owned by TCPUD that are located adjacent to the parcel that would contain
the proposed Project driveway are designated and zoned for residential use. Figure 2-5, “Schilling Lodge Site Plan,” is
a preliminary design of the proposed Project that shows a narrow portion of the driveway could be located on the
adjacent parcel; however, these drawings are preliminary and final design would locate the driveway within APN 093-
160-064, which is designated for recreation use. Thus, the comment is incorrect that any portion of the proposed
Project site is designated and zoned for residential use. See response to comment 135-6, which addresses the land
use and zoning designation on the proposed Project site and Alternative A site. As discussed therein, the Project site
is zoned as Recreation and the Project is consistent with that designation; thus, the Project is not considered a
Commercial use.

Response 135-23
The comment expresses support for the No Project Alternative. The comment asks TCPUD to cancel the Project and

the owner of the property that originally contained the Schilling residence return the building to the original location.
The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate.
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 135-24
The comment states the No Project Alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative. The comment is true;

however, as stated on page 4-20 under Section 4.8, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” in Chapter 4,
"Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR, “Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that 'if the environmentally
superior alternative is the 'no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative
among the other alternatives.” As discussed on page 4-22, the proposed Project was determined to be the
environmentally superior alternative. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis
presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 135-25
The comment asserts Alternative A is the favorable choice based on comparison of the impacts from Alternative A

and the proposed Project. The comment states it is hard to imagine a 76-foot elevation increase and slightly flatter
starting area is worth some of the impacts that would occur from implementation of the proposed Project. The
comment requests that if Site D is chosen, the Project should comply with the residential zoning designation and
shared parking policy of the Area Plan. The comment expresses support for Alternative A over the proposed Project.

The comment is inaccurate in asserting that the proposed Project site is zoned residential. See response to comment
135-6, which addresses the zoning and land use designation of the proposed Project site. The comment offers no
specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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From: Douglas Gourlay

To: Terri Viehmann; Dan Wilkins; Judy Friedman;_John Pang; Scott Zumwalt; Gail Sceville; Kim Boyd; Lett
Matt Homolka; Sean Barclay eter

Subject: Re: Written Comments on TXC DEIR Project for 17 July TCPUD Board Meeting 136

Date: Friday, July 17, 2020 9:51:46 AM

Based on the last, rather erudite, question asked I'd like to ask for a statement from all TCPUD ]
board members and TXC Board Members that verifies there are no conflicts of interest.
Specifically, each board member should disclose if they:

Live in proximity to the transit corridors for Site A or Site D

Have any commercial interest - salary, investment, contracting, sub-contracting or any
financial benefit from them or a household member that would stem from this project 136-1
Have any commercial interest in the property development that replaced the Schilling Lodge
or in the removal, maintenance, storage, rehabilitation of the Schilling Lodge

A clear statement from each board member from TXC and TCPUD would go a long way in
helping the residents of The Highlands know that this decision is safely in the hands of non-
conflicted individuals and that there is no violation of the public trust or self-dealing.

On Fri, Jul 17, 2020 at 12:10 AM Douglas Gourlay <douglas.gourlay@gmail.com> wrote:
To: Tahoe City Public Utilities District Board of Directors
bce: Counsel and other Highlands Homeowners

. . 136-2
The attached document contains my comments and analysis of the proposed TXC lodge

expansion, Please read this document at the beard meeting for the TCPUD board,
Alternatively. I am available to present this in person if that option is available.

Douglas Gourlay

Letter 136 Douglas Gourlay
July 17, 2020

Response 136-1
The comment requests a statement from TCPUD Board members and Tahoe XC Board members that they have no

conflicts of interest and should disclose if they live in proximity to transit corridors for Site A or Site D or have any
commercial interest that would benefit from the Project. The comment would like to understand that the decisions
made for the Project are not violating public trust. Such conflicts of interest described in the comment are not topics
that require analysis in the EIR under CEQA; thus, no further response is required. This comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 136-2
The comment notes the document attached to this comment letter contains comments on the Project and would like

them read at the July 17 public meeting. The attachment is letter I135; thus, see responses to comments 135-1 through
135-25. This comment letter was not read aloud during the public meeting because the author himself provided oral
comments (see response to comments PM1-4 through PM1-9).
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

David Gleske

Kim Boyd

TXC draft EIR

Friday, July 17, 2020 10:43:45 AM

Letter
137

As members of our North Shore community since 1972, my wife and I support the reconstruction of the Schilling

Lodge at the TXC. This recreation facility has been a great asset to our community for many vears and the new

Lodge would be a great improvement, 137-1
Thanks for considering our comments.

Kay and Dave Gleske

Agate Bay Full Time Residents

Sent from my iPhone

Letter 137 Kay and Dave Gleske
July 17, 2020

Response 137-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the proposed

Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or

completeness of the EIR.

3-134
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From: Matt Homolka

To: Kim Boyd Letter
Subject: FW: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DEIR

Date: Friday, July 17, 2020 11:22:21 AM 138
Matt Homolka, P.E.

Agssistant General Manager/District Engineer

Tahoe City Public Utility District

530.580.6042 Direct

530.583.3796 Main Office ext. 342

www.tcpud.org

----- Original Message-----

From: Carol Pollock [mailto:carol pollock(a lobal.net]

Sent: Thursday, July 16, 2020 4:48 PM

To: Matt Homolka <mhomolka@tcpud.org>

Subject: Re: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DEIR

Do any members of the Board live in the Highlands? T 138-1
Sent from my iPhone

> On Jul 16, 2020, at 3:45 PM, Matt Homolka <mhomolka@tepud.org> wrote:

= Carol, T

>

> Thank you for your comments. We have discussed your request with the Board president. Given the difficulties

of our current situation, she has agreed to allow a staff member to read your email during the public comment

portion of the subject item. A few things to note:

=

=% Your email will be read verbatim. However, emphasis added by formatting or attachments will not be 138-2

provided.

=% QOral public comments are limited to 3 minutes. Staff will cease reading your comments when that limit is
reached.

>* QOral public comments are limited to 1 per person. This will be your one oral public comment. Please do not
attempt to augment them during the meeting.

=% Regardless, the entirety of your emailed comments will be treated as a written comment on the draft EIR for the
Tahoe XC Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project and will be responded to completely in the Final EIR.

>

> Sincerely,

>

> Matt Homolka, P.E.

> Assistant General Manager/District Engineer Tahoe City Public Utility

> District

> 530.580.6042 Direct

> 530.583.3796 Main Office ext. 342

www tcpud.org

>
>
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> From: Carol Pollock [mailto:carol pollock@sbeglobal net]
> Sent: Tuesday, July 14, 2020 10:33 PM

> To: Terri Viehmann <tviehmann@tcpud.org>; Dan Wilking

> <d.wilkins@tepud.org>; Judy Friedman <jfriedman@tcpud.org>; John Pang
> <jpang@tcpud.org>; scottzumwalt@gmail.com; Gail Scoville

= <gscoville@tcpud.org>

> Ce: Sean Barclay <sbarclayfitcpud.org>; kboyd(@tcpud.com; Matt Homolka
> <mhomolka@tcpud.org>

> Subject: Questions and comments regarding proposed TXC project DEIR

W

> Dear Board Members,
-y

> [ would appreciate it if the following questions and comments are read aloud and discussed during the upcoming
Board meeting.

=

> 1. Does the DEIR consider the dangerous winter traffic conditions on Old Mill Road? We have provided
comments and photos of winter accidents to the Board in January. Some photos are included again. Does the Board
consider increasing winter traffic on Old Mill in the interests of public safety? Of either residents or visitors to the
TXC? How can Appendix D conclude that the proposed site X wouldn't result in a significant traffic safety impact?
=

> 2. Is there a construction budget and operating budget for this project? What are the financial consequences of
low snow years for TXC?

> What are the consequences of significant operating deficits?

=

> 3. What regulatory approvals are required for the construction and coverage of a large building and significant
paving of meadow and forest and tree removal? Have they been sought?

>

> Thank you,

=

> Carol Pollock

> 405 Old Mill Road

5,

VoYW

Letter 138 carol Pollock
July 17, 2020

Response 138-1
The comment asks if any of the Board members live in the Highlands neighborhood. The comment does not raise

environmental issues or concerns that require analysis in the EIR under CEQA; thus, no further response is required.
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 138-2
The comment includes correspondence related to providing oral comments at the July 17 public meeting. The

comment includes the same comments included in letter 132. See responses to comments 132-1 through 132-5.
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From: bonnie dodae

To: Kim Boyd; Craig Dodge; huffmntry@aol.com; Becca Dodge Letter
Subject: Schilling Lodge Draft EIR/Public comments

Date: Friday, July 17, 2020 1:12:37 PM 139
Dear Kim,

I regret that T was unable to draft this letter before your meeting this morning. It has been an
interesting and complicated spring/summer because of the Covid 19 crisis still affecting all of us.
First major comment...what an incredible amount of work has been done to address our 139-1
community's need for an improved and enlarged cross country ski lodge. T am impressed by the
level and depth of analysis put into each and every alternative. Thank you.

I am a homeowner on Polaris Drive, just at the dip before reaching the High School. This is the
location the highest speed attained by most vehicles going to and coming from the High School.
I'd like to say that it's mostly kids doing the speeding, but it's not. I have personally been nearly
hit on my bicvcle several times by motorists simply not paying attention, and have witnessed
other close calls involving both pedestrians (usually students walking to and from school) and
other cyclists. My own dog was hit by a student returning from a basketball game in January and
I have seen 2 other animals hit on Polaris Road. Traffic on Polaris is a much bigger issue than on
both Village and Country Club because of the location of the High School/Middle School and the
fact that all students/faculty MUST use Polaris to access the schools. My gut feeling is that no 139-2
amount of attempted mitigation is going to be enough. Traffic is going to increase and the results
will be greater numbers of accidents involving students, residents and residents' furry friends.
Likewise, when you add a venue for major events, you will also increase traffic flow to an
already congested area. Believe me, we feel it whenever there is a ballet, a concert, a game of
any sort held at the High School. Now you are proposing the addition of another venue with
added events, all of which will add to the already heavy traffic. [n addition, you will be adding
non-resident drivers, often in a hurry to "have fun" and not used to driving residential streets in
winter conditions.

Then there is the issue of the safety of the students and the recreational participants in the event
of an emergency...you name it, fire, flood, chemical spill, whatever. Having only one 2-lane
residential road to evacuate will be a nightmare that I don't want to live. My guess is that not too
far down the road, if this project at the site on Polaris goes through, there will be a community 139-3
demand for another road exiting the High School.

