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Chapter 7. Comments on Draft Supplemental 
EIS 

Comment Letters 

Letter Date Commenter Organization 

1 9/17/2009 Michael Lefrancois  

2 9/18/2009 Charlie & Rachelle Soule Soule Domain 

3 10/13/2009 Priscilla Mills  

4 10/13/2009 Carolyn Pretzer  

5 10/14/2009 Lesley Bruening  

6 10/14/2009 Brian Helm Boulder Bay Resort 

7 10/14/2009 Heidi Verkler  

8 10/14/2009 Kevin McDermott Tahoe Valuation Services Inc. 

9 10/14/2009 Cammie Anooshian  

10 10/14/2009 Kelley Swarberg-Ogilvy  

11 10/14/2009 Carina Cutler  

12 10/15/2009 Regina Straver  

13 10/15/2009 John Bergmann Printart/Sierramail 

14 10/15/2009 Bob McCormick  

15 10/15/2009 Theresa Duggan  

16 10/15/2009 David Bruening  

17 10/15/2009 Dave Ferrari and Family  

18 10/15/2009 Rochelle Nason League to Save Lake Tahoe 

19 10/15/2009 Billie & Mike Callahan  

20 10/15/2009 Jesi Steward  

21 10/16/2009 David McClure Kings Beach Buisness and Citizens Alliance 

22 10/16/2009 Sean O'Brien  

23 10/16/2009 Ernest Dambach Tahoe Tech Group Inc. 

24 10/16/2009 David Polivy Tahoe Mountain Sports 

25 10/16/2009 Susan Kyler  

26 10/16/2009 Keely Hedderman  

27 10/17/2009 Richard Marshall  
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Letter Date Commenter Organization 

28 10/17/2009 Jerry Dinzes  

29 10/18/2009 James Gardiner Ta-Tel Lodge 

30 10/18/2009 Carolyn Savary  

31 10/18/2009 Peter Morris  

32 10/18/2009 Megan & Jack Chillemi  

33 10/18/2009 George Koster  

34 10/18/2009 Alex Mourelatos Mourelatos Lakeshore Resort 

35 10/18/2009 Renee Deinken  

36 10/19/2009 Adam Going  

37 10/19/2009 Chris Nolder  

38 10/19/2009 Adrian Tieslau Tieslau Civil Engineering 

39 10/19/2009 R. Tietje Nevada State Clearninghouse 

40 10/19/2009 John Shuff  

41 10/19/2009 Jacquie Chandler  

42 10/19/2009 Pam Jahnke  

43 10/19/2009 James Christman  

44 10/19/2009 Candy Dowdle  
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7.1 Comment Letter 01—Michael LeFrancois, September 17, 
2009 
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7.2 Comment Letter 02—Charlie Soule, September 21, 2009 
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7.3 Comment Letter 03—Priscilla Mills, October 13, 2009 
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7.4 Comment Letter 04—Carolyn Pretzer, October 13, 2009 
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7.5 Comment Letter 05—Lesley Bruening, October 14, 2009 
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7.6 Comment Letter 06—Brian Helm, October 14, 2009 
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7.7 Comment Letter 07—Heidi Bushway Verkler, October 14, 
2009 
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7.8 Comment Letter 08—Kevin McDermott, October 14, 2009 
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7.9 Comment Letter 09—Cammie Anooshian, October 14, 2009 
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7.10 Comment Letter 10—Kelley Swarberg-Ogilvy, October 14, 
2009 
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7.11 Comment Letter 11—Carina Cutler, October 14, 2009 
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7.12 Comment Letter 12—Regina Straver, October 15, 2009 
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7.13 Comment Letter 13—John Bergmann, October 15, 2009 
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7.14 Comment Letter 14—Bob McCormick, October 15, 2009 
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7.15 Comment Letter 15—Theresa May Duggan, October 15, 
2009 
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7.16 Comment Letter 16—David P. Bruening, October 15, 2009 
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7.17 Comment Letter 17—Dave Ferrari and Family, October 15, 
2009 
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7.18 Comment Letter 18—Rochelle Nason, October 15, 2009 
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7.19 Comment Letter 19—Billie and Mike Callahan, October 15, 
2009 

 



