REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS

HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT SKI AREA MASTER PLAN EIR/EIS

24.11 CHAPTER 11 - TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Section 11.12, DEIR/EIS page 114, FEIR/EIS page 114: Revisions based on public
comment

During the summer, the Friday PM peak hour is typically evaluasdusehis is generally
when peak traffic volumes occwn the roadways. At—mMost study intersectionsnear

Homewood has highdraffic volumeswere-higheon Friday than Saturdagpd-velumes-er-SR

89-were-higher-enFridayherefore, the summer analysis was performed for Friday conditi
The TRPA regionatransportation model also evaluates the Friday PM peak hour during

summer. Table 111 shows the existing intersection turning movement counts at the ¢
intersections for the Friday PMepk period during summer. xigting intersection lane
configurations, control types, and turning movement volumes are displayed on Figre 11

Section 11.1.4, DEIR/EIS page 111, FEIR/EIS page 1112 Revisions made to further
clarify existing conditions

The side street approach of SR 89/Granlibakken Road intersection currently operates at LOS F di
summer and winter Friday PM peak hour. The r@mai study intersections operate at acceptable le
of service.

A two-way leftturn laneon SR 89 at Granlibakken Rodds been environmentally cleared througt
CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration, NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact, and T}
Programmatic Environmental Assessment, and is scheduled for construction as part of the Ci
Placer 89 Environmental Improvement Projd&lP). Level of service analysis was performed 1
existing conditions assuming the tway leftturn has been constrgct. Theimprovement resulted ir
the following LOS aSR 89/Granlibakken Road intersectiduring the summer and winter:

¥ Summer Delay: 31(37.9, LOS: A(E)

¥ Winter- Delay:2.3(19.2), LOS: A(C)

Note this analysis is provided for information purgosaly. The baseline condition does not include
Placer 89 EIP.
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Section 11.1.5-11.1.7, DEIR/EIS page 1114, FEIR/EIS page 1115 Revisions made in
response to TCPUD comment letter

The Night Ride® Free Night Service shuttle provides service along the west shore of Lake Tahoe fi

SquawValley, through Tahoe City, to Tahoma, and along the north shore from Tahoe City to the Ta
| Biltmore. The Night Rider also offers@route along SR 26%-from the north shore of Lake Tahoe to

Northstar. The Night Rider offers hourly service from780 t012:00 AM, from December to April.

Homewood offers a free shuttle service with advance reservations from Tahoe City to Homew
Scheduled piclups are offered from 8:30 AM to 5:00 PM. Deordoor service is also available with
advance reservatianade the day before.

11.1.6 Existing Waterborne Transit Facilities

The Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization has initiated an-regianal planning effort to assess
additional waterborne transit services in the Lake Tahoe BaBre Tahoe Transporiah District is
potentially launching a pilot waterborne transit project in 2012.

11.1.7 Existing Bicycle and Pedestrian Facilities

Bicycle and pedestrian facilities exist around much of the Lake Tahoe perimetelVeBhé&horeTrail
| (also known as the TRUD bike trail)runs along SR 89 and SR 28 in Tahoe City and continues throu
Homewood Californiaterminating just north of Meeks Bay on the west side of Lake Tahoe. The patt
a mixeduse pathdesignated for bicycles and pedestrians. The bicyclgpaddstrian path is separated
from the roadway throughout most of its rgutewever there are several locations where the path cross
the roadway at marked crosswalks. At one location in particular, the path crosses SR 89 at sign:
intersection actated by pedestrians/bicyclistI.he trail includes a small gap betwete SR 89/Cherry
Street and Fawn Street/San Souci Terrace intersections. Plans are underway to construct the gag
trail, however funding has not been securddunding is actiely being sought and comsttion
could begin as early as 2012MR will construct/relocate the proposed TCPUD bike trail through the
North Base Area, as shown on Civil Plan Sheet C10.
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Section11.4.1, DEIR/EIS @ge 1125, FEIR/EIS page 1126: Revisions made for clarification
of Accessory Uses

11.4 PROJECT ANALYSIS MET HODOLOGY

11.4.1 Summer Trip Generation

Summer Study Period

Typically, traffic volunmes in the Lake Tahoe Basin are highest during the summer months
Friday PM peak hour is usually selected for analysis, as it is generally when peak traffic v
occur on the roadways. In addition, the TRPA regional transportation model evalatitesitr a
typical summer Fridajn August

Assumed Accessory Uses

The ITE description of the hotel land use category includes accessory uses such as re:
cocktail lounges, meeting and banquet rooms or convention facilities, limited recre
facilities (pool, fitness room), and/or other retail and service shops; therefore, the restaur
meeting space, and fithess center/spa uses were included as accessory uses to the
analysis purposg€hapter 6, Land Use addresses the findregsiired for accessory uses)
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Section 11.4.1, DEIR/E$ page 1167, FEIR/EIS page 1127: Addition of Alternative 1A land
uses

Project (Alternative 1 /1A) Land Uses

The following land uses were included in teemmertrip generation analysis dhe Project
(Alternative 1):

North Base

¥ Hotel- 75 rooms
Accessory uses include: Meeting Sp&&005 squar feet (sf)
Fitness Center/S@aL0,590 sf
Restauranb1,800 sf
Barb1,260 sf

¥ Condo/Hotel Room®60 units (40 units, 2@-bedroom unitsvith lock-off units assumec
to be 100% locked off

Penthouse Condd330 units

Residential Condo®36 units

Fradional Condos (Timeshares20 units

Townhome$16 units

Apartment (Workforce HousinB2 bedroom unifsD13 units
RetailD25,000 sf (CFA)

Miniature Golf Coursé12 holes

¥ North Base Lodge/Skier ServicB80,000 sf (winter only)

¥ Outdoor Amphitheate 1,500 seats (special events oBlinfrequent use)

K K K K K K K

South Base
¥ Residential CondoB99 units(95 unitsunderAlternative 1A)
Ve Sldersepdesn 2 000 o Ludnte s only)

Mid-Mountain

¥ Day Lodgeb15,000 sfiwinter-onhy)
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Section 11.4.1, DEIR/EIS page 147, FEIR/EIS page 1128 Addition of average weekly
occupancy rate

¥ The first step to developing summer trip generation is to consider resort occupanc
the fluctuation or OturnoverO of resort resident$ guests. This study takes |
conservative approach and assumes that 100% of the lodging units are occupied o
weekends. Monday and Thursday occupancy rates are estimated at 50% witbekid
occupancies around 35%eor an average weekly occupaneye of 67% Data collected
by the Park City Chamber of Commerce (and referenced ibyiee Mountain Resort
Transportation Impact Analysigehr & Peers, 2005) indicates that the length of a typi
stay at a ski resort is 3 to 5 days, with most arriwaisFridays and the majority of
departures on SundaysBased on this information, it was assumed that 50% of
lodging guests will arrive at the resort on Friday. To present a conservative analy
was further assumed that 50% of the lodging gussiging on Friday (25% of the total
lodging guests) will arrive during the PM peak houA trip generation rateof 1.5
vehicles per lodging univas estimated, based on average parking rates for a Re
Hotel, Rental Townhouse, and CondominiunStmaredParking, 2¢ Edition (Urban Land
Institute, 2005) Note that he Homewood Mountain Resort Parking Stu@lySC
Transporation Consultants, 2011) provides an avepagdngdemand of 1.2 spaces pe
hotel and conddotellodging unit; therefore, the trip gerationrateof 1.5 accounts for
lodging guests arriving at the resort, as welthes potential forsome oftheseguess to
make an additional trithe same day that they arrive.

Section 11.4.1, DEIR/EIS page 149, FEIR/EIS page 1130: Internal trip clarification

The lodging units were analyzed under the assumption that 50% of trips would be for so
recreational purposes, @rb0% of trips would be for other personal business (e.g. shapy
eating at a restaurant, goingth®a spa, etd.