That road will either have to go through more of our beloved forest in our backyard, or connect
down through Burton Creek...more trees downed, more negative environmental impact. 1

It's also clear in the EIR that the environmental impacts are most potentially severe at the Polaris T
site. It makes much more sense to expand the existing site which would allow for the least
disruption of mama nature; fewer downed trees, less earth moved, fewer disturbed plant species,
fewer disturbed animal species and quite frankly, fewer disturbed residents. The residents of the
Highlands are used to the traffic flow created by the Nordic Center at its current location. The 139-4
added parking will definitely improve the street parking situation for residents on Country Club
and Highlands Drive. The traffic situation should not change radically. Because you have
determined that this site would also meet your stated goals, it seems like a no-brainer to improve
what vou have and decrease the odds of all the stated potential environmental impacts. 1

When it comes to the mitigation measures, [ am impressed by the stated measures to which you

will try to hold contractors and users accountable. However, my life's experience has 139-5

Tahoe City Public Utility District
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-137



Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental

taught me that contractors will often cut corners in hopes that they can increase profit. It's
only IF they get caught that there are consequences and by then the damage is DONE. They 139-5
will pay their fines and move on. Likewise, users will stick to their habits. In other words, cont.
people who are inclined to use public transportation or carpools will, and others (because they
prefer convenience!!) will not. 1

The noise issue is also significant. Even if they stick to 8am to 6:30pm, (again, that's not my
experience) we will have 4 years of noise pollution at a high level. Again, if the work is done
at the existing site, at least it will be much less significant than uprooting roughly double the
untouched forest.

Then there is the noise created by just having a recreational facility right next to 2 schools. We | 139-6
already hear football games, baseball, lacrosse...you name it. A new recreational facility in
essentially the same spot is going to significantly increase our exposure to noise created by
major events. It seems wise to spread that kind of impact around, rather than focusing it all in
one spot. L

Finally, I am a cross country skier. I know that the existing facility is too small and does not
afford enough parking. The Schilling .odge will make an attractive and much more efficient
facility for both locals and visitors. Change is necessary.

Still, I do not believe that moving the current location of the Nordic Center is at all justified.
Please try to implement change without increasing the danger to students, faculty, residents 139-7
and recreational visitors. Modernizing, improving and increasing the size of the existing
facility will protect so much more of our existing wildlife, plant species and forest. | implore
you to abandon the Polaris site in favor of its current location on Country Club.

Thank you for your time and consideration, 1
Bonnie M Dodge

3045 Polaris Rd.

530-363-0589
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3-138 Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR



Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments

Letter 139 Bonnie Dodge
July 17, 2020

Response 139-1
The comment provides introductory comments to the letter. The comment does not raise environmental issues or

concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.

Response 139-2
The commenter notes that they are a homeowner along Polaris Road and that speeding along this road is an issue

and that they have nearly been hit on their bicycle several times by motorists simply not paying attention, and have
witnessed other close calls involving both pedestrians and other cyclists. The commenter also notes that their dog
was hit by a student returning from a basketball game in January and that they have seen two other animals hit on
Polaris Road. The comment states that traffic on Polaris Road is a much bigger issue than on both Village Road and
Country Club Drive because of the location of the High School/Middle School and the fact that all students/faculty
must use Polaris Road to access the schools, and that no amount of attempted mitigation is going to be enough. The
comment goes on to state that traffic is going to increase, and the results will be greater numbers of accidents
involving students, residents, and residents' animals. Additionally, the comment states that the addition of a venue for
major events will increase traffic in an already congested area and the non-resident drivers accessing the proposed
Project will be in a hurry to "have fun" and not used to driving residential streets in winter conditions.

In relation to speeding and pedestrian safety, please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment
does not provide any data or evidence to contradict the conclusions of the transportation analysis related to roadway
safety in the Draft EIR or provide specific evidence that the traffic safety analysis in the Draft EIR is inadequate,
inaccurate, or incomplete. Therefore, no further response is necessary.

Regarding the concerns noted in the comment related to congestion and traffic associated with implementation of
the proposed Project, Impact 3.5-1 and Impact 3.5-2 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR analyze the
potential effects of Project-generated traffic within the study area. Additionally, the comment provides no evidence to
support the claim that Polaris Road is currently congested. Finally, the comment provides no evidence that the drivers
accessing the proposed Project would be predisposed to speed and would not be used to driving in winter
conditions. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 139-3
The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the students and recreational participants in the event of an

emergency (e.qg., fire, flood, chemical spill, etc.) and having only a two-lane road for access. The comment also
believes that in the future there will be a desire for an additional road exiting the high school, which could have
environmental effects. See responses to comments A3-2, 110-6, and 110-7, which address concerns related to the use
of hazardous materials as part of the Project. See response to comments 110-6 and 110-8, which address concerns
related to wildfire risk. See response to comment 110-7, which addresses concerns related to emergency evacuation.
As stated on page 3.10-1 in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in the Draft EIR, “[t}he proposed Project site
and Alternative A site do not contain stream or water bodies and are not in the 100-year flood hazard zone for any
stream or water body.” The comment's thoughts related to desire for a future road are not related to the Project. This
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 139-4
The comment expresses support for Alternative A and notes the EIR identifies the environmental impacts at the

Polaris site are more severe than those from Alternative A. The comment asserts some of the benefits of Alternative A
compared to the proposed Project would include fewer trees removed, less earth moved, fewer disturbed plant
species, and no radical change to traffic. As discussed in Section 4.8, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,”
beginning on page 4-20 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project is the environmentally superior alternative because it
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would have fewer potentially significant impacts that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with
implementation of mitigation compared to Alternative A. The Site A alternatives would result in potential impacts to
water supply that do not apply to the Site D alternatives. This comment does not provide any specific evidence
related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 139-5
The comment expresses skepticism that mitigation measures required for the Project would be implemented. CEQA

and the State CEQA Guidelines (PRC Section 21081.6 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091[d] and 15097) require
public agencies “to adopt a reporting and monitoring program for changes to the project which it has adopted or
made a condition of project approval to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” An MMRP is
required for the Project because the EIR identifies potential significant adverse impacts related to Project
implementation, and mitigation measure have been identified to reduce those impacts. The MMRP is available under
separate cover from this Final EIR. TCPUD is required to monitor completion of the mitigation measures identified for
the Project and, where necessary, TCPUD, the Project applicant, or Project contractor would coordinate with other
public agencies (e.g., Placer County, TRPA, Lahontan RWQCB) to demonstrate that mitigation requirements have
been met to obtain and fulfill all necessary permit and approval requirements. Furthermore, this comment does not
provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 139-6
The comment states that a new recreational facility is going to significantly increase noise exposure and that these

impacts should be spread around rather than focusing is all in one spot. Impact 3.8-3 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the
Draft EIR discusses the nature of potential noise-generating activities at the proposed Schilling Lodge and associated
noise levels, based on noise measurements conducted for similar types of events. Further, pages 3.8-17 and 3.8-18 of
the Draft EIR evaluated these potential noise sources in comparison to adopted TRPA noise standards, and based on
this analysis it was determined that future event noise would not exceed applicable noise standards for the area. It
should be further noted, as discussed on page 3.8-2 of the Draft EIR, that noise sources that are of equal noise levels
occurring in the same location, when combined, result in a 3-db noise increase, which is generally perceptible to
humans. However, the Schilling Lodge under the proposed Project would be located approximately 140 feet from the
existing sports track, and therefore, would not combine with noise from existing recreational facilities to result in an
audible increase in noise.

Response 139-7
The comment expresses support for an expansion of the Existing Lodge at the current location. The comment does

not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. The
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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From: Linda May
To: Kim Boyd
Subject: TXCDraft EIR Letter
Date: Friday, July 17, 2020 4:44:08 PM 140
I want to add my support to the project for the Tahoe Cross country lodge replacement project.
140-1

| live in the Highlands near the current cross country center. There is a little increased traffic, but

nothing the is a nuisance. | actually enjoy listening to the occasional live music from my back vare.

Linda May

3085 Highlands Ct.

Letter 140 Linda May
July 17, 2020

Response 140-1

The comment includes background information about the letter's author and expresses support for the proposed
Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or

completeness of the EIR.
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July 18, 2020
Letter

Subject: Tahoe XC DRAFT EIR 141

Dear TCPUD Board Members,

Executive Summary. Draft reviews are typically used to identify areas requiring
more attention and the following Reviews Comments do that; while Requested
Changes and the Recommended Approach would make the project safer, less
controversial and less likely to encounter costly litigation, and more consistent
with both the Donor’s documented intentions and the Schilling family’s wishes,
worthy goals that all parties ought to support.

Background. The Applicant’'s www.theschillinglodge.com Web site states that
when Mr. John Mozart donated the former Old Tahoe residence, he “made clear
his intentions to honor the historical significance of the property,” and also that
the Schilling family members did not want their old home “remodeled beyond
recognition,” but rather used for enjoyment “by the farger Tahoe community.”

When the project was first presented to community members, the vast majority
favored the Applicant’s proposal to replace the current 2,485 sq. ft. Highlands

Community Center with the 4,607 sq. ft. historic Schilling lodge, plus modestly
enlarged parking to accommodate the average number of vehicles on a typical
winter day; but this was not cne of the Alternatives considered in the DEIR. 141-1

Since then, the project has: more than doubled in size, added a much larger

parking area, a driveway, and a basement; proposed additional sites, included
extensive interior alterations and additions designed for use by the applicant’s
own members and commercial activities, and become a lot more controversial.

Controversial projects often exhibit Red Flags, and the most common and most
frequently fatal ones include: impatience, neglecting to correct chronic problems,
allowing ambitions to override commeon sense, and failing to change course and
speed in time to avoid disaster. One famous example is the Tifanic catastrophe,
which could have been avoided if decision-makers had not ignored warnings.

Recommended Approach. The Proposed Project is currently at a key decision
point, and can learn from such mistakes or risk repeating them. If the following
Comments and Requesfed Changes are not properly addressed now, they will
likely become even mcre problematic. To prevent this, we strongly recommend
that the TCPUD Board:

SLOW DOWN

The DEIR contains 831 pages. Its Notice of Availability was issued on June 5th,
and requests public review comments be submitted on or before 24 July. This is 141-2
insufficient for most people to: access, properly review, and submit comments on
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such a document; and CEQA guidance lets Lead Agencies “use their discretion
to extend such time periods to allow for additional public review and comment.”
Please extend the public review and discussion period by at least 30 days
to prevent further credibility damage to this already controversial project.

CORRECT CHRONIC PROBLEMS

The DEIR inherited some confusing, incorrect, and/or misleading information that
members of the community had asked to be fixed in earlier documents; and if not
corrected now will continue to confuse readers and damage credibility.

1.

Project Name (Multiple Occurrences) - This project has changed names at
least twice, and the current one is both too long and misleading, because:

s The actual structure out of which Tahoe Cross-Country (TXC) currently
operates as a tenant activity is the Highlands Community Center, and

* That current structure is neither replaced nor expanded as part of the
Proposed Project.