Chapter 7. Comments on Draft Supplemental EIS 

 

Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project Final Supplemental EIS 7-24 

7.20 Comment Letter 20—Jesi Steward, October 15, 2009 
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7.21 Comment Letter 21—David McClure, October 16, 2009 
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7.22 Comment Letter 22—Sean O’Brien, October 16, 2009 
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7.23 Comment Letter 23—Ernest Dambach, October 16, 2009 
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7.24 Comment Letter 24—David Polivy, October 16, 2009 
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7.25 Comment Letter 25—Susan Kyler, October 16, 2009 
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7.26 Comment Letter 26—Keely Hedderman, October 16, 2009 
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7.27 Comment Letter 27—Richard Marshall, October 17, 2009 
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7.28 Comment Letter 28—Jerry Joseph Dinzes, October 17, 
2009 
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7.29 Comment Letter 29—James Gardiner, October 18, 2009 
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7.30 Comment Letter 30—Carol Savary, October 18, 2009 
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7.31 Comment Letter 31—Peter W. Morris, October 18, 2009 
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7.32 Comment Letter 32—Megan and Jack Chillemi, October 18, 
2009 
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7.33 Comment Letter 33—George Koster, October 18, 2009 
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7.34 Comment Letter 34—Alex Mourelatos, October 18, 2009 
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7.35 Comment Letter 35—Renee Deinken, October 18, 2009 
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7.36 Comment Letter 36—Adam Going, October 19, 2009 
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7.37 Comment Letter 37—Chris Nolder, October 19, 2009 
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7.38 Comment Letter 38—Adrian Tieslau, October 19, 2009 
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7.39 Comment Letter 39—R. Tietje (State of Nevada), October 
19, 2009 
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7.40 Comment Letter 40—John Shuff, October 19, 2009 
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7.41 Comment Letter 41—Jacquire Chandler, October 19, 2009 
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7.42 Comment Letter 42—Pam Jahnke, October 19, 2009 
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7.43 Comment Letter 43—James Christman, October 19, 2009 
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7.44 Comment Letter 44—Candy Dowdle, October 19, 2009 
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Chapter 8. Responses to Comments on Draft 
Supplemental EIS 

8.1 Introduction 

This chapter responds to the public comments received on the Draft Supplemental 

Environmental Impact Statement (Draft Supplemental EIS). In accordance with the 

Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Code 5.8.A (4), the Draft Supplemental EIS 

was circulated for a 60-day public comment period beginning August 19, 2009 and 

ending on October 18, 2009. The review period provided an opportunity for agencies, 

organizations, and the public to comment on the new analysis and information published 

in the Draft Supplemental EIS only. Forty-four (44) responses were received during this 

period. 

As indicated in the Draft Supplemental EIS, only comments that raise environmental 

issues evaluated in the Draft Supplemental EIS are provided with responses in this Final 

Supplemental EIS. Responses have been provided to all comments received during the 

public review period, focusing specifically on the environmental issues raised in the 

comment. In general, the responses provide explanation or amplification of information 

contained in the Draft Supplemental EIS. Comments that are outside of the scope of the 

TRPA review process will be forwarded to the TRPA Governing Board for consideration 

as part of the action approval process.  

The comment letters were categorized and responded to based on their chronological 

submission to TRPA. When comments resulted in changes to the Draft Supplemental 

EIS, a reference is made to the pages in the text where the changes occurred. 

8.2 Master Responses 

For the purpose of concision in the Final Supplemental EIS, multiple comments on the 

same topic are responded to with a Master Response. Master Responses are presented 
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below and correspond to those referenced in the “Individual Responses” section of this 

chapter. 

8.2.1 Master Response 1: Support for Action Approval 

The majority of comments expressed support for the action and the hybrid alternative. A 

number of individuals further commented on the merits of the Placer County Department 

of Public Works and stated that the hybrid alternative will bring real solutions to the 

environmental, economic, and public safety concerns facing Kings Beach. 

TRPA thanks the commenter for their input and support regarding action approval. While 

this comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the comment 

will be considered by the TRPA Governing Board during deliberations on the project. 