Section 11.4.1, DEIR/EIS age 1130, FEIR/EIS page 1131: Bike trail clarification

HMR will provide free bicycles for guests and residentshdaow for up to a week at a time
through abike-sharing program.The Project(Alternative 1)will also integrate—a—TFahoeCit
Publie - Utility Bistriet-construct/relocate the propog€@PUD) bike path—intdrail throughthe
North Base areaas shown on Civil Plan Sheet C1@Valking and bicycling trips created we
accounted for in the internal cap¢ analysis as residential to recreational, or lodging
recreational trips.
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New Table 119A, DEIR/EIS page 1131, FEIR/EIS page 1134 Alternative 1A analysis

added
Alternative 1A B Summer Trip Generation
Land Use Density’ Rates” Trips®
(ITE Code) —eNSY- [paily [ PM | PMIn | PMOut | Daily | PM | PMIn | PMOut
North Base
50% of lodging guests arrive on Friday *
Hotel 38 rooms 15 0.75 | 100% 0% 57 29 29 0
Condo/Hotel 30 rooms 1.5 0.75 | 100% 0% 45 23 23 0
Penthouse Condos| 15 units 15 0.75 | 100% 0% 23 11 11 0
Timeshare 10 units 15 0.75 | 100% 0% 15 8 8 0
Remaining 50% of lodging units, all residential units, and retail use analyzed using typical TRPA and ITE trip
generation rates
Hotel (310) 37 rooms| 8.92 0.7 49% 51% 330 26 13 13
Condo/Hotel (310) | 30 rooms| 8.92 0.7 49% 51% 268 21 10 11
Pemho;;g Condos 15 inits | 586 | 052 | 67% | 33% 88 8 5 3
Timeshare (265) 10 units 10.1 | 0.79 | 40% 60% 101 8 3 5
Residential Condos} g, s | 586 | 0.52 | 67% | 33% 305 | 27 8 9
Townhomes (230)
Apartment (220) 13 units 6.72 0.62 65% 35% 87 8 5 3
ShOpgg%)Ce”ter 25ksf | 42.94 | 3.75 | 48% | 52% 1,074 | 95 45 49
Meeting Space 3.005 ksf Accessory Use to Hotel
Fitness Center/Spal 10.59 ksf Accessory Use to Hotel
Restaurant 1.80 ksf Accessory Use to Hotel
Bar 1.26 ksf Accessory Use tblotel
Miniature Golf
ol e LU 0, 0,
Course (431) 12 holes | 3.30 | 0.33 | 33% 67% 40 4 1 3
South Base
Residential Condos .
0, 0,
(230) 95 units 5.86 | 0.52 | 67% 33% 557 49 33 16
Total ORawO Trip Generati¢ 2,990 317 204 112
Internal Capture Tripg (-1,106) | (-93) (-56) (-38)
Externd Project Trips| 1,834 224 148 74
Alternative Mode Trips| (-218) (-31) (-16) (-15)
External Vehicle Trips| 1,666 193 132 59
PassBy Trips* (Shopping Cente34%) | (-210) | (-19) | (-8) -11
Total Net New External Roadway Trips 1,456 174 124 48
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Source: Ehr & Peers 2009

Notes:

! ksf = 1,000 sf

2 Daily rates are from the TRPA Trip Table and PM rates are from ITE. ITE Daily rates were used where the TRPA Tr
did not provide rates.

 Numbers may differ slightly from the trip generation spreadsihee to rounding.

“ passBy trips werecalculated after internal capture and alternative mode tripssubteacted from thiotal retailtrips.

Section 11.4.2, DEIR/EIS page :B6, FEIR/EIS page 1139: Project (Alternative 1/1A) Land
Uses

South Base

¥ Residential Condo®99 units(95 units under Alternative 1A)
¥ Skier Service®2,000sf
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New Table 1113A, DEIR/EIS page 1141, FEIR/EIS page 1145 Alternative 1A analysis
added

Alternative 1A D Winter Trip Generation

Land Use Density * - Rates - Trios
Daily | PM | PMIn | PMOut Daly | Pv [ PMIn | PMoOut
North Base
50% of lodging guests arrive on Friday*
Hotel 38 rooms 15 0.75 | 100% 0% 57 29 29 0
Condo/Hotel 30rooms 15 0.75 | 100% 0% 45 23 23 0
Penthouse Condod 15 units 15 0.75 | 100% 0% 23 11 11 0
Timeshare 10 units 15 0.75 | 100% 0% 15 8 8 0
Remaning 50% of lodging units, all residential units, and retail use analyzed using typical TRPA and ITE trip
generation rates
Hotel (310) 37rooms| 8.92 [ 0.70 | 49% 51% 330 26 13 13
Condo/Hotel (310)| 30rooms| 8.92 | 0.70 | 49% 51% 268 21 10 11
ey "] 15units | 586 | 052| 67% | 33% | 8 8 5 3
Timeshare (265) 10 units 10.1 | 0.79 | 40% 60% 101 8 3 5
Residential
Condos/ 52 units | 5.86 | 0.52| 67% 33% 305 27 18 9
Townhomes (230)
Apartment (220) 13 units 6.72 | 0.62 | 65% 35% 87 8 5 3
oy | 2skst | 4204 | 375| 48% | S2% | 1074 | 5 | 45 | 40
Meeting Space 3.005 ksf Accessory Use to Hotel
Fitness Center/Spq 10.59 ksf Accessory Use to Hotel
Restaurant 1.80 ksf Accessory Use to Hotel
Bar 1.26 ksf Accessory Use to Hotel
Day Skier Parking 5422es 2.0 045 0% 100% 800 180 0 180
South Base
Residential Condo§ 95units | 5.86 | 0.52| 67% | 33% | s57 | 49 | 33 | 16
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Alternative 1A B Winter Trip Generation

o Rates? Trips ®
Land Use Density - -
Daily PM PM In PM Out Daily PM PM In PM Out
100
Skler. Drop Off/ sIgers (2 2 1 50% 50% 200 100 50 50
Pick Up skiers per I I
vehicle)

Total ORawO Trip Generati¢ 3,950 593 253 339

Internal Capture Tripd (-1,190) (-100 (-59) -41

External Project Trips| 2,760 493 194 298

Alternative Mode Trips| (-355 -95 (-48) (-47)

External Vehicle Trips| 2,405 398 146 251

PassBy Trips* (Shopping Center34%) | (-207) -18 (-8) (-11)

Total New Project Trips 2,198 380 138 240

Existing Homewood Volumey (-2,535) | (-472) (-115) (-357)

Total Net New External Roadway Trips (-337) -92 23 (-117)

Source: Fehr & Peers 2009

Notes:
* An average of 1.5 vehicles per unit was assumed.

kst = 1,000sf
2 Daily rates are from the TH Trip Table and PM rates are from ITE. ITE Daily rates were used where the TRPA Trip Ta
did not provide rates.

3 Numbers may differ slightly from the trip generation spreadsheet due to rounding.
“ PassBy trips werecalculated after internal captusad alternative mode trips wesabtracted from thtotal retailtrips.

Section 11.42, DEIR/EIS page 1145, FEIR/EIS page 1150: Alternative 1A analysis added

Alternative 1A which is substantially the same as Alternative 1 from a transiportperspectivewas
included following thecompletionof the Draft EIR/EIS. The Alternative 1A trip generati@malysis
demonstrates thatlternative 1A will generate less traffic than Alternative 1; therefore, the intersec
operations with Alternatr 1A will be better than or unchanged than the operations calculate
Alternativel, and newoperationsanalysis was not performed.
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Table 11-17, DEIR/EIS page 11-46, FEIR/EIS page 11-51: Revision to Table, Alternative 1A analysis added