Please consider a shorter and more appropriate Project Name.

Executive Summary - There is no such building as the “Highlands Park and
Community Center.” Please correct this to read “Highlands Community
Center.”

Introduction (Section 1) - There is no such thing as the “Highlands Park trail
system.” Please correct to use proper terms for trails in the Highlands.

Project Descripticn (Section 2.1) - Please correct “Highlands Park and
Community Center,” to read “Highlands Community Center.”

Project Description (Section 2.3) - Please correct “Highlands Park and
Community Center” to read “Highlands Community Center” here also.

Archeological & Historical (Impact 3.4-1) - “Highlands Park and Community
Center” is misleading. Please correct to read, “Highlands Community
Center.”

. Archeological & Historical (Impact 3.4-1) - “Highlands Park Neighborhood” is

also invalid here. Please correct it to read, “Highlands neighborhood.”

Noise (Impact 3.8-3) - To avoid additional confusion, if the term “Schilling
Lodge” is used, please also clarify: (a) the difference between it and the
“Schilling residence,” and (b) to which structural configuration it applies.

“Hydrology {Impact 3.10-3) - Please refer to Item 8 regarding use of the
term “Shilling Lodge.”

141-2
cont.

141-3
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10. Utilities (Impact 3.11-1) - Please refer to ltem 8 regarding use of the term
“Shilling Lodge.”

11.Other CEQA (Multiple Occurrences) - Please refer to Item 8 regarding use
of the term “Shilling Lodge.”

12.Appendix B (Multiple Occurrences) - Please refer to Item 8 regarding use
of the term “Shilling Lodge.”

13. Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - The Project Description segment
contains yet another incorrect and confusing name (i.e., the TXC Project).
Please ensure all these inconsistencies are resolved in the next EIR.

CHANGE COURSE

Without a significant course change at this point, the proposed project faces the
real possibility of encountering major obstacles and/or failure. It exhibits several
of the Red Flags mentioned previously, and the Requested Changes (in bold)
would strengthen the EIR, and put the project onto a safer, less controversial,
and more beneficial course for a much larger segment of our community:

14.Executive Summary - There are public complaints that use of nebulous terms
like “repurpcses,” “reconstructed,” or “adaptive reuse” aftempt to disguise the
true scope of the massive internal modifications and external additions to the
criginal historic structure. Please replace them with less ambiguous and
more appropriate terms, e.g., modified, expanded.

15.Introduction (Section 1) - Because the proposed internal modifications and
additions to the original structure are specifically designed to accommodate
the applicant's own members and commercial activities, applying terms like
“‘community uses” and “community needs” are inappropriate and misleading.
Please re-word this section to accurately describe that the proposed
facility would be primarily designed for the applicant’s usage.

16.Project Description (Section 2.1) - Extensive internal changes and external
additions to the original historic structure make repeated usage of terms like
“adaptive reuse” and “preserve’ seem misleading and disingenuous. Please
use more appropriate and less ambiguous terms, e.g. alter, add-to.

17.Project Description (Section 2.4) - Please explain how the proposed project
would “preserve the financial responsibility and transparency of TCPUD's
property tax funds,” and how a facility designed around the applicant's cwn
membership/commercial functions qualifies as being for “community use”?

18. Project Description (Section 2.5) - The last sentence implies this could be a
privately-owned facility on publicly-owned land. If that is the case, it will
likely become a “show-stopper” for the proposed project.

141-3
cont.

141-4

141-5

141-6

141-7

141-8
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19.Project Description (Section 2.5.1) - Using terms like “adaptive reuse” seem
misleading and disingenuous for reasons described above, massive internal
changes and addictions don’t reasonably qualify as “retaining the character
defining features” of the original histeric structure; and using terms like “public 141-10
enjoyment” and “public area” are inconsistent with the fact that the proposed
facility would be designed specifically for the applicant’s own use/operations.
Please re-word these sentences to more accurately describe the
proposed project.

20.Project Description (Section 2.5.3) - Please describe iffhow the applicant
would reimburse Placer County and the TCPUD for any damages done to 141-11
roads and/or infrastructure during construction of the Proposed Project. 1

21.Project Description (Section 2.6.1) - There are concerns that the repeated
usage of ambigucus and misleading terms like “adaptively reuses” for this
massively modified structure fries to hide the actual scope of the project. 141-12
Please re-word to more accurately describe the proposed changes.

22.Project Description (Section 2.6.1) - There are also concerns that the first
sentence in the paragraph following Table 2-5 implies the TCCSEA would
have primary control over event bookings at both the new facility and the I41-13
Highlands Community Center, and this can be a another show-stopper.

The strength of an EIR is driven by the validity of its assertions and assumptions,
and the following items discuss specific areas of concern with ones in the DEIR:

23.Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Section 3.2.1) - Assertion 141-14
that a 10,000+ sq. ft. structure, a massive parking area, and the associated
operations would have a “less than significant impact’ upon the aesthetic
qualities in The Highlands residential neighborhood is not realistic.”

24 Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Section 3.2.3) - Assertions T
that cited references could mitigate the potential hazards created by locating
hundreds of gallons of flammable fuels and other hazardous materials next to
several schools with just one emergency response/evacuation route to a “less 141-15
than significant level” are nof logical, and CEQA wams against allowing
hazardous materials within 1/4 mile of any school, let alone two. Please
delete such assertions. 1

25. Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Section 3.2.7) - Assertion
that the impact of up to 100 more vehicles a day on a busy residential street
and the only emergency response and evacuation route for several schools 141-16
upon emergency respense times would be “less than significant” is iffogical.
Please delete that assertion. 1
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26.Environmental Impacts and Mitigation Measures (Section 3.2.9) - Assertions
that: (a) the new facility would not attract more visitors, (b) most would be
locals, and (c) the increased number of activities and large events would not
increase wildfire risks in a “Very High Fire Severity Zone are questionable,
and questionable assumptions should not be used to mitigate safety risks.
Please support these with objective data (not assumptions) or delete.

27.Biological Resources (Section 3.3) - The assertion of “no sensitive habitats or
biological communities such as wetlands, streams, SEZs, etc.” is invalid
because the Proposed Project site actually drains intoc a seasonal stream that
runs under Polaris into a SEZ and then Tahoe; and this Section also neglects
to address “common” species of wildlife and plants affected by the project.
Please re-word this Section to reflect both of the above facts.

28.Biological Resource (Section 3.3.1) - Due to the seasonal stream mentioned
above, the Proposed Project would require both Clean Water Act and TRPA
permits; plus TRPA permits for tree removal. Please include these facts.

29.Biological Resources (Impact 3.3-2) - The statement that construction of the
Proposed Project would “require the removal of approximately 183 trees” is
inconsistent with a subsequent one that says, “Habitat for common bird and
mammal species does exist on the Proposed Project site, but the Proposed
Project would not substantially affect common species.” Please resolve it.

30.Biological Resources (Impact 3.3-4) - The assertions that “the proposed
project is not expected to substantially affect” important wildlife movement
corridors, and that “any potential impacts would be less than significant” are
incorrect becatise bear, coyotes, and smaller mammals routinely transit the
project area. Please correct these assertions to reflect these facts.

31.Archeological & Historical (Section 3.4.1) - The assertion that the proposed
project would qualify as a “Rehabilitation” under the Interior Secretary’s
Standards /s invalid, because the massive interior changes, 6,000+ sq. ft. of
additions including a basement clearly do not “retain the structure’s historic
character.” Please delete this assertion.

32. Archeological & Historical (Cumulative Impacts) - The assertion that the
proposed project would not considerably contribute to any significant
cumulative impact cn a historic resource /s not logical, because the massive
internal alterations and additions would drastically and permanently change
the original historic Old Tahoe structure. Please delete this assertion.

33.Transportation (Section 3.5) - The paragraphs regarding access to bicycle
trails or transit stops are irrelevant to public concerns about the Proposed
Project; and assertions that the increased traffic wouldn’t have significant

141-17

141-18

141-19

141-20

I41-21

141-22

141-23

141-24
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effect upon the area’s emergency response and evacuation aren’t logical.
Please delete the latter assertions.

34.Transportation (Section 3.5.1) - The regulatory guidance cited here may be

interesting, but common sense must prevail regarding the effects increased
traffic associated with the Proposed Project would have upon public safety;
and is much more credible than the payment of “Mitigation Fees.”

35.Transportation (Section 3.5.2) - The current descriptions of both Old Mill and

Polaris Roads are insufficient because: (a) they would become main access
and egress routes for the Proposed Project, and (b) they both include steep
segments that often become quite icy and much more dangerous during the
winter. Please re-word these descriptions to include this information.

36.Transportation (Section 3.5.2) - The proximity of: bicycle paths, the Dollar

Creek shared-use path, striped bicycle lanes on Hwy 28, and unpaved trails
are irrelevant to documented public concerns about the increased car and
bus traffic that the Proposed Project would have cn the safety of residents,
neighborhood students, and gym classes that routinely use Polaris Road.
Please delete irrelevant information, and focus on the latter issues.

37.Transportation (Section 3.5.3) - The assertion that “The Schilling Lodge is not

expected to increase skier visitation to the site” is: unsupported by objective
analysis and inconsistent with the increased size of the Proposed Project; and
the 10 percent estimate is a guess at best in estimating impacts traffic would
have upon public safety and the environment. Please support this assertion
with objective data (not assumptions) or delete it.

38.Transportation (Section 3.5.3) - TCPUD's correspondence files reveal that

multiple residents specifically requested that the DEIR properly address the
safety risks the increased traffic associated with the Proposed Project would
have on pedestrians (i.e., residents, neighborhood students, gym classes)
that routinely use the segment of Polaris between the schools and Heather
Lane. Please specifically address this in future EIR versions.

39.Transportation {Section 3.5.3) — The bases for the current assumptions in the

Trip Generation paragraphs are not provided, and much too subjective. Such
questionable assumptions should not serve as a basis for decisions about the
impacts increased traffic associated with the Proposed Project would have on
public safety, the environment, or The Highlands neighborhood. Please
support these with objective data (not assumptions) or delete them.

40. Transportation (Section 3.5.3) - The Existing Vehicle Speeds paragraph

states that, “the majority of speeds recorded on Polaris Road are above the
speed limit,” and it /s not fogical to assume addition of up to 100 more visitor

141-24
cont.
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vehicles a day would decrease speed. Please support this assertion with 141-31
objective data (not assumptions) or delete it. 1 cont.

41.Transportation (Impact 3.5-2) - Administrative guidelines may be attractive
mitigation options, but whoever established the traffic volume threshold of
2,500 vehicles/day clearly wouldn’t enjoy living on such a residential street,
and wouldn't like their children on it either. Common sense must prevail.