The decision on the hybrid alternative will be based on the supplemental analyses of 

noise and air quality within the grid neighborhood, as well as the key elements of the 

Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan (NTMP). Positive community input on these 

key elements provides the TRPA with useful information regarding a general consensus 

for action approval.  

8.3 Individual Responses 

8.3.1 Comment Letter 01—Michael LeFrancois, September 17, 2009 

8.3.1.1 Response to Comment 01-1 

The commenter indicates that the proposed mitigation may be excessive for Kings Beach. 

TRPA thanks the commenter for their opinion. However, as concluded by the Draft 

Supplemental EIS, there is the potential for significant noise impacts due to diverted 

traffic into the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach. As indicated in the Chapter 5 of the 

TRPA’s Code of Ordinances, [m]itigation measures which must be implemented to 

assure meeting standards of the region. The technical analysis of traffic impacts in 

Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of the Final EA/EIR/EIS concluded that implementation of 
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mitigation measure 4-1a and the NTMP are necessary to reduce significant noise levels to 

a less than significant level.  

8.3.1.2 Response to Comment 01-2 

The commenter states that Kings Beach has not and will not see significant cut-through 

traffic. TRPA thanks the commenter for their input and values their opinion. It is possible 

there will not be a significant amount of cut-through traffic in the grid of Kings Beach. 

There are various, equally valid, methods of forecasting future traffic volumes, which can 

lead to different forecasted traffic volumes. The method used in the Draft and Final 

EA/EIR/EIS presents a “worst-case” scenario that includes full build-out of all 

surrounding community and development plans within a 20 year period. Such analysis 

concludes there will be an approximate 48% increase in State Route 28 traffic volumes 

by 2028. Master Response 10: Estimates of Future Year Growth and Traffic Volumes” 

found in Appendix U of the Final EA/EIR/EIS provides an alternative analysis based on 

an assumed 10% overall growth over 20 years. This analysis finds that grid traffic would 

not increase to significant levels. However, to be consistent with the “worst-case” traffic 

volume forecasts of the Draft and Final EA/EIR/EIS, the Draft Supplemental EIS utilizes 

the same results and findings.  

8.3.1.3 Response to Comment 01-3 

The commenter expresses support for action approval. Please see Mater Response 1. 

8.3.2 Comment Letter 02—Charlie Soule, September 21, 2009 

8.3.2.1 Response to Comment 02-1 

The commenter supports both action alternatives so long as sidewalks are built. TRPA 

thanks the commenter and notes that sidewalks are included as a proposed action of all 

build alternatives. Please see Master Response 1. 
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8.3.2.2 Response to Comment 02-2 

The commenter suggests doing a trial run using one lane in each direction on a busy day 

to assess traffic queues. TRPA thanks the commenter for their suggestion. However, this 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft Supplemental EIS. In addition, as 

indicated in responses to similar comments received on the Draft EA/EIR/EIS regarding 

closure of the roadway to help simulate impacts that may occur, doing so would greatly 

delay the proposed action’s water quality, pedestrian/bicyclist mobility, and aesthetic 

components. Furthermore, the preferred Hybrid Alternative includes important traffic 

flow and control elements, such as roundabouts, that cannot be reasonably simulated.  

8.3.2.3 Response to Comment 02-3 

The commenter purposes placing a stop sign in both directions at the intersection of 

Dolly Varden and Coon Street to create a four-way stop. TRPA thanks the commenter for 

their suggestion. Placer County will evaluate feasible design options and details of design 

elements will be determined during final design of the proposed action. In addition, the 

conceptual NTMP will further be reevaluated based on additional input from the 

community and other design features to the NTMP will be considered and evaluated for 

inclusion within the NTMP. This comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft 

Supplemental EIS. No response is required. 

8.3.3 Comment Letter 03—Priscilla Mills, October 13, 2009 

8.3.3.1 Response to Comment 03-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 
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8.3.4 Comment Letter 04—Carolyn Pretzer, October 13, 2009 

8.3.4.1 Response to Comment 04-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. The commenter further 

praises the action’s concern for public safety, as well as air, noise, and water quality. 

Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.5 Comment Letter 05—Lesley Bruening, October 14, 2009 

8.3.5.1 Response to Comment 05-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 

8.3.6 Comment Letter 06—Brian Helm, October 14, 2009 

8.3.6.1 Response to Comment 06-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that the noise and 

traffic mitigations represent real solutions that will improve the quality of life in Kings 

Beach. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.6.2 Response to Comment 06-2 

The commenter discusses the current economic situation in the Kings Beach Commercial 

Core (KBCC), referencing the declining Average Daily Traffic (ADT) in Crystal Bay as 

an example. TRPA thanks the commenter for the information and notes that 

improvements to the scenic quality of the area as well as bicycle and pedestrian 

circulation within the KBCC, which are part of the purpose and need of the proposed 

action, will lead to positive economic growth, as indicated in Chapter 1, Proposed Action, 

of the final EA/EIR/EIS, improving scenic quality of the area as well as improving 

pedestrian and bicycle mobility will lead to positive economic growth. While this 

comment does not address the merits of the Draft Supplemental EIS, it has been noted. 

No response is required.  
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8.3.7 Comment Letter 07—Heidi Bushway Verkler, October 14, 2009 

8.3.7.1 Response to Comment 07-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that the action will 

help reduce traffic speeds and improve public safety. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.8 Comment Letter 08—Kevin McDermott, October 14, 2009 

8.3.8.1 Response to Comment 08-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 

8.3.8.2 Response to Comment 08-2 

The commenter suggests considering ways to obtain federal grant funding for using 

geothermal resources beneath Kings Beach to heat the sidewalks. The commenter further 

suggests that heated sidewalks will attract more visitors to Kings Beach during the 

winter. TRPA thanks the commenter for their idea. This comment does not address the 

adequacy of the Draft Supplemental EIS. No response is required. However, as 

previously discussed, Placer County will evaluate feasible design options and details of 

design elements will be determined during final design of the proposed action. 

8.3.9 Comment Letter 09—Cammie Anooshian, October 14, 2009 

8.3.9.1 Response to Comment 09-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that the action will 

help improve pedestrian and bicyclist safety. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.10 Comment Letter 10—Kelley Swarberg-Ogilvy, October 14, 2009 

8.3.10.1 Response to Comment 10-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that the action will 

help reduce traffic speeds and improve public safety. Please see Master Response 1. 
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8.3.11 Comment Letter 11—Carina Cutler, October 14, 2009 

8.3.11.1 Response to Comment 11-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that the action will 

help reduce traffic speeds and facilitate pedestrian safety and access. Please see Master 

Response 1. 

8.3.12 Comment Letter 12—Regina Straver, October 15, 2009 

8.3.12.1 Response to Comment 12-1 

The commenter commends the dedication of the Placer County Planning Department and 

the Placer County Department of Public Works, as well as expresses their support for the 

hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.12.2 Response to Comment 12-2 

The commenter expresses concern that proposed mitigation to reduce traffic speeds 

through the grid will impede normal resident traffic during off-peak hours. The traffic 

control devices (e.g. speed humps, posted speed signs, traffic circles, and lane chokers) 

are intended to maintain neighborhood speeds of 25 miles per hour and complement 

existing control strategies. Devices were selected following intensive review of 

successful traffic calming strategies in similar mountain settings. In addition, expert 

opinion, community feedback, and consideration of future roadway conditions were 

considered. Appendix B of the NTMP lists the advantages and disadvantages of each 

mitigation strategy found within the NTMP. While, it is not anticipated that normal 

residential traffic will be impeded as a result of the traffic calming strategies, refinements 

will be made to the plan if needed. The County proposes to construct phase 1 

improvements the first year, monitor and with public input, refine the phase 2 

improvements in the second year. In addition, Placer County will evaluate feasible design 

options and details of design elements will be determined during final design of the 

proposed action. In addition, the conceptual NTMP will further be reevaluated based on 
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additional input from the community and other design features to the NTMP will be 

considered and evaluated for inclusion within the NTMP. 

8.3.12.3 Response to Comment 12-3 

The commenter opposes speed bumps and suggests that the right combination of traffic 

circles coupled with stop signs would provide adequate traffic control. As stated above, 

the location and number of each calming strategy in the NTMP was selected based on 

literature reviews, expert opinion, community feedback, and current and expected traffic 

conditions. Furthermore, as indicated in Section IV of Appendix B, many of the roadway 

grades in the northeastern portion of the grid exceed the 4 percent maximum 

recommended for use in traffic circles. Consequently, where grades are too steep for 

installation of traffic circles, speed humps are selected to provide adequate speed control. 