Table 11-17

Project Alternatives Trip Generation Summary

Trip Generation Alternative
1 1A 3 | 4 5 6

Summer
ORawO Daily Project Trip Generation 3,013 2,990 3,013 804 2,940 2,826
Daily Internal Capture and Alternative Mode Trips (-1,339) -1,324 (-1,339) (-118) (-1,349) (-1,289
Daily PassBy Trips (-208) (-210) (-208) (-196) (-200) (-206)
Net New External Daily Project Trips 1,466 1,456 1,466 490 1,391 1,331
ORawO PM Pe#&koject Trip Generation 319 317 319 72 283 273
PM Peak Internal Capture and Alternative Mode Trij (-125) (-124) (-125) (-11) (-130) (-125)
PM Peak PasBy Trips (-18) -19 (-18) (-17) (-17) (-18)
Net New External PM Peak Project Trips 176 174 176 44 136 130
Winter
ORawO Daily Project Trip Generation 3,973 3,950 3,973 804 4,021 3,826
Daily Internal Capture and Alternative Mode Trips (-1,560 (-1,545) (-1,560 (-118) (-1,580) (-1,440
Daily PassBy Trips (-209 (-207) (-205 (-196) (-192 (-212)
Net New Project Trips 2,208 2,198 2,208 490 2,249 2,175
Existing Daily Homewood Trip Generation (-2,535) (-2,535) (-2,535) (-2,535) (-2,535) (-2,535)
Net New External Daily Project Trips (-327) (-337) (-327) (-2,045) (-286) (-360)
ORawO PM Peak ProjecipTGeneration 595 593 595 72 570 553
PM Peak Internal Capture and Alternative Mode Trij (-197) -195 (-197) (-11) (-203 (-190
PM Peak PasBy Trips (-18) (-18) (-18) (-17) (-17) (-18)
Net New External PM Peak Project Trips 380 380 380 44 350 345
Existing PM PeakHomewood Trip Generation (-472) (-472) (-472) (-472) (-472) (-472)
Net New External PM Peak Project Trips (-92) -92 (-92) (-428) (-122) (-127)

Source: Fehr & Peers 2009

Notes: Detailed trip generation spreadsheets for Alternatlyés\, 3, 4, 5, and @re providedn Tables 119 to 1116.
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Table 1318 andimpact TRANS 1, DEIR/EIS page 1158, FEIR/EIS page 1163: Alternative
1A analysis added

Table 11-18

VMT Analysis Comparison B Summer/Winter

Project Alternative Net New Daﬂy Trip Existing Homewood Net New Project VMT
Generation VMT
Summer
land3 1,466 0 8,431
1A 1,456 0 8,396
2 (No Project) 0 0 0
4 490 0 2,362
5 1,391 0 7,045
6 1,328 0 6,796
Winter
1and 3 (-327) 13,328 (-1,232
1A (-337) 13,328 (-1,266)
2 (No Project) 0 13,328 0
4 (-2,045) 13,328 (-10,968)
5 (-286) 13,328 (-1,869
6 (-360) 13,328 (-2,172
Source: Fehr & Peers 2009
IMPACT : TRANS-1. Will the Project result in generation of 200 or more new Daily Vehicle
Trip Ends?
Analysis: No Impact;No Project Alternative 2
The No Project (Alterrtive 2) will not include changes to the existing land uses,
densities, and roadway network; therefore, there are no impacts associated with this
alternative.
Mitigation: No mitigation is required.
Analysis: Significant ImpactProject (Alternative 1) and RernativeslA, 3, 4, 5, and 6

As shown in Table 117, the Project (Alternative 1) and Alternativés\, 3, 4, 5, and 6
will not generate more than 200 net new daily vehicle trip eodsg the winter months

* Alternatives 1 and 3327 net new daily trig;

* Alternative 1A:-337 net new dalily trips;

* Alternative 4:-2,045net new daily trips
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Impact TRANS 1, DEIR/EIS page 11-59, FEIR/EIS page 1164: Alternative 1A analysis
added

During the summer months, the Projéslternative 1) and AlternativesA, 3, 4,5, and6
will generate more than 200 net new daily vehicle trip émdble 1117):

* Alternatives 1 and 31,466 net new daily trips;
e Alternative 1A: 1,456 net new daily trips;

* Alternative 4: 490 net new daily trips;

* Alternative 5: 1,391 net new dailyrips; and

* Alternative 6: 1,331 net new daily trips.
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Impact TRANS-2, Mitigation Measure TRANS2, DEIR/EIS page11-61, FEIR/EIS page 11
65: Table 1319 revised, Mitigation Measure TRANS revisedAlternative 1A analysis added
revision made in response to public commaearid addition of parking calculations for mid
mountain commercial uses

demand for Alternative$A, 4, 5, and 6. Table 119 provides a summary of the parking
supply and demand for each project alternafiMete that this table reflects parking
demand assuming 25,000 square feet of retail at the North Base for Alternative 1, 1A,
5, and 6; only 1®00 square feet of retail was included in tHemewood Mountain
Resort Parking Studgrepared by LSC Transportation Consultants,.Inc)

Table 11-19

HMR MP Parking Supply and Demand Summary

| Alterngtg/es 1 Alternative 1A Alternative 4 Alternative 5 Alternative 6
Parking
Location
| Demand Supply Demand Supply Demand Supply Demand Supply Demand Supply
North ez e Les 856
Base 867 729 867 740 46 700 971 646 862 646
South 128 117 124 145 0 0 0 0 68 65
Base
Town- 64 64 64 64 NA NA NA NA NA NA
homes
Single
Family NA NA NA NA 64 64 64 64 56 56
Homes
Total 1,059 910 71’055 949 110 764 1,035 710 086 767

Source: LSC Transportation Consultants, 2011
Fehr & Peers 201

Notes:NA = Not Applicable
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TRANS-2. Provide Adequate Parkingto Meet Placer CountyRequirements

The project applicant shall implement a winter and summer Parking Managemetu
ensure adequate parking is availaieh during construction and pestnstuction The
Plan shallte be reviewed and approved by thevelopment Review Committe®RC)
prior to Improvement Plan approval for aapd each subsequeptoject phase.The
Parking Management Plan shall addresspiisgoseeanticipatedoff-site peakwinter ski
day employee parkingnd anyother on-site parking deficiencies This plan shall bt
approved by the County and the TRRAth each project phasand will ensure tha
adequate parking and shuttle service operations are maintained in order to adete
the prepesedrequiredoff-site peak ski daympleyeeparking. As part of the Parkin
Management Plan, HMR may propose to provide Placer County Transit pas
employees to encourage their use of public transit from the Tahoe City Transit Ce
the Homewood project.- Off-site parking locations used by HMR shall comply v
Placer County parking standards and shall be paved with required BMPs, availe
winter weekend use by HMR, designed for adequate snow removal operation
includeproperly designed areas for snow storage) and located near SR 89 for con
access by employees, resort guests and shuttle drivers. Types of existing park
may be used by HMR for ofite parking needs include but are not limited to comme
establishments, churches, and private recreational facilities. Public parks, com
centers or transit centers not fully utilized during winter months may be available
agreement can be reached with the public agency responsible for the opefdtier
facility. Based on a review of these types of existing facilities along the SR 89 c«
near HMR and north to Tahoe City, there are hundreds of available parking spa
potential use by HMR, subject to agreements with the property ownére Project

Aapplicant shall providen-empleyesshuttle service between the designategployee
off-site parking location(s) and Homewood Mountain Resort (HMR).

Additionally, the Parking Management Plan shall address the following: communi
and managment strategies for alerting people of when and where parking is avi
on-site and offsite (e.g. changeable message signs in Tahoe City); an employee |
plan with regulations and offite parking locations; a boat trailer parking plan for tit
when boat tradrs from adjacent businesscan be parked in the parking structt
including regulations and boat trailer parking locations; special event parking ple
addresses on and off site parking locations for guests of special events; .
enforcement plan to address neighborhood parking.

If additional environmental impacts, other than those already identified, analyze
mitigated(if necessaryas part of thiDraft EIR/ElSare created as a result of any of
proposedon-site oroff-site parking areas or shuttle service operations, the Improve
Plans shall not be approved until subsequent environmental review has been comj

The Pproject Aapplicant has committed to eliminating the existing day skier pai
along SR 89 and alorgounty roadwaysThe Parking Management Plan, to be apprc
by the County and the TRP&nd revised by the applicant as necessary for subse
County/TRPA review and approval with each project phahall outline the measur
proposed to fulfill this ommitment, including signage, parking enforcement, surve)
on-street parking during peak ski days, and annual reporting to Placer County by
of each year that surveys are required. Surveys shall be required until two yea
completion of any ew development phase of the project. All costs associated wil
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surveys and parking management report are the responsibility of Homewood Mc
Resort.

Timing / Implementation: An agreement between the County, TRPA anértiject
Aapplicant to implenent theParking ManagemenProgram, along with the detailed ple
shall be signed before Improvement Plans for amy each subsequeprioject phase ar
approved.

After

Mitigation: Less than Significant Impad®roject (Alternative 1) and Alternative 3
Implementation of mitigation measure TRARRSwill insureensureadequaten-site and
off-site parking management to eliminate any potential parking impacts.