141-32

42 Transportation (Impact 3.5-4) - In view of the challenges and complications
related to drastically enlarging the parking area, why not base its size upon 141-33
the average number of spaces required on an average winter/summer day?

43.Transpertation (Impact 3.5-5) - This segment nctes that construction of the
Proposed Project could result in: lane/street closures, redirection of traffic, 141-34
staging of heavy vehicles, etc. This is not reasonable for a residential
neighborhood like The Highlands that contains several schools. 1

44 Transportation (Cumulative Impacts) - This segment needs to address the
impacts that the Proposed Project’s traffic would have upon the safety of 141-35
pedestrians (e.g., neighborhood students} from up to 241 residential units in
the Dollar Creek Crossing project, who would be walking on Polaris Road.

45.Air Quality (Section 3.6.1) - This Section indicates the project may be able to
circumvent certain air quality standards with the payment of Mitigation Fees. 141-36
Mitigation fees are not credible ways to reduce public safety risks. 1

46.Air Quality (Section 3.6.2) - The third to last sentence in the Sensitive
Receptors paragraph only mentions North Tahoe Middle and High school
students; and the last sentence incorrectly states that “there are no other
sensitive receptors within the vicinity of the proposed project.” West winds are
quite common, so air pollution would also affect sensitive residents in much of
The Highlands just east of the Proposed Project. Please change these
sentences to reflect the above fact regarding sensitive receptors.

141-37

47 Air Quality (Impact 3.6-3) - Since some of the same assumptions regarding
project traffic are applied here to support air quality impact assertions, the
same cautions as in ltem 39 above also apply. Questionable assumptions
lead to questionable decisions. Please support these with objective data 141-38
{not assumptions) or delete them.

48. Air Quality (Impact 3.6-4) - The same problem(s) exist here as in ltem 46.

49.Air Quality (Cumulative Impacts) - The last two sentences in this segment 141-39
pertain to the same concern mentioned in ltem 45 above. Do not do this. 1l
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50.Green House Gases (Section 3.7.1) - Please explain how the TRPA’s
requirement that limits idling time for heavy vehicle diesel engines to five 141-40
minutes would allow the construction traffic staging anticipated in Iltem 43. 1

51.Green House Gases (Section 3.7.3) - Please update the construction 141-41
timetable in the second paragraph to reflect the current project status.

52.Green House Gases (Mitigation Measure 3.7-1) - Please review the
measures listed, and limit the size of the parking area to that needed for 14142
the average number of vehicles on an average operating day. 1

53.Noise (Impact 3.8-4) - The assumptions regarding traffic increase are too
subjective to be used to estimate the additional noise level when it is very
close to the maximum threshold for scheols and residential areas. Please
support these with objective data (not assumptions) or delete them.

141-43

54.Geology (Section 3.9.1) - Policy S-1.7 in the TRPA paragraph also applies 141-44
since the Proposed Project would drain into a seasonal stream as noted. 1

55. Geology (Section 3.9.2) - Please change the last sentence in the Local
Geology paragraph to read, “The proposed project site drains to the south
and east under Polaris Road and into a SEZ and Lake Tahoe.”

141-45

56.Geology (Section 3.9.2) - Because the proposed project site drains into a
seasonal Stream Environmental Zone (SEZ), please re-assess how this fact
affects its classification discussed in the Land Capability paragraph. 1

57.Geology (Impact 3.9-2) - Please refer to Item 8 regarding use of the term
“Shilling Lodge,” and re-assess how excavation of the basement would 141-46
endanger silting of the SEZ drainage mentioned above.

58.Hydrology (Section 3.10) - The assertion that “The proposed project site does
not contain stream or water bodies” may be technically correct, but it does
drain into a SEZ that leads into Lake Tahce. Please re-word this assertion 141-47
to reflect the above.

59. Utilities (Section 3.11.1) — Any Assertions that “No Mitigation Measures are
required for Site D” are incorrect. NTFPD Code and TRPA Policy prohibit any
development unless adequate water is “available for domestic use and fire
prevention.” The TCPUD confirmed that the current system “was created
during the reconstruction of the NTHMS in 2008,” and “that NTFPD was
training in the area” that week; but the most important facts are: (a) On May 141-48
28! alert residents had to use rakes and shovels to keep a brushfire from
spreading to nearby trees behind homes on Polaris, and (b) If the fire had
spread on a “normal school day” that area’s only emergency response and
evacuation route would have quickly become clogged up with firefighting
equipment and other vehicles. This is another show-stopper for Site D.
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60. Utilities (Section 3.11.3) - In view of Item 59, estimating water needs for a
facility that is more than twice as large and on the same supply line as two
schools based on usage by the existing structure is unreasonable. Please
support this with objective data (hot assumptions) or delete it.

61. Utilities (Mitigation Measure 3.11-1) - In view of ltems 59, please include
Mitigation Measures for both the Proposed and the Reduced Projects.

62 Utilities (Cumulative Impacts) - Due to ltems 59-61, please change the last
sentence to read, “there could be significant cumulative impact upon water
supply, water supply infrastructure, and fire evacuation route safety for both
the Proposed Project and the Reduced Project at Site D.”

63.Alternatives (Section 4.1.1) - Please include the following Alternative as
multiple community members formally requested, that addresses the Project
Objectives listed in both this section and Executive Summary and reduces or
eliminates impacts in multiple areas of concern covered by this DEIR:

“1. Replace the 2,465 sq. fi. Highlands Community Center with the original
4,607 sq. ft., two story, historic Schilling Lodge; as favored by the vast
majority of residents in 2014, and as consistent with both the Donor’s and the
Schilling Family’s stated wishes;

2. Only allow minimal, intemal, modifications required not just o meet
essential needs of the Applicant; but also for larger Community enjoyment as
the Donor and Family intended,

3. Make the parking area less oblrusive by limiting its additions to those
needed to minimize on-street parking on an average winter day, and using
the smaller 2,814 sq. ft. surface footprint of the onginal Schilling Lodge; and
4. Transfer its final ownership to the TCPUD to avoid problems associated
with pufting a privately-owned facility on publicly-owned land, and allowing it
fo be shared by “the larger Tahoe Community” as the Donor has stated.”

64. Alternatives (Section 4.8.5) - Because of the number of inconsistent terms,
gquestionable assertions, and unsubstantiated assumptions about Traffic, Air
Quality, Noise, and Water Supply in this Draft, the conclusion stated here that
“the proposed project would be the environment superior alternative” is both
inappropriate and unjustified. Please delete it.

65.0ther CEQA (Section 5.1.3) - The assertion that “the number of attendees at
the large special event would not be greater than those that occur under
existing conditions” is not substantiated. Please support this statement with
objective data (not assumptions) or delete it.

66.Other CEQA (Section 5.4) - Due to the inconsistent terms, questionable
claims, and unsubstantiated assumpticns in this Draft; the last sentence
stating that “the proposed project and Alternative A would not result in

141-49
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significant and unavoidable impacts” /s both inappropriate and unjustified. 141-54
Please delete that sentence, 1 cont.

67.Appendix B (Management Policies) - The use of phrases like “community
gathering space,” “a community gathering amenity,” and “an asset for the
entire community” are misleading and inapproptiate because the proposed
interior modifications and external additions are all specifically designed for 141-55
use by the applicant's members and commercial activities. Please re-word
these sentences to more appropriately describe that the proposed
facility would he primarily designed for the applicant’s use. 1

68. Appendix B (Management Policies) - ltem 11 says that, “the Café will not sel/
alcohol,” but it does not address if alcohol will be allowed on the premises 141-56
next door to two schools. Please clarify this public concern. 1

69. Appendix D {Transportation Analysis) - The Existing Roadways segment
says that the western portion of Polaris Road “carries approximately 1,400
daily one-way vehicle trips on a school day.” Since most of those vehicles
return on the same day, the additional traffic to/from the Proposed Project
would cause the total lo exceed the 2,500 vehicles per day threshold for
residential streets described in Impact 3.5-2 and discussed in Item 41. Please
re-assess this data.

141-57

70.Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - In the third bullet under the Winter
Trip Generation for the Proposed New Lodge Site, please explain why the 141-58
analysis assumes the “gathering event is assumed to arrive/start during the
PM peak hours” versus the AM peak hour on a school day? 1

71.Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - The third bullet under the Future
Cumulative Conditions segment needs tfo describe that the Dollar Creek
Crossing project would likely add a significant number of neighborhood 141-59
student pedestrians on Polaris Road who would be endangered by the
increased traffic. Please re-word the item to include this information.

72. Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - Figure 11 reveals that the vast
majority of the time, on-site parking can be accommodated with a much 141-60
smaller area than in the Proposed Project. Why not design to this?

73.Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - Residents know that most of the
crashes on Old Mill and Polaris are not reported or reflected in Tables 15-17,
because many only involve property damage. This Section also needs to 141-61
emphasize that both these streets include steeper segments that become
dangerously icy in the winter. Please revise to include this information.

74. Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - During what specific time periods and 141-62
for how long were the Speed Survey data in Table 18 collected? 1
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75. Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - During what time periods and for how
long were the Bicycle/Pedestrian Count data in Table 19 collected? I41-63

76. Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) - Transportation Safety Impacts must
be considered as contributing elements of a larger issue. The combination of:
adding up to a 100 vehicles, speeding, crashes upon steep and icy sections,
pedestrians on a street without sidewalks and limited corner sight distances, 141-64
and further congesting the only emergency response and evacuation route for
two schools, make the conclusion stated here that “the proposed project on
site D would not result in a significant transportation safety impact,” both
Hllogical and unsupportable. Please delete it. 1

77.Appendix E (Air Quality & GHG Models) — This Appendix introduces another
confusing and invalid name for this project. Please change “Tahoe Cross 141-65
Country Ski Lodge” to whatever this project ends up being called. 1

78.Appendices E through G - The model outputs for Air Quality, GHG, Noise,
and Energy used in these Appendices heavily depend upon questionable
assumptions that are much too subjective to be credible bases for any
decisions affecting public safety. Please explain these limitations.

141-66

Ascent has done a very impressive job of identifying administrative steps which
may offer ways to mitigate certain concerns; but Common Sense cautions that: 14167

“Just because one can do something doesn’t mean one should do it.”

Summary. The significant number of questionable claims and assumptions in the
DEIR do not support the TCPUD’s stated Project Objective to “minimize effects
upon the neighborhood” in the DEIR’s Executive Summary. Please do not: rush
any Board decisions to avoid more restrictive environmental regulations, permit
ambitions to overrule common sense, attempt to exploit guidance loopholes or
mitigation fee payments to address safety risks, cr disregard public requests to
include other Alternatives.