8.3.12.4  Response to Comment 12-4 

The commenter suggests that speed bumps only be placed at the entrances from the main 

highways (SR 267 and SR 28) on Beaver Street and Speckled Avenue. As stated above, 

the traffic calming devices were selected to provide appropriate speed control within the 

grid neighborhood based on roadway conditions and characteristics. The NTMP prepared 

for the Draft Supplemental EIS was in response to TRPA’s request for additional 

information relating to key elements of the NTMP and more detailed discussion of 

measures that may be contained within the NTMP. The conceptual NTMP will further be 

reevaluated based on additional input from the community and other design features to 

the NTMP will be considered and evaluated for inclusion within the NTMP. Placer 

County will evaluate feasible design options and details of design elements will be 

determined during final design of the proposed action. 

8.3.12.5 Response to Comment 12-5 

The commenter states that the 3-lane hybrid alternative will lessen non-resident grid 

traffic within the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach. TRPA thanks the commenter for 

their opinion. It is possible there will not be a significant amount of cut-through traffic in 

the grid of Kings Beach. There are various, equally valid, methods of forecasting future 
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traffic volumes, which can lead to different forecasted traffic volumes. The method used 

in the Draft and Final EA/EIR/EIS presents a “worst-case” scenario that includes full 

build-out of all surrounding community and development plans within a 20 year period. 

Such analysis concludes there will be approximate 48% increase in State Route 28 traffic 

volumes by 2028.  

Master Response 10: Estimates of Future Year Growth and Traffic Volumes” found in 

Appendix U of the Final EA/EIR/EIS provides an alternative analysis based on an 

assumed 10% overall growth over 20 years. This analysis finds that grid traffic would not 

increase to significant levels. However, to be consistent with the “worst-case” traffic 

volume forecasts of the Draft and Final EA/EIR/EIS, the Draft Supplemental EIS utilizes 

the same results and findings.  

8.3.13 Comment Letter 13—John Bergmann, October 15, 2009 

8.3.13.1 Response to Comment 13-1 

The commenter expresses support for action approval. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.14 Comment Letter 14—Bob McCormick, October 15, 2009  

8.3.14.1 Response to Comment 14-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and indicates that the 

community shares this support. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.15 Comment Letter 15—Theresa May Duggan, October 15, 2009  

8.3.15.1 Response to Comment 15-1 

The commenter is pleased with the thoroughness of the Draft Supplemental EIS and its 

inclusion of state-of-the-art mitigation measures. The commenter voices their support for 

the hybrid alternative and references a number of businesses and organizations that share 

this support. Please see Master Response 1. 



Chapter 8. Responses to Comments on Draft Supplemental EIS 

 

Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project Final Supplemental EIS 8-10 

8.3.16 Comment Letter 16—David P. Bruening, October 15, 2009  

8.3.16.1 Response to Comment 16-1 

The commenter expresses support for action approval. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.17 Comment Letter 17—Dave Ferrari and Family, October 15, 2009  

8.3.17.1 Response to Comment 17-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that the Tahoe-

Truckee region shares this support. The commenter also praises the NTMP and the 

benefits it create for public safety. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.18 Comment Letter 18—Rochelle Nason, October 15, 2009  

8.3.18.1 Response to Comment 18-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 

8.3.18.2 Response to Comment 18-2 

The commenter agrees that no significant impacts to air quality or noise will occur as a 

result of the mitigated action, but urges the action implementers to continuously monitor 

all potential impacts. Pursuant to Public Resources Code 21081.6 (a), CEQA requires that 

when an agency approves an action which requires mitigation, a mitigation monitoring or 

reporting program (MMRP) be adopted. Placer County, as the CEQA lead agency, has 

developed a MMRP for the proposed action. The MMRP will ensure the mitigation 

measures adopted by Placer County are implemented. Appendix T of the Final 

EA/EIR/EIS contains the requirements of the MMRP. In addition, as stated in the NTMP, 

if site conditions or other issues result in significant modification during action design, 

subsequent environmental review may be completed.  
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8.3.19 Comment Letter 19—Billie and Mike Callahan, October 15, 2009  