Analysis: Significant ImpactAlternative 1A
Alternative JA will include 738 parking spaces at the NMb Base 145 parking spaces ¢
the South Basegnd a twecar garageind two driveway spacesith each townhome6é
spaces), for a total &47 parking space$or the Project area, with a potential for up
984 onsite parking spaces According to Table 1 from Appendix K3, 62 ski are¢
employees will park offite during peak ski weekends, resulting in arsiv@ parking
demand oB93parking spaces for Alternativedl
Based on Table 119 Alternative JA parking supply is less than the demand, there
this impact is considered to be significant.

Mitigation: TRANS-2. Provide Adequate Parkingto Meet Placer County Requirements
See description of mitigation measure TRARSbove under the impact analysis
Alternatives 1 and.3

After

Mitigation: Less tha Significant ImpagtAlternative JA
Implementation of mitigation measure TRARSwIll ensureadequate osite and offsite
parking management to eliminate any potential parking impacts.

Analysis: Less tharignificant Impact; Alternative 4
Based onTable 1119, Alternative 4 will provide 764 parking spaces for the retagind
residentialuses. The parking supply exceeds the parking demaihd 10 spaces
therefore, the impact is less than significant.

Mitigation: No mitigation is required.

Analysis: Signficant Impact; Alternative 5

Alternative 5 will include646 parking spaces at the North Base, and at least aawn
garageand two driveway spacegith each singldamily home 64 spaces) at the Sou
Basefor a total of710on-site parking spacesBasedon the parking demand analysis
Appendix K-3 (Table 1) 62 employees will park offite during peak ski weekenc
resulting in an ossite parking demand &6+7973parking spacefor Alternative 5
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Based on Table 119, the Alternative 5 parking supplg less than the demand, theref:
this impact is considered to be significant

Mitigation: TRANS-2. Provide Adequate Parkingto Meet Placer County Requirements
See description of mitigation measufF®RANS-2 above under the impact analysis

Alternativesl and 3

After
Mitigation: Less than Significant Impadlternative5

Implementation of mitigation measure TRANSwill irsureensureadequaten-site and
off-site parking management to eliminate any potential parking impacts.

Analysis: Sgnificant Impact; Alternative 6

Alternative 6 will include 646 parking spaces at the North Ba6B,parking spaces at tt
South Baseand at least a twoar garageand two driveway spacesith each single
family home 66 spaces).Based on the parking demand analysigppendix k3 (Table
1), 62 employees will park offite during peak ski weekends, resulting in arsib@
parking demand d318924 parking spacefor Alternative 6

Based on Table 119 the Alternative 6 parking supply is less than the demand, the
this impact is considered significant

Mitigation: TRANS-2. Provide Adequate Parkingto Meet Placer CountyRequirements

See description of mitigation measure TRARS&bove under the impact analysis
Alternatives 1 and .3

After
Mitigation: Less than Sinificant Impact Alternative6

Implementation of mitigation measure TRANSwIll insureensureadequaten-site and offsite parking
management to eliminate any potential parking impacts.

Impact TRANS3, DEIR/EIS page 11-62, FEIR/EIS page 1168. Alternative 1A analysis
added Mitigation Measure TRANS3 revised.

Summer LOS Analysis

Table 11-20 presents a summary of the LOS at the study intersections for existing
summer plus project conditions for the Project and Alternatives. Figures 11-15 through
11-18 show the existing plus project traffic volumes at the study intersections for
Alternatives 1, 3, 4, 5, and 6. Alternative 1A has the same land uses as Alternative 1, but
fewer units. The PM peak hour trip generation for Alternative 1A is 2 fewer vehicles
than the trip generation for Alternative 1. Therefore, separate LOS analysis is not needed
for Alternative 1A. A difference of 2 vehicles would not affect delay and LOS at the
study intersections. It can be assumed for analysis purposes that the LOS and delay at the
study intersections is the same for Alternatives 1 and 1A.
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Mitigation Measure TRANS-3, DEIR/EIS page 11-68, FEIR/EIS page 11-74: Revision made
in response to public comment

Mitigation: TRANS-3. Implement Intersection Improvements

The Project shall construct the following intersection improvement at SRe
89Granlibakken Roadnhtersection Add an acceleration laner two-way leftturn lane
(consistent with thé’lacer 89 Environmental ImprovemeProject 2006)to SR 89at
Granlibakken RoadThe mitigation measure will result in the following summer LOS:

¥ Delayafter mitigation 3.4 (44.2) LOS: A (E), Project (Alternatives 1/1Aand
Alternative 3

¥ Delayafter mitigation 3.3(41.9) LOS: A(E), Alternative 5
¥ Delayafter mitigation 3.2 (40.7) LOS: A(E), Alternative 6

Note: A two-way leftturn lane has been environmentally cleared through a CEQA
Mitigated Negative Declaration, NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact, and TRPA
Programmatic Envinomental Assessment, and is scheduled for construction at this
location as part of the CaltrarB@cer 89 Environmental Improvement Projedtigures

ESL 42 and ESL 43 from thelacer 89 Environmental Improvement Projatiow the
proposed roadway improvemts, and are provided in Appendix-2. If construction of

the improvement is in placgrior to being needed by HMR, HMR shall no longer be
responsible for the improvement.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the Project applicant shall obtain an Encroachme
Permit from Caltrans for any work proposed within the State Highway-oigiviay. A

copy of said Permit shall be provided to the County Engineering and Surveying
Department prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans. Rigivhy dedications
shallbe provided to the State, as required, to accommodate existing and future highway

improvements.

Caltrans will not issue an Encroachment Permit for work within their-oéfmtay for
improvements (other than signals, road widening, striping and signirtbpwi first
entering into a Landscape Maintenance Agreement with the County. This agreement
allows for private installation and maintenance of concrete curb/gutters, sidewalks, trails,
landscaping and irrigation within CaltransO rigfatvay. A similar @reement between

the County and the applicant is required prior to the County entering into the agreement
with Caltrans. If applicable, both of these maintenance agreements shall be executed
prior to approval of the Improvement Plans

pithin the
ounty
rement Plans.
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Impact TRANS-3, DEIR/EIS pagel1-68, FEIR/EIS page 1175

After
Mitigation:

Less than Significant Impad®roject (Alternative 11A) and Alternative$, 5,and6

Implementation of mitigation measure TRANSwill improve the LOS at the SK
89/Granlibakken Rahintersection to better than existing conditionstfe Project an
Alternatives This mitigation does not improveOS to D or better at the sidgtreet
approachbutit does improve intersection operations to better than existing conditio

Note thatfor informational purposesthe EIP projectimproves the LOS at the S
89/Granlibakken Road intersection to OHfder existing conditions The proposet
project will not degrade LOS to F or E for more than four hours.

Impact TRANS3, DEIR/EIS page 1169, FEIR/EIS page 1175 Alternative 4 update

Summer Queuing Analysis

Queuing analysis was performed at the SR 89/SR 28 and SR 89/Pedestrian f

intersections.

Queuing issues currently exist in the area, particularly near the

Bridge. The SR 89 Fanny Bridge Alternatives Traffic Studgrepared by LS(
Transportation Consultants, InQ005) details the congestion issues on the bridge.
LSC study, as well as the LOS tables provided in this stndjcate that the congesti
in the area is notamsed by intersection operations, but rather by the Obottle neck
at the Fanny Bridge, and the high number of bicycles and pedestrians that use th
As shown in Table 120, the SR 89/SR 28 and SR 89/Pedestrian Crossing interse
operateat LOS D and LOS A, respectively, with and without the project. FRe8¢
Fanny Bridge Alternatives Traffic Stugyesents five realignment alternatives to reli
congesion on the Fanny Bridge. Note that the queuing analysis includes the pec
signal on SR 89 south of the Fanny Bridge which was installed afte8Rh89 Fann
Bridge Alternatives Traffic Studyas completed. The pedestrian signal in conjunc
with a barrier chain between the Fanny Bridge sidevealt the northbound travel la
has significantly reduced the impact of pedestrian and bicycle activity on -
conditions The queuing analysis accounts for the vehicle delay resulting frol
pedestrian signal.The Tahoe Transportation District has recently released a Not
Preparation of an EIR/EIS to study alternatives for relieving congestion of SR 89 si
Tahoe City. One of the projects to be studied in the EIR/EIS is the Fanny Bridge/
89 Realignment Project.