141-68
On the other hand, please do: use these Comments and Requested Changes to
strengthen the EIR, change course to one that makes this project: far safer, less
controversial, and more consistent with the Donor’s intentions and the Schilling
family’s wishes to “preserve” this Old Tahoe treasure for enjoyment of “a larger
segment of our community”; and respect the amount of time effort members of
the community have taken out of their busy lives to prepare and submit them.

If you have any questions, please email them to us at huffmntyr@aol.com.

Very Sincerely,
Roger & Janet Huff
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Letter 141 Roger and Janet Huff
July 18, 2020

Response 141-1
The comment provides an introduction to the comment letter with background related to the development of the

Project and suggests the TCPUD Board consider the recommendations in the letter. The comment asserts the original
proposal was half the size of the proposed Project and did not include more parking, a driveway, and alterations and
additions designed for the applicant’'s members and commercial activities. The comment asserts that controversial
projects exhibit red flags associated with impatience and neglecting to correct chronic problems among other issues.
The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of
the EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-2
The comment requests more time for the public to review the Draft EIR and provide comments by at least 30 days.

The comment's request for an extension to the public review period was not granted. See response to comment 14-1,
which explains why the 50-day comment period was not extended. This comment does not provide any specific
evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.

Response 141-3
The comment requests clarification and correction of a number of terms used throughout the Draft EIR, including

Highlands Park and Community Center, Highlands Park Neighborhood, Schilling Lodge, Schilling residence, and TXC
Project. See response to comment 125-3, which addresses the use of Highlands Park and Community Center. The
term “Schilling residence” refers to the original historic building that would be reconstructed as the Schilling Lodge.
See the first two paragraphs on page 2-1in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated
in Detail,” in the Draft EIR. The comment is correct that Highlands Park residential neighborhood should be called
Highlands neighborhood. Thus, Impact 3.4-1in Section 3.4, "Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources,”
is revised to make this clarification in this Final EIR. This change is presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the
Draft EIR." The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

Paragraph 3 on page 3.4-14 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

The Schilling Rresidence has been evaluated as eligible as a historic resource under Section 67.6 of the TRPA
Code and as eligible for listing in the NRHP under Criterion C related to its architectural character and
construction type. The Project proposes to relocate the residence from its original location in Tahoma,
adjacent to Rubicon Bay, to the Highlands Parkresidential neighborhood on lands designated for recreation.

Although Appendix D, “Tahoe XC Lodge Project Transportation Analysis,” uses the term “Tahoe XC Project,” the
description of the Project in this appendix is clear that it is the same project analyzed in the Draft EIR. The comment's
assertion that this term and the others mentioned are incorrect and/or confusing does not raise environmental issues
or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.

Response 141-4
The comment asserts that if the Project remains unchanged it would encounter major obstacles or failure. The

comment asserts that the Project should incorporate the requested changes in the comment letter to result in a safer,
less controversial and more beneficial course for a much larger segment of the community. This comment does not
provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-5
The comment asserts that use of the terms “repurposed” or “adaptive reuse” in the Draft EIR attempts to hide the

actual scope of the proposed internal changes and additions to the historic structure. The comment requests that
more appropriate and less ambiguous terms be used. See response to comment 110-3, which addresses the use of
these terms and provides a summary of how the Draft EIR does provide clarity regarding the scope of the changes to
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the historic structure. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-6
The comment asserts that the use of the terms “community uses” and “community needs” are misleading since the

Project is designed around TCCSEA's membership and commercial activities. The comment requests that Chapter 1,

“Introduction,” be reworded to address these concerns. See comment [10-4, which addresses how the Project would
be used by the community. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy,
or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment
is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-7
The comment notes that internal changes and external additions to the original historic structure use the terms

"adaptive reuse” or “preserve” and requests that more appropriate and less ambiguous terms be used. See response
to comment 3, which addresses the use of these terms and provides a summary of how the Draft EIR does provide
clarity regarding the scope of the changes to the historic structure. This comment does not provide any specific
evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR
in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 141-8
The comment requests an explanation of how the Project would preserve the financial responsibility and

transparency of TCPUD's property tax funds and how a facility designed around the applicant’s own
membership/commercial functions qualifies as being for “community use.” While the comment correctly cites one of
the twelve Project objectives listed on pages 2-5 and 2-6 in Chapter 2, "Description of the Proposed Project and
Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR, the financial aspect of the Project is not a topic that requires analysis
in the EIR under CEQA. However, as noted on page 2-14 of the Draft EIR, “Special events staged from the Lodge
would offer broad access to public recreation resources, help develop and foster community interactions, and help
create a sustainable business model for continued public cross-country skiing operations and year round trailhead
access.” See response to comment 110-4, which addresses how the Project would be used by the community. This
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.
No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-9
The comment refers to the last sentence under the second paragraph on page 2-7 in Chapter 2, “Description of the

Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR, which states, “Ownership of the Schilling Lodge
and associated improvements has not been determined, but could be owned by TCCSEA with a land lease from
TCPUD.” The comment asserts that if this statement is true it would be a showstopper for the proposed Project. See
responses to comments 110-1 and 10-2, which address concerns related to ownership of the Schilling Lodge. This
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-10
The comment states that the terms "adaptive reuse,” “public enjoyment,” and “public area,” are misleading in

Section 2.5.1 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” of the Draft EIR.
Please see response to comment 110-10 for a discussion of adaptive reuse and the retention of character defining
features of the Schilling residence. It is unclear how the terms “public enjoyment” and “public area” are misleading
because the proposed Project, as well as the Existing Lodge, are intended for public use. As discussed in Chapter 2 of
the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would relocate the public functions and operations of the Tahoe XC from the
Existing Lodge to the Schilling Lodge. These uses, as described on page 2-3, include Nordic skiing amenities

"on
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(including space for ticketing, rentals, retail, waxing skis, a café, and storage), the Strider Glider after school program
and middle school and high school students, bike rentals and other trailhead services, the junior mountain bike
program, Boy Scouts of America meeting space, Highlands Homeowners Association meeting space, and special
events, such as the Lake Tahoe Mountain Bike Race and the Burton Creek Trail Run. Additionally, the Winter
Discovery Center accommodates the Sierra Watershed Education Partnership’s winter programs, which includes snow
science and winter safety education for local students. The Schilling Lodge would also have space dedicated for
public lockers, public showers, and have space dedicated for public meetings.

Response 141-11
The comment asks for a description of if or how the applicant would reimburse Placer County and TCPUD for any

damages done to the roads and/or infrastructure during construction of the proposed Project. As discussed under
Section 2.5.3, “Construction Schedule and Activities,” on page 2-22 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project
and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR, standard construction equipment would be expected to be used
and construction staging would occur on the proposed Project site. The comment does not provide any specific
evidence that construction activities would damage public roads or infrastructure. This comment does not raise any
issues related to CEQA or provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the
EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-12
The comment asserts that use of the terms “repurposed” or “adaptive reuse” in the Draft EIR attempts to hide the actual

scope of the proposed internal changes and additions to the historic structure. The comment requests that Section 2.6.1
be reworded to accurately describe the proposed changes. See response to comment 110-3, which addresses the use of
these terms and provides a summary of how the Draft EIR does provide clarity regarding the scope of the changes to
the historic structure. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-13
The comment refers to the text following Table 2-5 on page 2-24 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project

and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” of the Draft EIR and expresses concern about TCCSEA having primary control
over event bookings for both the new facility and the Highlands Community Center. See response to comment 110-2,
which addresses concerns related to event bookings at the Schilling Lodge and Highlands Community Center. This
comment does not raise any issues related to CEQA or provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-14
The comment expresses the belief that the statement made in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIR that the proposed Project

would have a less-than-significant impact on aesthetics in the Highlands neighborhood is not realistic. See response
to comment 110-5, which addresses concerns related to the potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project. This
comment does not provide any specific evidence to support their claim that the Project’s impact on aesthetics in the
Highlands neighborhood would be significant. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-15
The comment expresses the belief that administrative procedures could reduce the potential impacts of locating

hundreds of gallons of flammable fuel and other hazardous materials beside two schools with one emergency
response and evacuation route to a less-than-significant level is not logical. The comment asserts that CEQA warns
against allowing hazardous materials within 0.25-mile from any school. The comment requests deletion of such
assertions. See response to comment 110-6, which addresses concerns related to the impact analysis related to
hazardous materials, schools, and evacuation routes. See response to comment 125-7, which clarifies the intentions in
CEQA related to analyzing hazardous material impacts on schools. This comment does not provide any specific
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evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR
in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 141-16
The comment disagrees that allowing 100 more vehicles per day onto the only emergency response and evacuation

route for the schools would be a less-than-significant impact. The comment requests deletion of such assertions. See
response to comment 10-7, which addresses concerns about the proposed Project’s additional traffic and potential
effects on emergency response and evacuation. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this
comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-17
The comment disagrees with the assumptions made in Section 3.2.9, "Wildfire,” in the Draft EIR that the proposed

facility would not attract more visitors, most visitors would be local, and the increased number of activities and large
events would not increase wildfire risks. The comment inaccurately states that Section 3.2.9 states that the Project
would not attract more visitors. See response to comment 10-8, which provides rationale for the wildfire impact
conclusion and the assumptions made in the wildfire impact analysis. This comment does not provide any specific
evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR
in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 141-18
The comment takes issue with the statement, “the assertion of no sensitive habitats or biological communities such as

wetlands, streams, SEZs, etc.” in Section 3.3, "Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR and analysis of impacts on
common species that could be affected by the Project. As described in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,”
the proposed Project site and Alternative A site do not contain stream or water bodies and are not in the 100-year flood
hazard zone for any stream or water body. The Alternative A site is located approximately 700 feet south of the
perennial Dollar Creek; Lake Forest Creek is an intermittent stream in the reach that passes approximately 200 feet to
the east of the proposed Project site.

With respect to aquatic features outside but near the proposed Project site and Alternative A site, Impact 3.10-1
(Potential for Project Construction to Degrade Surface or Groundwater Quality) in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR
concluded that any potential Project-related effects on water quality would be minor and less than significant. All
construction projects in the Tahoe region must meet requirements and regulations of TRPA, the Lahontan Regional
Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan RWQCB), Placer County, and federal, other state, and local agencies. The
TRPA Code restricts grading, excavation, and alteration of natural topography (TRPA Code Chapter 33). In addition,
all construction projects located in California with greater than 1 acre of disturbance are required, by Lahontan
RWQCB, to submit a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, which includes the preparation of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes site-specific construction site monitoring and reporting.
Project SWPPPs are required to describe the site, construction activities, proposed erosion and sediment controls,
means of waste disposal, maintenance requirements for temporary BMPs, and management controls unrelated to
stormwater. Temporary BMPs to prevent erosion and protect water quality would be required during all site
development activities, must be consistent with TRPA requirements, and would be required to ensure that runoff
quality meets or surpasses TRPA, state, and federal water quality objectives and discharge limits.