8.3.19.1 Response to Comment 19-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 

8.3.20 Comment Letter 20—Jesi Steward, October 15, 2009  

8.3.20.1 Response to Comment 20-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 

8.3.21 Comment Letter 21—David McClure, October 16, 2009  

8.3.21.1 Response to Comment 21-1 

The commenter states that the Final EA/EIR/EIS analysis did not include the 

geographical area of the grid. The commenter is incorrect in his assertion. The Final 

EA/EIR/EIS concluded that significant impacts could occur on certain streets of the grid 

area as a result of cut-through traffic. The Final EA/EIR/EIS recognized the potential to 

exceed 3,000 autos per day on residential streets within the grid neighborhood as a 

significant impact. The NTMP is intended to mitigate some of the impacts associated 

with an increase in traffic, however because the NTMP cannot be expected to reduce 

daily traffic volumes below 3,000 on certain streets, the Final EA/EIR/EIS concluded the 

impact was significant. The additional analysis in the Draft Supplemental EIS primarily 

serves to clarify and identify potential grid impacts that are specific to TRPA’s 

environmental thresholds and the monitoring of those thresholds. The air quality analysis 

specific to greenhouse gas emissions was included in the Draft Supplemental EIS to 

inform questions about greenhouse gases that were raised during public TRPA hearings; 

however, greenhouse gas levels are not currently a part of TRPA’s adopted 

environmental thresholds. 
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The commenter states that impacts to the residential neighborhoods will only occur 

through implementation of the preferred hybrid alternative, and not with the four-lane 

alternative. The commenter is correct that impacts to the grid neighborhood of Kings 

Beach will only occur with implementation of the hybrid alternative. These impacts were 

documented in Final EA/EIR/EIS. In addition, air quality and noise impacts were 

addressed in the Draft Supplemental EIS. As indicated in the Final EA/EIR/EIS, Placer 

County has allocated funds to implement the NTMP to help alleviate diverted traffic 

through residential neighborhoods. The NTMP is included in Appendix A and will lessen 

the severity of these impacts. 

8.3.21.2 Response to Comment 21-2 

The commenter states that Placer County has failed to adequately include the full scope 

of environmental impacts from the diverted traffic. The Draft Supplemental EIS was 

produced at the request of TRPA to provide additional analyses of noise and air quality 

within the grid neighborhood, as well as the key elements of the NTMP. The Final 

EA/EIR/EIS did analyze a full range of environmental effects (e.g., soils, biology, 

cultural resources, etc.) and determined there were no other potential significant impacts 

within the grid neighborhood beyond traffic-related impacts, including air quality and 

noise.  

8.3.21.3 Response to Comment 21-3 

The commenter states that Placer County was prejudicial as a lead agency in favor of the 

hybrid alternative during the entire EA/EIR/EIS process. TRPA is the lead agency for the 

Draft Supplemental EIS, rather than Placer County. Comments regarding the Draft and 

Final EA/EIS/EIR are beyond the scope of this document, and no response is required. 

However, it should be noted that Placer County initially studied four alternatives within 

the Draft EA/EIS/EIR. The preferred alternative was only identified in the Final report, 

which analyzed the impacts of the hybrid alongside the original four alternatives. Since 

the Draft Supplemental EIS was produced at the request of the TRPA, comments 
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regarding the merits of Placer County during the preparation of this document are not 

applicable. 

8.3.21.4 Response to Comment 21-4 

The commenter states that Placer County did not adequately evaluate the Hybrid 

Alternative, and that approval of the hybrid alternative by TRPA, would be in violation of 

NEPA and SAFETEA-LU requirements. This comment does not address the adequacy of 

the Draft Supplemental EIS and no comment is required. However, it should be noted 

that the Draft Supplemental EIS was produced to satisfy TRPA environmental 

documentation requirements and is not a NEPA document (SAFETEA-LU does not 

apply to the Supplemental EIS). 