PAGE 24-122

HAUGE BRUECK ASSOCIATES SEPTEMBER 30, 2011



REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS
HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT SKI AREA MASTER PLAN EIR/EIS

Impact TRANS3, DEIR/EIS page 1171, FEIR/EIS page 11 77. Tahoe Transportation
District information added

After
Mitigation: Significant and Unavoidable ImpadProject (Alternative 11A) and Alternatives3, 5,
and 6

Other studies (e.g., SR 89 Fanny Bridge Alternatives Traffic $thdye identifiec
improvement alternatives to relieve congestion and reduce queuing on Fanny
The Tahoe Transportation District has recently released a Notice of Preparatiol
EIR/EIS to study alternatives for relieving congestion of SR 8%hsofitahoe City. On
of the projects to be studied in the EIR/EIS is the Fanny Bridge/CA SR 89 Realic
Project. Once these improvements are implemented the Project impact will be le:
significant; howeverfunding forthe improvement proje¢particularly state funding) ha
not been securetherefore the impact is significant and unavoidablé should be note:
that the Fanny Bridge improvement project is identified in lth&e TahoeRegional
TransportatiorPlanOsProject Strategie€Short Tem), andis-will be partially funded by
two sources: the Federal Transportation Improvement Program for the work bein
by the Tahoe Transportation District and Placer County Capital Improvement Pi
traffic impact fees.

The project applicant sifi contribute a fair share contribution to tlselectedFanny
Bridgeimprovement alternative based on Placer County standdads.that payment ¢
fees doesiot mitigate an impact if there is no evidence in the record there is a fu
program in place whictvill get the improvement built.

Impact TRANS-3, DEIR/EIS page 11-71, FEIR/EIS page 11 78 Alternative 1A analysis
added

Winter LOS Analysis

Table11-22 presentsa summary of the LOS at the study intersectimngexisting winter

conditionsfor the Project and AlternativesFigures 1119 through 1122 show the
existing plus project traffic volumes at the study intersection#ftarnatives 1, 3, 4, 5,
and 6. Alternative 1A has the same land uses as Alternative 1, but fewer units. Th
peak hour trip generation for Alternative 1A tise same ashe trip geneation for

Alternative 1. Therefore, separate LOS analysis is not needed for Alternativé HeA.
LOS and delay at the study intersections is the same for Alternatives 1 and 1A.
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Table 1122, DEIR/EIS pagell-72, FEIR/EIS page 1179 Analysis for Alternative 1A same
as Alternative 1

Table 11-22

Winter LOS Results — Existing and Existing Plus Project
Summary of Project Alternatives

Existing Existing Plus Project Conditions
. Control | Conditions | Ajt. 183 Alt. 2 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6
Intersection T 1
ype Delay’ Delay® Delay® Delay® Delay® Delay’
LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS
. 27.3 27.2 . 274 27.3 27.2
SR 89/SR 28 Signal c c c c c
SR 89/
Pedestrian Signal 23 30 * 21 23 23
. A A A A A
Signal
SR 89/

. 5.2(55.5 6.0(67.6) . 3.8(41.]) | 5.9(64.9) | 5.8(61.7)
Granlibakken SSSC A (F) A (F) A (E) A (F) A (F)
Road
SR 89/Sequoia sssC 05(17.9 0.5 (17.8) . 0.5(151) | 0.5(17.2) | 0.5(17.1)
Avenue A (C) A (C) A (C) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Pineland SSSC 0.8(19.5 0.8 (19.2) . 09(151) | 0.8(18.4) | 0.8(18.4)
Drive A (C) A (C) A (C) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Grand e 0.6 17.7) 0.6 (17.4) . 0.6 (131) | 0.6 (17.1) | 0.6 (16.8)
Avenue A (C) A (C) A (B) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Park e 0.1 (16.0 0.1 (16.0) . 0.1(126) | 0.1(15.6) | 0.1(15.4)
Avenue A (C) A (C) A (B) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Silver SssC 0.3(15.8 0.1 (16.2) . 0.1(10.4) | 0.1(14.2) | 0.1(15.6)
Street A (C) A (C) A (B) A (B) A (C)
SR89/

3.6(23.H5 1.2 (19.5) 10(132) | 1.5(19.2) | 1.3(19.0)
Homewood SSSC *
Entrance A(C) A (C) A (B) A(C) A(C)
SR 89/Fawn e 3.0(20.7) 9.7(38.8) . 0.7(13.0 | 8.1(32.4)| 8.6 (33.5)
Street A (C) A (E)® A (B) A (D) A (D)
SR 89/Tahoe SST 4.3(25.]) 1.1 (15.6) . 11(145) | 1.1(15.5)| 1.1(15.5)
Ski Bowl Way A (D) A (C) A (B) A (C) A (C)

Source: Fehr & Peers 2009
Notes:

1 5SSC = Side Street Stop Control

2 Delay is report in seconds per vehicle for the overall intersection for signalized dtierseand for the overall intersectior

(worst movement) for unsignalized intersections.

% The analysis period represents the absgietk hour. The LOS E conditids not expected to exceed 4 hours of the day a

therefore is not considered to be an#figant impact.

The second highest peak hour was analyzed based on the 1

counts collected at the intersection. The following LOS and delay were recorded: D€g$0.9), LOS A (D).
* No project condition® Same as existing conditions
Bold indicates deficient operations.
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Mitigation MeasureTRANS-3, DEIR/EIS pagell-77, FEIR/EIS page 1184

¥ Delay after mitigation 2.4 (19.3), LOS: A (C) Project (Alternative 1/1A and
Alternative 3

¥ Delayafter mitigation 2.5 (19.0), LOS: A (C) Alternative 5
¥ Delayafter mitigation 2.5 (18.9, LOS: A (C) Alternative 6

Note: A two-way left-turn lane has been environmentally cleared through a CEQA
Mitigated Negative Declaration, NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact, and TRPA
Programmatic Environmental Assessment, and is scheduled for construction at this
location as part of the Caltrans’ Placer 89 Environmental Improvement Proje&tigures
ESL 42 and ESL 43 from the Placer 89 Environmental Improvement Projehbw the
proposed roadway improvements, and are provided in Appendix L-2. If construction of
the improvement is in place prior to being needed by HMR, HMR shall no longer be
responsible for the improvement.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the Project applicant shall obtain an Encroachment
Permit from Caltrans for any work proposed within the State Highway right-of-way. A
copy of said Permit shall be provided to the County Engineering and Surveying
Department prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans. Right-of-way dedications
shall be provided to the State, as required, to accommodate existing and future highway

improvements.

Caltrans will not issue an Encroachment Permit for work within their right-of-way for
improvements (other than signals, road widening, striping and signing) without first
entering into a Landscape Maintenance Agreement with the County. This agreement
allows for private installation and maintenance of concrete curb/gutters, sidewalks, trails,
landscaping and irrigation within Caltrans’ right-of-way. A similar agreement between
the County and the applicant is required prior to the County entering into the agreement
with Caltrans. If applicable, both of these maintenance agreements shall be executed

prior to approval of the Improvement Plans.

Impact TRANS4, DEIR/EIS page 1179, FEIR/EIS page 1186 Revisionto text

Analysis:

Less than Significaimpact Project (Alternative 11A) andAlternatives3, 5,and6

The Project includes implementation of an—Alternative Transportation elements Plan,
which will include year-round, winter and summer elements, including:

¥ Employee Shuttle Bus;

¥ Employee Public Bus Transit Fares;

¥ Scheduled Shuttle Service;
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North BaseSouth Base Shuttle Service
Electric/Hybrid Car Rental Service
Free OBicycle ShareO Seryice

Summer and Winter West Shore D&aRide Service

K K K K K

Skier Intercept Shuttle Servicand
¥ Water Taxi Servie.