Regarding species addressed in the Draft EIR, the significance criteria established for biological resources (page 3.3-13 of
the Draft EIR) determined which species or groups of species were analyzed in the greatest detail. Although special-
status species were the primary focus of analyzing Project effects on individual species, based on their sensitivity and in
accordance with the significance criteria, common migratory birds and Project requirements to protect active nests were
addressed in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” as referred to in
Section 3.3, “Biological Resources;” and, common species generally are addressed in Impact 3.3-2 (Tree Removal),
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Impact 3.3-3 (Potential Establishment and Spread of Invasive Plants), Impact 3.3-4 (Potential Degradation or Loss of
Wildlife Movement Corridors), and Cumulative Impacts in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR.

Response 141-19
The comment states that the proposed Project would require both CWA and TRPA permits due to the seasonal

stream mentioned in comment 141-8, in addition to TRPA permits for tree removal. As described in Section 3.3.1,
“Regulatory Setting,” in Section 3.3, "Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR, Section 404 of the CWA (33 USC

Section 1251 et seq.) requires a project applicant to obtain a permit before engaging in any activity that involves any
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. No wetlands or other waters
of the United States subject to CWA jurisdiction are located on the proposed Project Site or the Alternative A site;
and the Project is not expected to cause fill of waters of the United States or substantial degradation of water quality
outside the sites, as discussed in response to comment 141-18. Regarding TRPA permits, as described in the Draft EIR,
all construction projects in the Tahoe Basin, including the proposed Project and Alternative A, must meet
requirements and regulations of TRPA, Lahontan RWQCB, Placer County, and federal, other state, and local agencies.
Tree removal and project requirements to obtain appropriate permits are described in detail in Section 3.3.1,
"Regulatory Setting,” and Impact 3.3-2 (Tree Removal) of the Draft EIR. The comment offers no specific information or
evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 141-20
The comment states that Project-related tree removal described in Impact 3.3-2 (Tree Removal) is inconsistent with the

conclusion that the proposed Project would not substantially affect common species. Whether tree or other vegetation
removal would cause a substantial effect on common species depends on the magnitude and intensity of the
disturbance, quality of habitat affected, the sensitivity of a species population to the disturbance, and other factors. The
rationale for why the magnitude and type of tree removal proposed would not substantially affect a common species is
described in Impact 3.3-2. The trees and stands in the proposed Project and Alternative A sites are not considered
critical or limiting to the presence or viability of common or sensitive biological resources in the region. Additionally, tree
removal or other vegetation disturbances would not substantially reduce the size, continuity, or integrity of any common
vegetation community or habitat type or interrupt the natural processes that support common vegetation communities
on the proposed Project site. The proposed Project would also not substantially change the structure or composition of
forest habitat in the proposed Project vicinity. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis
presented in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 141-21
The comment expresses disagreement with the conclusion in Impact 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR that the proposed Project

is not expected to substantially affect important wildlife movement corridors, and references common species such as
black bear and coyote. See response to comment 110-9.

Response 141-22
The comment believes that the proposed Project should not be considered “Rehabilitation.” Please see response to

comment 10-10 for a discussion of “Rehabilitation” as defined by the Secretary of the Interior’'s Standards.

Response 141-23
The comment states that the proposed Project would result in a significant cumulative impact to historic resources.

The ten Standards for Rehabilitation, as listed on page 3.4-3 of the Draft EIR, include that, “"new additions, exterior
alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new
work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.” As detailed on page 3.4-15 of the

Draft EIR, the addition would be required to comply with the requirements of the Secretary of Interior’'s Standards, as
acknowledged in the “Adaptive Reuse of the Schilling Residence” section in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed
Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail.” The addition would not destroy historic materials that characterize the
property, would be differentiated from the original building yet compatible with the original building’s design. For
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these reasons, the addition to the Schilling residence as part of the proposed Project would not substantially alter the
historic character of the Schilling residence and therefore would not contribute to a cumulative impact.

Response 141-24
The comment states that the paragraphs regarding access to bicycle trails or transit stops are irrelevant to public

concerns about the proposed Project. Additionally, the comment takes issue with the conclusions related to
emergency response and evacuation.

The comments related to access to bicycle trails and transit stops does not raise any CEQA issues or address the
adequacy of the EIR analysis. No further response is necessary.

As detailed on page 3.5-1 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, the potential for the Project to interfere
with implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan is discussed in

Section 3.2.3, "Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” Additionally, the comment does not provide any evidence or data
to support the claim that the analysis of the proposed Project’s effect on emergency response and evacuation is
inadequate. See also response to comment 10-7. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-25
The comment takes issue with the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding the effects of increased traffic associated with the

proposed Project on public safety. No specific comments are provided on the contents of the Draft EIR and no
information is provided that would alter or change the Draft EIR analysis; and thus, further response is not possible.
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-26
The comment states that the current descriptions of both Old Mill Road and Polaris Road are insufficient because

they would become main access and egress routes for the proposed Project, and they both include steep segments
that often become quite icy and much more dangerous during the winter. The comment requests that these
descriptions be re-worded to include this information.

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The description of local roads on page 3.5-8 in Section 3.5,
“Transportation,” of the Draft EIR are brief descriptions based on existing roadway geometrics, site access, and
roadway classifications. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-27
The comment states that the proximity of bicycle paths, the Dollar Creek shared-use path, striped bicycle lanes on

SR 28, and unpaved trails are irrelevant to documented public concerns about the increased car and bus traffic that
the proposed Project would have on the safety of residents, neighborhood students, and gym classes that routinely
use Polaris Road. The comment states that this information should be deleted, and the focus of the analysis should
be on roadway safety along Polaris Road. The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of
the EIR analysis. No further response is necessary.

Response 141-28
The comment states that the assertion within the Draft EIR that the Schilling Lodge is not expected to increase skier

visitation to the site is unsupported by objective analysis and inconsistent with the increased size of the proposed
Project. Additionally, the comment states that the 10 percent estimate is a guess at best in estimating impacts traffic
would have upon public safety and the environment. The comment concludes that this assertion should be
supported with objective data or deleted.

As stated on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR, trip generation at a ski area or trailhead is typically a function of the skiable
terrain, snow conditions, and skier capacity rather than lodge amenities. Therefore, because the proposed Project would
not alter the terrain or skier capacity, the number of skiers expected to visit the site is expected to be the same as the
number that currently travel to the Existing Lodge. Additionally, it is stated on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR that while
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additional visitation is not expected for the aforementioned reasons, the analysis takes a conservative approach and
assumes skier visitation during winter conditions would increase by 10 percent. Therefore, as described above, the analysis
of transportation impacts in the Draft EIR is not only adequate, it is conservative based on substantial evidence, including
data collected and modeled for a typical busy day at Tahoe XC. The comment provides no evidence in support of the
statement that the increase in skier visitation (10 percent) is inaccurate and not supported by data. See response to
comment O1-4, which also addresses concerns related to the estimated increase in visitation associated with the Project.
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-29
The comment states that TCPUD's correspondence files reveal that multiple residents specifically requested that the

Draft EIR properly address the safety risks associated with Project-generated traffic increases on pedestrians (i.e.,
residents, neighborhood students, gym classes) that routinely use the segment of Polaris Road between the schools
and Heather Lane. The comment concludes by requesting that future versions of the EIR address this issue.

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-30
The comment states that the basis for the current trip generation assumptions are not provided and too subjective.

The comment adds that such questionable assumptions should not serve as a basis for decisions about the impacts
increased traffic associated with the proposed Project would have on public safety, the environment, or the Highlands
neighborhood. The comment concludes by stating that the trip generation assumptions should be supported with
objective data or deleted.

Please see response to comment 141-28. Additionally, the “Methods and Assumptions” section starting on page 3.5-12
of Section 3.5, "Transportation,” in the Draft EIR provides a detailed reasoning and justification for the trip generation

rates used to analyze the transportation impacts of the proposed Project. Finally, the comment does not provide any

evidence that trip generation applied to the Project is insufficient. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Response 141-31
The comment alleges that the majority of the speeds recorded on Polaris Road are above the posted speed limit and

it is not logical to assume the addition of up to 100 more visitor vehicles a day would decrease speed.

Although the majority of speeds recorded on Polaris Road were above the speed limit, they were typically within

5 mph of the speed limit and below the design speed of 35 mph. Additionally, the comment is incorrect in the
assertion that the analysis assumes Project-generated traffic would decrease speed. Please see Master Response 1:
Transportation Safety, for details related to speeding. Additionally, the comment incorrectly asserts that Section 3.5,
“Transportation,” in the Draft EIR states that speeds would decrease with the addition of Project-generated trips. No
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 141-32
The comment states that administrative guidelines may be attractive mitigation options, but whoever established the

traffic volume threshold of 2,500 vehicles/day clearly would not enjoy living on such a residential street and would
not like their children on it either.

The comment pertains to an established Placer County standard. The comment is noted for consideration by the
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-33
The comment questions the basis for the size of the proposed parking area. The comment poses a question and

does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. See response to comment O1-3
regarding parking demand. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 141-34
Please see response to comment [10-12, which addresses a similar comment related to lane/street closures,

redirection of traffic, staging of heavy vehicles, etc. in a residential neighborhood like the Highlands neighborhood.

Response 141-35
The comments states that the cumulative transportation analysis needs to consider the Dollar Creek Crossing project

when evaluating pedestrian safety on Polaris Road.

As detailed on pages 3.5-31 and 3.5-32 under the “Cumulative Impacts” section of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of
the Draft EIR, the Dollar Creek Crossing project was included in the future cumulative background traffic volumes
used in the cumulative transportation analysis.