8.3.21.5 Response to Comment 21-5 

The commenter states that the hybrid alternative is not consistent with the Kings Beach 

Community Plan (KBCP) and the TRPA Regional Plan. The commenter is correct that 

the KBCP has only been amended to reflect the preferred alternative by one of the two 

agencies that are required to make such amendments; the County of Placer has acted and 

TRPA plans to include such action for their Board’s consideration when it considers the 

item. The preferred alternative was identified in the Final EA/EIR/EIS to require a 

community plan amendment recognizing State Route 28 as a 3-lane facility and 

recognizing that various TRPA and County Traffic LOS Goals would not be met under 

the preferred alternative. The County Board of Supervisors certified the EIR with the 

appropriate Findings of Fact and applicable Statements of Overriding Considerations, as 

well as adopted a Community Plan Amendment and approved the 3-lane hybrid 

alternative at meetings in July and September of 2009. Any Plan changes must also be 

approved by TRPA. Because of this requirement, specific revisions to the text have been 

made to page 2-2 in the Draft Supplemental EIS.  

Please see Chapter 3.8, Land Use and Planning, and Chapter 3.6, Traffic, from the Final 

EA/EIR/EIS for a discussion of consistency with the KBCP and TRPA LOS standards. 

Although the number of lanes on SR 28 is reduced and some traffic LOS standards will 
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not be met, Chapter 3.8, Land Use and Planning, does discuss many of the Goals and 

Policies found in the KBCP and Regional Plan that are met or furthered by the preferred 

3-lane Hybrid Alternative. Specific goals forwarded by the preferred alternative include 

community revitalization and enhancing alternative modes (pedestrian and bicyclists) of 

travel. Chapter 1, Introduction, of the KBCP envisions a “pedestrian tourist village” that 

is “pedestrian in scale” and relies on “shared parking” (Placer County, Tahoe Regional 

Planning Agency, and North Tahoe Community Plan Team 1996). This same section 

states that “State Route 28 will function more as a town street than as a limited access 

highway”. The Kings Beach Community Plan Standards also calls for sidewalks that are 

10-feet wide with landscaping and pedestrian lighting which are provided in the preferred 

alternative. A major theme of the Regional Transportation Plan (Section 4, Goal 3) and of 

the Regional Plan (Transportation Policies and Objectives Numbers 2, 4 & 7) is to reduce 

reliance on the automobile and encourage alternative modes of travel. In summary, while 

the proposed alternative may conflict with highway design and some LOS standards, it 

also supports many goals within the plan as well (Placer County, Tahoe Regional 

Planning Agency, and North Tahoe Community Plan Team 1996). 

These issues were addressed in the Final EA/EIR/EIS, which concluded that an 

amendment to the transportation element of the KBCP to call for three travel lanes on SR 

28 would be necessary if the hybrid or three-lane alternatives were selected, as well as 

TRPA LOS Goals would not be met if the these alternatives were selected. Placer County 

certified the Final EA/EIR/EIS and approved the preferred project alternative (3-lane 

hybrid) on July 22, 2008, adopted the Final Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding 

Considerations for the 3-lane hybrid on September 23, 2008, and approved a community 

plan amendment recognizing State Route 28 as a 3-lane facility through Kings Beach on 

September 23, 2008. The TRPA Governing Board certified the Final EA/EIR/EIS on 

June 25, 2008. However, at that meeting, the TRPA Governing Board chose not to 

approve the preferred “hybrid” project alternative and the corresponding community plan 

amendments recognizing State Route 28 as a 3-lane facility through Kings Beach. Then, 



Chapter 8. Responses to Comments on Draft Supplemental EIS 

 

Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project Final Supplemental EIS 8-15 

on July 23, 2008, the TRPA Governing Board voted to reconsider their decision on the 

project. 

8.3.21.6 Response to Comment 21-6 

See the Response to Comment 21-5. 

8.3.21.7 Response to Comment 21-7 

See the Response to Comment 21-5. 

8.3.21.8  Response to Comment 21-8 

The commenter states that the air quality analysis presents an inadequate analytical step 

in that it does not analyze the resulting air quality impacts from diverted traffic and 

altered traffic patterns. The analysis has been revised on pages 3-2 through 3-4 of the 

Draft Supplemental EIS to include criteria pollutant emissions modeling from altered 

traffic patterns associated with diversion through the grid neighborhood.  