Implementation of thé>rojectOAlternative Transportatiom®lan elementswill result in
increased access to and ridership on alternative modes of transportation.
considered a less than significant impact

This is

Impact TRANS5, DEIR/EIS pagel1-80, FEIR/EIS page 1187: Revision made in response to
TCPUD comment letter

Analysis:

Less than Significaritnpact Project (Alternative 11A) and Alternative 3, 5,and6

The Project Alternative ¥1A) and Alternatives3, 5, and6 will include an-extensien-o
the-West-Shore Bike-Ttaonstruction of the proposed Class | TCPUD bike thaibugh
the North Base areas shown on Civil Plan Sheet C10. The proposed bike trail wi
designed to meet the standards of the authorizing jurisdictipase-d he Project anc
Alternatives wil also include afree OBicycle ShareO program. TFheject will also
maintain five miles of existing hiking trails. Thiwill improve access to an
opportunities for bicycle and pedestrian uses. This is considered a less than sig
impact.

Peak lour bicycle and pedestrian trips were estimated based on the internally ce
recreational trips discussed fBection 11.4.1which include walking and bicycling
recreationatrips. The Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) provid
signal warrant criteria for apedestriansignal (Warrant 4, Pedestrian Volume)A

pedestrian signal isotwarrantedoased on pedestrian volumes generated by the proj
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Table 11-24, DEIR/EIS page 11-81, FEIR/EIS page 11-90: Alternative 1A analysis added

Table 11-24

Grading Truck Trips B Alternatives 1/1A, 3, 5 and 6

Alternative Net Cut Material * Truck Loads * Trips per Day °
V1A 92,300 cubic yards 4,615 146- 192
3 240,400 cubic yards 12,020 146- 192
5 166,500 cubic yards 8,325 146- 192
6 161,300 cubic yards 8,065 146- 192

SourceTable 148, Soils, Geology and Seismicity Chaptéehr & Peer2009

Notes:

1 Approximate amount of net cut material to be hauleesié.

Long haul trucks would be capable of carrying 2@icwards of material. Typically, trucks can be loaded every f
minutes, resulting in 96 loads per day. Based on the number of loads required to haul the material, and the numbe
days (120), trucks will need to be loaded at least every 6.5 esir{id8 loads per day) to remove all material during ¢
construction season. This trips per day estimate represents a worst case assumption because it is likely that Phase
constructed over multiple construction seasons.

These are twavay trips(includes loaded delivery trip and empty return trip).

2

Impact TRANS-6, DEIR/EIS page 11-81, FEIR/EIS page 11-88: Assumption clarification
added

Grading activity will be limited to the TRPA grading seaddtay 1 B October 15),
whichis approximately 120 workdays, assuming-aday workweek.

Based on informi#on provided by the project applicant, the maximum numbel
employees on site during construction is not expected to exceed the number of ft
equivalent employees when the Project is built out (approximately 182 employees)
result the numbeof construction related trips generated by the witk not exceed the
daily trip generation of the Project. Assuming 4 trips per day per construction emy
(1 trip to the site, 1 trip from the site, and 2 lunch time tEipis/out) and 192 trips pe
day for grading activity, the Project can have up to 318 construction employees |
during grading activity without exceeding the daily trip generation of the Project at
out. Note that 4 trips per day per construction employee is a conserstiivate, ag
is unlikely that each construction employee will drive to the site alone and |
construction employees will not leave the project site for lunch. Based on 1
standards (referenced in Section 11.2.7), level of service analysis isquoted for
construction activity if theestimatedtrip generation does not exceed the trip genera
of the Project under normal operating conditions.
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Section 11.@EIR/EIS page 1184, FEIR/EIS page 1192 Revised text based on comments

Planned Roadway Improvements

The SR 89 Fanny Bridge Alternatives Traffic Stymlgpared by LSC Transportation Consulta
Inc. discusses five possible realignment alternatives to alleviate congestion near the Ta
OWyeO, and particularly across the Fanny Bridge. Improvements to the bridge will |
congestion and are necesgseegardless of redevelopment of Homewood. The improveme
Fanny Bridge are not fully funded and do not have a defined timeline; therefol
improvements were not included in the 2030 cumulative conditions analyBige Tahoe
Transportation Distat has recently released a Notice of Preparation of an EIR/EIS to
alternatives for relieving congestion of SR 89 south of Tahoe City. One of the project
studied in the EIR/EIS is the Fanny Bridge/CA SR 89 Realignment Project.

Section 11.@EIR/EIS page 1187, FEIR/EIS page 1195. Revised text based on comments

The side street approach of SR 89/Granlibakken Road interseatia@ntly operates at LOS F during |
summer and winter Friday PM peak hour. The remaining study intersections operate at accepta
of service.

A two-way leftturn laneon SR 89 at Granlibakken Ro&ds been environmentally cleared throuc
CEQA Mitigated Negative Declaration, NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact, and T
Programmatic Environmental Assessment, and is scheduled for construction as part of the
Placer 89 Environmental Improvement Projdé&ilP). Level of service analysiwas performed fc
existing conditions assuming the twa@ay leftturn has been constructed. The improvement result
the following LOS at SR 89/Granlibakken Road intersection during the summer and winter:

¥ Summer Delay: 3.4(49.6, LOS: A(E)

¥ Winte - Delay: 2.6 (25.8, LOS: A(D)

Note this analysis is provided for information purposes only. The baseline condition does not inc
Placer 89 EIP.
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Impact TRANSC1 andTable 1126, DEIR/EIS pagel1-88, FEIR/EIS page 1196:. Analysis
and table notes expanded

11.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS A ND MITIGATION MEASURES

IMPACT: TRANS-C1: Will the project result in a subgantial impact upon cumulative
transportation systems, including roadways and intersections?

Summer LOS Analysis

Table 11-26 presents a summary of th€®S at the study intersectiorfer cumulative
summer plus project conditiorisr the Project and Alterniaes Figures 1125 througt
11-28 show the cumulative plus project traffic volumes at the study intersectiol
Alternatives 1, 3, 4, 5, and Glternative 1A has the same land uses as Alternative :
fewer units. The PM peak hour trip generation Alternative 1A is 2 fewer vehicl
than the trip generation for Alternative 1. Therefore, separate LOS analysis is not
for Alternative 1A. A difference of 2 vehicles would not affect delay and LOS ¢
study intersections. It can be assurfmdanalysis purposes that the LOS and delay ¢
study intersections is the same for Alternatives 1 and 1A.
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Table 11-26

Summer LOS Results B Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project

Summary of Project Alternatives

Cumulative Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
. Control | Conditions | Alt. 1&3 Alt. 2 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6
Intersection T 1
ype Delay2 Delay2 Delay2 Delay2 Delay2 Delay2
LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS
. 51.1 51.7 . 50.6 52.2 51.6
SR 89/SR 28 Signal D D D D D
i:dsezirian Signal 53 > * >3 >6 >
| 9 A A A A A
Signal
SR 89/ 39.8 33.5 37.8 36.3
Granlibakken SSSC 33.4D((5|f)7.5) (686.1) * (556.6) (654.6) (615.7)
Road E (F) D (F) E (F) E (F)
SR 89/ Sequoia SSSC 0.7 (31.3) 0.7 (34.6) N 0.7 (31.6) 0.7 (33.2) 0.7 (8.2)
Avenue A (D) A (D) A (D) A (D) A (D)
SR 89/ Pineland 1.1 (37.6) 1.3 (43.7) 1.1(37.3) | 1.2(41.7) | 1.2(41.6)
) SSSC 3 3 * 3 3 3
Drive A (E) A (E) A (E) A (E) A (E)
SR 89/Grand SSSC 0.6 (26.9) 0.7 (30.5) N 0.6 (27.0) 0.7 (29.5) 0.7 (29.2)
Avenue A (D) A (D) A (D) A (D) A (D)
SR 89/Rrk ssSC 0.1 (23.0) 0.1 (25.6) . 0.1(23.0) | 0.1(24.8) | 0.1(24.7)
Avenue A (C) A (D) A (C) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Silver SSSC 0.0 (13.1) 0.3 (26.9) . 0.0 (13.1) 0.5 (26.3) 0.2 (25.1)
Street A (B) A (D) A (B) A (D) A (D)
SR 89/
0.7 (22.9 1.3 (30.5) 1.1(24.4) | 1.3(28.1) | 0.9(25.8)
Homewood SSSC *
Entrance A©) A (D) A©) A (D) A (D)
SR 89/Fawn ssSC 0.4 (23.1) 1.3 (30.9) . 0.7 (25.0) | 1.2(29.9) | 1.7 (34.4)
Street A (C) A (D) A (C) A (D) A (D)
SR 89/Tahoe ssse 1.8 (33.6) 2.5 (415) . 2.0 (35.9) 2.1 (37.9) 2.3 (38.6)
Ski Bowl Way A (D) A(E)°® A(E)® A(E)® A (E)®
SR 89/EIm ssSC 0.7 (22.9) 0.8 (25.1) . 0.8(23.8) | 0.8(24.4) | 0.8(24.7)
Street A (C) A (D) A (C) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Pine sssc 0.6 (32.1) 0.7 (36.2) . 0.6 (33.1) 0.6 (347) 0.6 (33.9)
Street A (D) A(E)® A (D) A (D) A (D)
Source: Fehr & Peers 2009
Notes:

1SSSC = Side Street Stop Control

% Delay is report in seconds per vehicle for the overall intersection for signalized intersections, and for the overetibimt
(worst movement) for unsilized intersections.