Additionally, as detailed in Master Response 1, increasing traffic along a roadway lacking pedestrian or bicycle
facilities does not necessarily constitute a safety impact under CEQA. The Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC
and included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the potential transportation safety impacts
of the Project and did not identify any safety impacts. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-36
The comment questions the applicability of the air quality mitigation fees. See response to comment [10-13 for a

discussion on how mitigation fees are addressed in the Draft EIR, the application of mitigation fees during
environmental review in general, and the Project’s regulatory requirements under TRPA Code. No edits to the Draft
EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-37
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR incorrectly identified sensitive receptors in Section 3.6, “Air Quality,” and that

due to wind patterns, air pollution would affect sensitive receptors in the Highlands neighborhood east of the Project.
See response to comment 110-14 for a discussion of sensitive receptors and characteristics of air pollution. No edits to
the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board
during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-38
The comment questions the assumptions in the traffic study that informed the findings of the air quality analysis. See

response to comment [10-15 for a discussion of the traffic study and TPCUD's discretionary role as lead agency for the
Project. No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration
by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-39
The comment states concern regarding the use of mitigation fees in the cumulative air quality discussion. See

Response [10-13 for a discussion on how mitigation fees are addressed in the Draft EIR, the application of mitigation
fees during environmental review in general, and the Project’s regulatory requirements under TRPA's Code. No edits
to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-40
The comment asks how TRPA's requirement to limit idling time for heavy-duty diesel engines to 5 minutes would

allow for construction traffic staging. TRPA Code Section 65.1.8, Idling Restrictions, limits idling for certain diesel
engines to no longer than 5 minutes in California. This is a regulatory requirement to which the Project will be
beholden. The efficacy of TRPA Code Section 65.1.8, and other portions of the TRPA Code that relate to air quality, is
monitored through a comprehensive multi-agency air quality program. The Project would be subject to the
requirements of the TRPA Code and is assumed to restrict idling for diesel-fueled vehicles in accordance with
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Section 65.1.8. No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-41
The comment requests that the construction timetable in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR be updated to reflect the

current Project status. Page 3.7-13 summarizes the assumed construction schedule commencing in May 1, 2020 and
ending in June 2023, which was the schedule that was known at the time the modeling was completed for the Draft
EIR. The fourth paragraph on page 3.7-13 of the Draft EIR, excerpted below, explains the changes in construction
duration between modeled estimates and the updated, reduced construction duration. Because the estimated timing
for construction of the Project to begin has been delayed from originally anticipated in the Draft EIR, estimated
construction timing referenced in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” is updated below
and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR," in this Final EIR.

The fourth paragraph 4 on page 3.7-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

[clonsistent with Chapter 65 of the TRPA Code of Ordinances, construction of the Project was assumed to be
limited to May 1 through October 15. Based on assumptions developed in the initial planning stages for the
Project, construction was assumed to commence on May 1, 2020 and end in June 2023, when the Project
would become operational. However, as described under Section 2.5.3, ‘Construction Schedule and
Activities,' Project construction activities may be completed faster, estimated to beginaing in 20212022
instead of 2020 and completed in 2 years rather than 4 years. Construction would be limited to Monday
through Friday within exempt hours.

The current construction schedule, which would commence at a later date, would produce a similar, or arguably,
lower level of GHG emissions as regulatory mechanisms that reduce emissions such as CARB's Advanced Clean Cars
program and the Renewable Portfolio Standards’ yearly renewable targets under Senate Bill 100 would reduce
transportation and energy-related emissions. Therefore, the assumed construction schedule commencing in May 1,
2020 and ending in June 2023 provides a more conservative estimate of emissions, which are mitigated for by
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 beginning on page 3.7-17 of the Draft EIR. Impact 3.7-1, "Project-Generated Emissions of
GHGs," is revised to reflect the conservative nature of the GHG emission modeling compared to the Project
construction timeline that may actually occur as described herein.

The fourth paragraph on page 3.7-15 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:

Proposed Project construction activities would result in the generation of GHG emissions. Heavy-duty off-
road construction equipment, materials transport, and worker commute during construction of the Project
would result in exhaust emissions of GHGs. There would be no construction associated with the Highlands
Community Center. Table 3.7-4 summarizes the projected emissions associated with construction of the
Project by year (2020-2023). As mentioned above under "Methods and Assumptions,” and in Section 2.5.3,
"Construction Schedule and Activities,” the Project was initially anticipated to be constructed over an up to

4 year period and was anticipated to begin in 2020, which is reflected in Table 3.7-4 below. In the event that
construction activities are completed faster than presented here, estimated to beginaing in 20212022 instead
of 2020 and completed in as few as 2 years rather than 4 years, the GHG emissions shown in separate years
in the table would be combined over fewer years. The emissions generated over a shorter timeframe would
not change the impact conclusion provided below. Additionally, if construction activities begin at a later time
than initially anticipated, potentially lower levels of GHG emissions would be generated as a result of
compliance with regulatory mechanisms that reduce transportation and energy-related emissions such as
CARB's Advanced Clean Cars program and the Renewable Portfolio Standards’ yearly renewable targets
under Senate Bill 100. See Appendix D for detailed input parameters and modeling results.

Response 141-42
The comment suggests Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 be updated to limit the size of the parking area to that based on the

average number of vehicles on an average operating day. Page 3.7-18 of the Draft EIR addresses the use of parking
restrictions as a feasible onsite mitigation measures and dismisses parking restrictions as infeasible to enforce due to
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Project-specific variables “associated with spillover parking into nearby residential neighborhoods during peak
seasonal periods.” Thus, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 does not include parking restrictions as a method to reduce GHG
emissions. For this reason, the measure has been reviewed and does not require edits in response to this comment.
See also response to comment O1-3 regarding the parking analysis conducted for the Draft EIR. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-43
The comment states that the assumptions used to conduct the traffic noise modeling are subjective and that

objective data should be used. As described on page of 3.8-19 of the EIR a 10 percent increase in traffic was used to
estimate traffic noise increases. This assumption is further explained on page 3.5-13 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,”
and was used to provide a conservative worst-case scenario. It is unlikely that the proposed Project would result in
this level of traffic, and associated noise increase; thus, using this conservative assumption to evaluate noise impacts,
which were found to not exceed a standard, ensures that Project-generated traffic noise increases would be even less
than what was reported in the EIR, and therefore, also not result in a substantial increase in traffic noise that would
exceed any applicable standard. No further analysis is necessary.

Response 141-44
This comment notes that TRPA Policy S-1.7 is applicable to the Project. This comment is correct and this policy is

listed on page 3.9-3 in the regulatory setting in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage,” of the
Draft EIR for that reason. No further analysis is necessary.

Response 141-45
This comment requests that the discussion of local geology state that the proposed Project site drains to a stream

environment zone (SEZ) rather than describing the creek that the site drains toward. The comment also asks for a
reassessment of SEZ effects related to the presence of an SEZ adjacent to Lake Forest Creek. There is value in clarifying
that the SEZ areas found within the proposed Project site are associated with Lake Forest Creek; however, this addition
would be better suited to the discussion of “Land Capability and Coverage” beginning on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR
rather than the “Local Geology” section. Additionally, the SEZ in question is included in the summary of land capability
classification within the proposed Project site found on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR and clarifying its association with
Lake Forest Creek does not result in a need for reassessment of SEZ effects. This Final EIR includes revisions to reflect
this clarification. The change is presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The addition of this
information does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.

In response, the third paragraph on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:

These parcels are predominately mapped as LCD 5 (which allows up to 25 percent coverage) and LCD 6
(which allows up to 30 percent land coverage); however, the Alternative A site contains approximately
6,021 sq. ft. of LCD 1b (allowing only 1 percent land coverage), in the SEZ area adjacent to Lake Forest Creek.

Response 141-46
This comment asks that Impact 3.9-2 assess how the excavation of the basement for the Shilling Lodge would affect

silt and sediment transport to the Lake Forest Creek SEZ. The potential for erosion and sediment transport is
discussed in Impact 3.9-1 beginning on page 3.9-11 of the Draft EIR. As described therein, the proposed Project would
comply with all TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB protections to control soil erosion and protect adjacent SEZ areas. No
further response is required.

Response 141-47
This comment asks that the statement on page 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR, which notes that neither the proposed Project

site nor the Alternative A site contain stream or water bodies, be modified to acknowledge that the sites drain to an
SEZ that leads to Lake Tahoe. The statement in question relates specifically to water currents, stream volumes, or
flood hazards. Therefore, including SEZ areas in this discussion would not be appropriate. The connectivity of the
proposed Project site and the Alternative A site to local water bodies is described in Section 3.10.2, “Environmental
Setting,” of the Draft EIR. No further response is required.
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Response 141-48
The comment asserts that the claim in Section 3.1.1 of the Draft EIR that no mitigation measures would be required is

incorrect because TRPA Policy and NTFPD Code prohibits development if there is not adequate water for domestic
use and fire protection and in light of a recent wildfire in the neighborhood. See response to comment 110-16, which
addresses concerns related to water supply and regarding the wildfire mentioned in the comment. The comment
offers an opinion but no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR is inadequate;
therefore, no further response can be provided.

Response 141-49
The comment questions the methodology used to estimate water demands of the proposed Project. See response to

comment 10-17, which addresses concerns related to the water demand analysis in the Draft EIR. This comment does
not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.

Response 141-50
The comment requests that in light of comments addressed in responses to comments 141-48 and 141-49, mitigation

should be required for the proposed Project and the cumulative impact conclusion related to water demand impacts
should be revised. For the reasons discussed in response to comment 110-17 that address the potential water demand
impact of the proposed Project, there would not be a need to adopt mitigation for the proposed Project and there
would not be a significant cumulative impact related to water supply associated with the proposed Project. This
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.
No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment.

Response 141-51
The comment suggests the Draft EIR analyze an alternative that considers no expansion to the Schilling Lodge

building, minimal internal modifications, limiting the parking onsite while also minimizing on-street parking, and
transferring ownership to TCPUD. See response to comment [10-18, which explains why the comment's suggested
alternative is not considered for further analysis. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during
the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-52
The comment takes issues with the conclusions in Section 4.8.5, “Conclusion,” in Chapter 4, “Alternatives.” The

comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.
No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-53
The comment requests that the statement related to the number of attendees at large special events in Section 5.1.3,

"Growth-Inducing Effects of the Project,” be supported by data. Table 2-3 on page 2-13 and the “Premier Events and
Large Special Events,” section on page 2-14 of Chapter 2, "Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative
Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR identify and describe the maximum number of people that could attend large
special events. Although there would be a small increase in the number of large special events throughout the year at
the Schilling Lodge compared to the number that occur under existing conditions at the Highlands Community
Center, it is assumed that the capacity of the “Other Large Special Events” would be limited by the number of parking
spaces and average occupancy for each vehicle and assumes that under existing conditions, although the parking lot
is smaller, event attendee parking overflows onto the nearby residential streets. For the “Premier Events,” the
anticipated maximum number that is assumed is based on previous attendance at existing “Premier Events” like the
Great Ski Race. The comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 141-54
The comment disagrees with the statement in Section 5.4, “Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” on page 5-

3 of the Draft EIR that the proposed Project and Alternative A would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts.
The comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft
EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by
the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-55
The comment asserts that the use of the phrases “community gathering space,” “community gathering amenity,” and

“asset for the entire community” in Appendix B, “Schilling Lodge Management Plan,” are misleading since the Project is
designed around TCCSEA's membership and commercial activities. See comment 10-4, which addresses how the
Project would be used by the community. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this
comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

"on

Response 141-56
The comment requests clarification in Appendix B, “Schilling Lodge Management Plan,” if alcohol would be permitted

on the premises of the Schilling Lodge. See responses to comments 110-19 and 135-6, which address concerns related to
the presence of alcohol at the Schilling Lodge. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this
comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-57
The comment states that the additional traffic to/from the proposed Project would cause the total daily traffic volume

on Polaris Road to exceed the threshold for residential streets.