® The analysis period represents the absolute peak hour. The LOS E condition is not expected to exceed 4 hours of t
therefore is not considered to be a significant impaldte second highest peak hour was analyzed baseteotraffic
counts collected at the intersections. The following LOS and delay were recorded for the SR 89/Tahoe Ski B«
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intersection: Alts. 1 and 3: Delay - 1.2 (22.8), LOS - A (C); Alt. 4: Delay - 1.0 (21.1), LOS - A (C); Alt. 5: Delay - 0.9
(21.9), LOS - A (C); Alt. 6: Delay - 1.1 (21.9), LOS - A (C). The following LOS and delay were recorded for the SR
89/Pine Street intersection: Alts. 1 and 3: Delay - 0.6 (33.1)

* No project conditions — Same as cumulative conditions

Bold indicates deficient operations.

Mitigation Measure TRANS-C1, DEIR/EIS pagel1-94, FEIR/EIS page 11104 Revised text
based on comments

Mitigation: TRANS-C1: Implement Intersection Improvements

SR 89/Granlibakken Road:

The Project shall construct the following intersection improvemantthe SR
89/Granlibakken Roathtersection Add an acceleration laner two-way leftturn lane
(consistent with th@lacer 89 Environmental Improvement Proje2®06)to SR 89 north
of Granlibakken RoadThe mitigation measure will result in the follavg summer LOS:

¥ Delay after mitigation 3.7 (58.9), LOS: A(F), Project (Alternative 1/1A)and
Alternative3

¥ Delayafter mitigation 3.6 (55.4), LOS: A(F), Alternative 5
¥ Delayafter mitigation 3.6 (53.7), LOS: A(F), Alternative 6

Note: A two-way leftturn lane has been environmentally cleared through a CE
Mitigated Negative Declaration, NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact, and TF
Programmatic Environmental Assessment, and is scheduled for construction ¢
location as part of the CaltranB@cer 89 Environmental Improvement Proje@006)
Figures ESL 42 and ESL 43 from ti®dacer 89 Environmental Improvement Proje
show the proposed roadway improvemergsd are provided in Appendix-2 If
construction of the improvement is in plageor to being needed by HMR, HMR sha
no longer be responsible for the improvement.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the Project applicant shall obtain an Encroac
Permit from Caltrans for any work proposed within the State Highway-ofghvay. A

copy d said Permit shall be provided to theéounty Engineering and Surveying
Department prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans. Rigihy dedications
shall be provided to the State, as required, to accommodate existing and future h

improvemens.

Caltrans will not issue an Encroachment Permit for work within their-oétay for
improvements (other than signals, road widening, striping and signing) without
entering into a Landscape Maintenance Agreement with the County. This agre
allows for privateinstallation and maintenance odncrete curb/gutters, sidewalks, trail
landscaping and irrigation within Caltrans® rinfatvay. A similar agreement betwee
the County and the applicant is required prior to the County enteringhmtagreemeni
with Caltrans. If applicable, both of these maintenance agreements shall be ex
prior to approval of the Improvement Plans
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Table 1227 and TRANSC1, DEIR/EIS page 1495, FEIR/EIS page 11105 Tahoe
Transportation District information added

Summer Queuing Analysis

Queuing analysis was performed at the SR 89/SR 28 and SR 89/Pedestrian Crossing
intersections. Queuing issues currently exist in the area, particularly near the Fanny
Bridge. The SR 89 Fanny Bridge Alternatives Traffic Study prepared by LSC
Transportation Consultants, Inc. (2005) details the congestion issues on the bridge. The
LSC study, as well as the LOS tables provided in this study indicate that the congestion
in the area is not caused by intersection operations, but rather by the “bottle neck” effect
at the Fanny Bridge, and the high number of bicycles and pedestrians that use the bridge.
As shown in Table 11-26, the SR 89/SR 28 and SR 89/Pedestrian Crossing intersections
operate at LOS D and LOS A, respectively, with and without the project. The SR 89
Fanny Bridge Alternatives Traffic Study presents 5 realignment alternatives to relieve
congestion on the Fanny Bridge. Note that the queuing analysis includes the pedestrian
signal on SR 89 south of the Fanny Bridge which was installed after the SR 89 Fanny
Bridge Alternatives Traffic Study was completed. The pedestrian signal in conjunction
with a barrier chain between the Fanny Bridge sidewalk and the northbound travel lane
has significantly reduced the impact of pedestrian and bicycle activity on traffic
conditions. The queuing analysis accounts for the vehicle delay resulting from the
pedestrian signal. The Tahoe Transportation District has recently released a Notice of
Preparation of an EIR/EIS to study alternatives for relieving congestion of SR 89 south of
Tahoe City. One of the projects to be studied in the EIR/EIS is the Fanny Bridge/CA SR
89 Realignment Project.
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Table 11-27 and Impact TRANS-C1, DEIR/EIS page 11-96, FEIR/EIS page 11-106: Add
analysis for Alternative 1A

Table 11-27

Summer Queuing Analysis B Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project
Summary of Project Alternatives

Storage Average Summer Queue Lengths 2 (ft)®
Length (f) | Cumulative | @M;Sn' 43 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6

SR 89/SR 28

NBL 405 145 160 135 150 165

NBT 125 145 160 135 150 165

NBR 125 145 160 135 150 165

EBL 200 55 65 60 60 70

EBT 790 185 180 185 185 195

EBR 250 185 180 185 185 195

WBL 225 175 185 175 180 180

WBT 515 365 440 365 400 365

WBR 225 160 160 160 160 160
SR 89/Pedestrian Crossing

NBT 515 305 385 280 325 395

SBT 225 165 180 170 165 170

Source: Fehr & Peers 2009

Notes: ! Storage lengths are defined by the distance to the closest upstream intersection for through movements, and pockets
lengths for turn movements.

% SimTraffic queuing results are a product of a simulation that is designed to represent “real-life” drivers to the best extent
possible. Each simulation run represents a unique set of data. An average of 10 runs is shown in the results table.

* Typical practice methodology is to assume an average vehicle length of 25 feet for queuing analysis. A difference of 0-15 feet
between scenarios is not considered a change in the number of vehicles.

Bold indicates queue lengths that exceed storage lengths.

Analysis:

Significant ImpactProject (Alternativel/1A) and Altenatives 3, 5, and 6

The Project and Alternatives 3, 5, and 6 will have a significant impact at the SR 89/SR 28
and SR 89/Pedestrian Crossing intersections. Although not directly represented in the
queuing analysis results in Table 11-27, it should be noted that the analysis does not
include bicycle and pedestrian traffic that will contribute additional congestion to the
area. Existing congestion at the Fanny Bridge results in delays and vehicle queuing. As
discussed, the Fanny Bridge study identifies the congestion issues, as well as
improvements to alleviate the congestion (LSC 2005). The Project and Alternatives 3, 5,
and 6 will contribute additional traffic volumes (Alternatives 1/1A and 3 will add 70
vehicles to the intersection, 10 travelling northbound; Alternative 5 will add 45 vehicles
to the intersection, 9 travelling northbound; and Alternative 6 will add 30 to the

SEPTEMBER 30, 2011

HAUGE BRUECK ASSOCIATES

PAGE 24-133



REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR/EIS
HOMEWOOD MOUNTAIN RESORT SKI AREA MASTER PLAN EIR/EIS

Impact TRANSC1, DEIR/EIS page 11 97, FEIR/EIS page 11107: Add analysis for
Alternative 1A

Winter LOS Analysis

Table 11-28 presents a summary of the LOS at the study intersections for cumulative
winter plus project conditions for the Project. Figures 11-29 through 11-32 show the
cumulative plus project traffic volumes at the study intersections for Alternatives 1, 3, 4,
5, and 6. Alternative 1A has the same land uses as Alternative 1, but fewer units. The
PM peak hour trip generation for Alternative 1A is the same as the trip generation for
Alternative 1. Therefore, separate LOS analysis is not needed for Alternative 1A. The
LOS and delay at the study intersections is the same for Alternatives 1 and 1A.
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Table 1128,DEIR/EIS pagell-98, FEIR/EIS page 11108 Add analysis for Alternative 1A

Table 11-28

Winter LOS Results B Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project
Summary of Project Alternatives

) Cumulative Plus Project Conditions
Cumulative
| . Control | Conditions | AL TIA -y 5 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6
ntersection Type 1 &3
Delay2 Delay2 Delay2 Delay2 Delay2 Delay2
LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS LOS
. 31.7 31.0 N 30.0 30.8 30.6
SR 89/SR 28 Signal c c c c c
SR 89/ 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.5 3.4
Ptedestrlan Signal A A * A A A
Signal
SR 89/ 11.5 13.4 7.2 (95.3) 13.0 12.6
Granlibakken SSSC (1475) (185.5) * .A (F). (177.2) (167.3)
Road B (F) B (F) B (F) B (F)
zi{qii/ia 3SSC 0.6 (21.7) 0.6 (21.5) . 0.6 (17.8) 0.6 (20.6) 0.6 (20.6)
R A(0) A(0) A(0) A(O) A(O)
ls’ijlz;d 3SSC 0.9 (24.2) 0.9 (23.6) . 0.9 (17.8) 0.9 (22.6) 0.9 (22.5)
Drive A (C) A (C) A (C) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Grand 3SSC 0.6 (20.2) 0.6 (19.9) . 0.6 (14.5) 0.6 (19.4) 0.6 (19.1)
Avenue A (C) A (C) A (B) A (C) A (C)
SR 89/Park 3SSC 0.1(17.9) 0.1 (17.8) . 0.1 (13.8) 0.1(17.4) 0.1 (17.1)
Avenue A (O) A (C) A (B) A (O) A (O)
SR 89/Silver 3SSC 0.3 (17.7) 0.1 (18.3) . 0.0 (10.8) 0.1 (15.7) 0.1(17.5)
Street A (O) A (C) A (B) A (O) A (O)
SR 89/
4.2 (30.1) 1.2 (22.6) 1.0 (14.4) 1.5 (22.4) 1.3 (22.0)
Homewood SSSC *
Enttane A (D) A(0) A(B) A(0) A(O)
14.9
SR 89/Fawn 3SSC 3.3(25.4) (65.2) . 0.7 (14.1) 11.6 (50.8) | 12.6 (53.5)
Street A (D) ) A (B) B (F) B (F)
B (F)
SR 89/Tahoe 3SSC 5.1 (32.5) 1.1 (17.4) . 1.1 (16.1) 1.1 (17.3) 1.1 (17.3)
Ski Bowl Way A (D) A (C) A (B) A (O) A (O)
Source: Fehr & Peers 2009
Notes:

!'SSSC = Side Street Stop Control

% Delay is report in seconds per vehicle for the overall intersection for signalized intersections, and for the overall intersection
(worst movement) for unsignalized intersections.

* No project conditions — Same as cumulative conditions
Bold indicates deficient operations.
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Mitigation MeasureTRANS-C1, DEIR/EIS pagell-103, FEIR/EIS page 11114 Revised text
based on comments

¥ Delay after mitigation: 2.8 (26.2), LOS: A (D), Project (Alternative 1/14) and
Alternative 3

¥ Delay after mitigation: 2.8 (25.7), LOS: A (D), Alternative 5
¥ Delay after mitigation: 2.9 (25.5), LOS: A (D), Alternative 6

Note: A two-way leftturn lane has been environmentally cleared through a CEQA
Mitigated Negative Declaration, NEPA Finding of No Significant Impact, and TRPA
Programmatic Environmental Assessment, and is scheduled for construction at this
location as part of t Caltrans®lacer 89 Environmental Improvement Project (2006).
Figures ESL 42 and ESL 43 from tiRéacer 89 Environmental Improvement Project

show the proposed roadway improvemerasd are provided in Appendix-2. If
construction of the improvement iis placeprior to being needed by HMR, HMR shall

no longer be responsible for the improvement.

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the Project applicant shall obtain an Encroachment
Permit from Caltrans for any work proposed within the State Highvegny-of-way. A

copy of said Permit shall be provided to the County Engineering and Surveying
Department prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans. Rigivhy dedications

shall be provided to the State, as required, to accommodate existing @medhfighway

improvements.

Caltrans will not issue an Encroachment Permit for work within their-oéfmtay for
improvements (other than signals, road widening, striping and signing) without first
entering into a Landscape Maintenance Agreement with thent@. This agreement
allows for private installation and maintenance of concrete curb/qutters, sidewalks, trails,
landscaping and irrigation within CaltransO rigfaivay. A similar agreement between

the County and the applicant is required prior toGloeinty entering into the agreement

with Caltrans. If applicable, both of these maintenance agreements shall be executed
prior to approval of the Improvement Plans

2 pithin the
A y i Vi Unty
| | vement Plans.

SR 89/Fawn Street:

The project shall construct the following intersection improvement at SR88/6teet:
Add a leftturn pocket on Fawn Street. The pocket should have a minimum leng# of
140 feet (based on g5 percentile queue length presented in the Synchro analyErE$
mitigation measure will require that Fawn Street be a minimum ¢detdwide, including
three 12foot wide lanes and two-#bot wide shoulders to construct.

¥ Delay after mitigation: 9.7 (41.6), LOS: A (E), Project (Alternative 1/14) and
Alternative 3
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¥ Delay after mitigation: 8.2 (35.5), LOS: A (E), Alternative 5
¥ Delay after mitigation: 8.6 (35.8), LOS: A (E), Alternative 6

Note: The analysis period represents the absolute peak hour. The LOS E condition is not
expected to exceed 4 hours of the day and therefore is not considered to be a significant
impactafter implementatin of mitigation measures

Prior to Improvement Plan approval, the Project applicant shall obtain an Encroachment
Permit from Caltrans for any work proposed within the State Highway-oighviy. A

copy of said Permit shall be provided to the County Ergging and Surveying
Department prior to the approval of the Improvement Plans. Riglvay dedications

shall be provided to the State, as required, to accommodate existing and future highway

improvements.

Caltrans will not issue an Encroachment Permitviork within their rightof-way for
improvements (other than signals, road widening, striping and signing) without first
entering into a Landscape Maintenance Agreement with the County. This agreement
allows for private installation and maintenance ai@ete curb/gutters, sidewalks, trails,
landscaping and irrigation within CaltransO rigfatvay. A similar agreement between

the County and the applicant is required prior to the County entering into the agreement
with Caltrans. If applicable, both ohdse maintenance agreements shall be executed
prior to approval of the Improvement Plans
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Table 1329,DEIR/EIS pagell- 105, FEIR/EIS page 11116 Add analysis for Alternative 1A

Table 11-29

Winter Queuing Analysis B Cumulative and Cumulative Plus Project
Summary of Project Alternatives

Storage Average Winter Queue Lengths (ft)
Length () | cumulative | , @Agh J 3 Alt. 4 Alt. 5 Alt. 6
SR 89/SR 28
NBL 405 105 100 105 105 100
NBT 125 70 70 65 70 65
NBR 125 70 70 65 70 65
EBL 200 40 45 40 45 40
EBT 790 100 100 100 95 90
EBR 250 100 100 100 100 100
WBL 225 120 120 110 110 120
WBT 515 105 110 105 110 125
WBR 225 60 65 60 65 65
SR 89/Pedestrian Crossing
NBT 515 180 160 170 180 170
SBT 225 135 135 135 135 135

Source: Fehr &eers 2009

Notes:! Storage lengths are defined by the distance to the closest upstream intersection for through movements, an

lengths for turn movements.
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