As stated on page 3.5-21 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, neither the proposed Project nor
Alternative A would result in an exceedance of Placer County’s 2,500 vehicles per day standard for residential
roadways. The average daily traffic (ADT) figures on this page include arrival and departure trips made on the same
day. For instance, a vehicle going to the school and back would generate two daily one-way vehicle trips. As such, the
additional traffic to/from the proposed Project would not cause the total to exceed the 2,500 vehicles per day
threshold for residential streets. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-58
The comment questions why the winter trip generation analysis for the proposed Project assumes that gathering

events start during the p.m. peak hours, versus the a.m. peak hour on a school day.

The gathering event at the proposed lodge is assumed to start during the p.m. peak hour to evaluate a “worst case
scenario” in which event related traffic volumes are added to the p.m. peak-hour conditions, which are demonstrated
to have greater traffic volumes in the area; thus, yielding a conservative intersection operations (level of service)
analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-59
The comments the third bullet under the Future Cumulative Conditions segment in Appendix D (Transportation

Analysis) of the Draft EIR be revised to describe that the Dollar Creek Crossing project would likely add neighborhood
student pedestrians on Polaris Road that should be considered in the analysis.

As detailed in Master Response 1, increasing traffic along a roadway lacking pedestrian or bicycle facilities does not
necessarily constitute a safety impact under CEQA. The Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC and included in
Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the potential transportation safety impacts of the Project
and did not identify any safety impacts. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by
the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 141-60
The comment states that Figure 11in Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) of the Draft EIR reveals that the vast

majority of the time, onsite parking can be accommodated with a much smaller area than in the proposed Project.
The comment concludes by asking why the parking lot was not designed according to this lower parking demand.

As detailed on page 3.5-18 of the Draft EIR, the parking analysis evaluates the current demand of the Existing Lodge
and determines the capacity needed at the Schilling Lodge. The parking demand analysis was developed to ensure
that adequate onsite parking would be provided such that operation of the project would not result in visitors having
to park on the surrounding residential streets. See response to comment O1-3 regarding the parking analysis. No
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the
merits of the Project.

Response 141-61
The comment states that residents know that most of the crashes on Old Mill Road and Polaris Road are not reported

or reflected in Tables 15-17 in Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) of the Draft EIR because many only involve
property damage. The comment concludes that this section also needs to emphasize that both these streets include
steeper segments that becomes dangerously icy in the winter and should be revised to reflect this information.

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment does not provide any evidence to support the
assertion that most of the collisions along Old Mill Road and Polaris Road are not reflected in Tables 15-17 in
Appendix D of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary.

Response 141-62
The comment asks during what periods and for how long the speed survey data was collected.

The footnote in Table 18 on page 59 of the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC and included in Appendix D of
the Draft EIR states that the speed surveys were conducted during periods with good road conditions (not snowy/icy
or raining) from Tuesday March 26 through Wednesday April 3, 2019. Specifically, the data from March 26-27 and
March 29-April 1 was used. Data from March 28 and April 2-3 was not used (as these days did not have good road
conditions). The comment poses a question and does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. No further
response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits
of the Project.

Response 141-63
The comment asks when and for how long the bicycle and pedestrian count data in Table 19 was collected. The

footnote in Table 19 on page 62 of the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC and included in Appendix D of the
Draft EIR states that bicycle and pedestrian counts were conducted at three intersections along Polaris Road during
the morning and afternoon peak periods of school-related traffic activity on Tuesday, September 11, 2018. Specifically,
the counts were conducted from 7:00-9:00 a.m. and from 2:00-4:00 p.m. The comment poses a question and does
not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. No further response is necessary.

Response 141-64
The comment states that transportation safety impacts must be considered as contributing elements of a larger issue

and questions the impact determination.

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. Additionally, as detailed on page 3.5-1 of Section 3.5,
"Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, the potential for the Project to interfere with implementation of an adopted emergency
response plan or emergency evacuation plan is discussed in Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.”

The comment does not provide any data or evidence to contradict the conclusions of the transportation safety analysis
or analysis of effects on emergency response and evacuation in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is
necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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Response 141-65
The comment refers to the use of the term “Tahoe Cross Country Ski Lodge” in Appendix E, “Air Quality and

Greenhouse Gas Emissions Modeling Outputs,” in the Draft EIR and requests the term be revised. Although
Appendix E in the Draft EIR uses the term “Tahoe Cross Country Ski Lodge Site D,” the modeling provided in this
appendix was based on the characteristics of the proposed Project described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. The
comment's assertion that this term is confusing or invalid is not evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or
completeness of the Draft EIR.

Response 141-66
The comment asserts that the modeling outputs for Appendix E through G (air quality, GHG, noise, and energy) in the

Draft EIR depend upon questionable assumptions that are subjective. The comment is general in natural, does not
question any specific assumptions, and does not offer alternative assumptions to be considered.

Appendix E includes the air quality and GHG modeling outputs that informed the significance determinations for the
Project. Emissions of criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions were modeled using the California Emissions Estimator
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 as recommended by PCAPCD and other air districts throughout the state.
Modeling inputs were derived from Project-specific characteristics (e.g., anticipated vehicle generation, acres to be
graded) where available, and CalEEMod default values were used where Project-specific information was unavailable.
The comment does not raise any specific issue with the modeling contained in Appendix E, but rather provides
general dissatisfaction with “limitations” associated with Appendix E. Without any specific information provided in the
comment to respond to, a detailed response cannot be provided beyond what was summarized on pages 3.6-11, 3.6-
12, and 3.7-13 of the Draft EIR.

Appendix F includes noise modeling inputs and outputs that informed the significance determinations for the Project.
Specifically, construction noise and vibration levels, long-term increases in traffic noise, and noise associated with
outdoor activities were modeled. Project-generated construction source noise and vibration levels were determined
based on methodologies, reference emission levels, and usage factors from Federal Transit Administration (FTA),
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Caltrans. Reference levels for noise and vibration emissions for specific
equipment or activity types are well documented and the usage thereof common practice in the field of acoustics.
With respect to non-transportation noise sources (e.g., stationary) associated with Project implementation, the
assessment of long-term (operational-related) impacts was based on reconnaissance data, reference noise emission
levels, and measured noise levels for activities associated with Project operation (e.g., outdoor events, amplified
sound), and standard attenuation rates and modeling techniques. Reference noise levels and measurements
conducted are referenced and included in the appendix. To assess potential long-term (operation-related) noise
impacts resulting from Project-generated increases in traffic, noise levels were estimated using calculations consistent
with the FHWA's Traffic Noise Model Version 2.5 and Project-specific traffic data, which was included in Appendix C.
Traffic noise model inputs included reference noise emission levels for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks,
with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the receiver, and ground
attenuation factors, which were determined based on site-specific parameters such as speed limits on modeled
roads. All calculations and noise propagation methods are well documented in the appendix and are consistent with
methods recommended by FTA, FHWA, and Caltrans. Without any specific information provided in the comment to
respond to, a detailed response cannot be provided beyond what was summarized on page 3.8-13 of the Draft EIR.

Appendix G summarizes the calculations that were performed to estimate the anticipated gasoline and diesel-fuel
consumption during Project construction and operation, and electricity and natural gas combustion at full buildout.
Construction-related fuel consumption was calculated for CalEEMod default heavy-duty construction equipment based
on anticipated hourly daily usage, the number of days used, and worker commute trip VMT. Yearly operational
consumption of electricity and natural gas were determined by the default CalEEMod energy consumption values for
the Project’s land uses. Operational diesel and gasoline consumption was calculated using CARB’s 2014 EMissions
FACtor (EMFAC) model (CARB 2014) and annual proposed Project- and Alternative A-generated VMT. Where Project-
specific information was not known, CalEEMod default values based on the Project’s location were used. The comment
does not raise any specific issue with the modeling contained in Appendix F, but rather provides general dissatisfaction
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with “limitations” associated with Appendix F. Without any specific information provided in the comment to respond to,
a detailed response cannot be provided beyond what was summarized on page 3.12-6 of the Draft EIR.

No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted.

Response 141-67
The comment states that an impressive job has been done by Ascent identifying administrative steps that may offer

ways to mitigate some Project concerns, but common sense cautions that just because someone can do something
does not mean one should do it. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy,
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the
review of the merits of the Project.

Response 141-68

The comment provides closing remarks to the comment letter and summarizes general comments provided earlier in
the letter. See responses to the comments provided above. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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From: Eric Poulsen

To: Kim Boyd

Cce: Rick Ganong Letter
Subject: Schilling Lodge 142
Date: Sunday, July 19, 2020 9:49:29 AM

Good morning Kim - -
We understand that you are working on the CEQA Process for the Schilling Lodge.
This is an important project for the north Lake Tahoe area and the future of the Nordic and biking center.
“ One important CEQA consideration about this project is that it is moving this building from a more sensitive
location in the Tahoe basin to a better location with fewer impacts.”
It will enhance and benefit future recreation users for the area.
We are in support and agreement that this important project should move forward.
Thank you for your consideration and help in moving this important project forward.
Eric and Nanette Poulsen
PO Box 2491
Olympic Valley, CA 96146
Sent from my iPhone

142-1

Letter 142 Eric and Nanette Poulsen
July 19, 2020

Response 142-1
The comment includes background information about the letter's author, summarizes benefits of the proposed

Project, and expresses support for the proposed Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD
Board during the review of the merits of the Project.
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From: Jim Phelan
To: Kim Boyd

Subject: Schilling Lodge project Letter
Date: Sunday, July 19, 2020 10:58:37 AM 143

Hi Kim,
After quickly reviewing the Schilling Lodge project, it appears this project has quite a few qualities 143-1
that determine it to be a well thought out and seems to address and perhaps correct several issues 1
with the current cross country facility. | have only 2 comments at this time, 1) | was curious to

understand why a drive through driveway was not considered having one entrance as shown near
the school and one off of Cedarwood (as shown as an alternative driveway, perhaps having 2 ways in 143-2
and out of the facility could help minimize the pressure on Polaris drive during busy school hours. 2) 1
Not understanding the dynamics of making changes to the trail system at the end of any given day if ]
you are stuck at the bottom of the trail system, (location of current lodge), people will need to hike
up to get back up to the lodge, is there an alternative to skating or skiing back up the trail to the 143-3
Lodge? L
I think it is wenderful te have an historic building as a ski lodge, it fits Tahoe's character well. Thank

you for the opportunity to comment. Jim Phelan

143-4
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Letter 143 Jim Phelan
July 19, 2020

Response 143-1
The comment expresses support for the proposed Project and the analysis in the EIR. The comment is noted for

consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.

Response 143-2
The comment asks why a drive through driveway from Polaris Road to Cedarwood Drive was not considered to

relieve pressure on Polar