8.3.21.9 Response to Comment 21-9 

The commenter questions the conclusion that existing highway air quality impacts from 

the source on SR 28 diminish due to proximity or distance from the highway. The 

commenter states that this premise would only be valid if there was no diverted traffic. 

As indicated in Chapter 3, Air Quality, of the Draft Supplemental EIS, the analysis 

presented in the Chapter 3.1, Air Quality, of the Final EA/EIR/EIS evaluated roadways 

(SR 28) that have substantially higher traffic volumes and congestion levels than the 

roadways through the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach. The analysis presented in the 

Final EA/EIR/EIS found that the national and state ambient CO standards would not be 

exceeded for the intersections evaluated in the analysis. Because this analysis along SR 

28 represents greater volumes than would occur in the grid neighborhood, and found that 

CO concentrations would not exceed applicable standards, it is anticipated that CO 

concentrations within the grid neighborhood would be lower than those identified in 

Table 3.1-6 of the Final EA/EIR/EIS due to lower traffic volumes. Consequently, CO 
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concentrations along roadways in the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach are not 

anticipated to exceed standards. 

As stated in the commenter’s letter, traffic volumes through the studied intersections are 

in the range of 20,000-30,000 vehicles per day while traffic volumes within the grid 

neighborhood experiences traffic volumes between 400-3,000 vehicles per day. If an area 

with 20,000 vehicles per day does not experience exceedances of the standards then it is 

deduced that a roadway with approximately 2-15% of that traffic level will also not 

exceed the standards. 

In addition, to reflect additional criteria pollutant emissions associated with diverted 

traffic through the grid neighborhood, Chapter 3.1, Air Quality, and Chapter 5, CEQA 

Impacts/Mandatory Findings of Significance, have been revised. Specific pages and text 

changes to Chapter 3.1 and Chapter 5 are presented in Chapter 9, Text Changes to the 

Draft Supplemental EIS, of the Final Supplemental EIS.  

8.3.21.10 Response to Comment 21-10 

The commenter states that any conclusions made by the noise analysis are inadequate 

because the data base and modeling methodology are not presented. The commenter is 

incorrect in their assertion. Page 5-1 of the Draft Supplemental EIS explains that the 

noise assessment is based on the noise technical study—Revised Environmental Noise 

Assessment: State Route 28 Internal Trips—which is provided in Appendix B. Appendix 

B documents the assessment methods and assumptions for the revised noise analysis. 

Existing noise measurements were conducted by J.C. Brennan & Associates using a 

Larson David Laboratories (LDL) Model 820 precision integrating sound level meters. 

The meters were calibrated before use with an LDL Model CA200 acoustical calibrator 

to ensure the accuracy of measurements. Noise modeling was conducted using the 

Federal Highway Administration (FHWA RD77-108) Traffic Noise Prediction Model. 

Direct inputs into the FHWA model included ADT and vehicle fleet information for the 

neighborhood grids of Kings Beach. Appendix C-1 of the Revised Environmental Noise 



Chapter 8. Responses to Comments on Draft Supplemental EIS 

 

Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project Final Supplemental EIS 8-17 

Assessment: State Route 28 Internal Trips provides the input assumptions and assessment 

methods used in the revised noise analysis. This information is found in Appendix B.  

8.3.21.11 Response to Comment 21-11 

The commenter questions how existing and existing plus project noise levels presented in 

Table 5-6 could be identical. The fact that the noise levels are the same does not represent 

a flaw on the part of the modeling, but is due to the dynamics of sound. Noise levels in 

the Draft Supplemental EIS are reported in terms of A-weighted noise level, expressed as 

decibels (dB). The dB scale is logarithmic, not linear. In other words, two sound levels 10 

dB apart differ in acoustic energy by a factor of 10. A sound level of 70 dB is ten times more 

powerful than a 60 dB sound..When the standard logarithmic decibel is A-weighted, an 

increase of 10 dBA is generally perceived as a doubling in loudness. For example, a 70 

dBA sound is half as loud as an 80 dBA sound, and twice as loud as a 60 dBA sound. While 

certain streets may experience an increase in traffic, the increase may not always be 

sufficient to demonstrate a noticeable increase in dBA. The analysis demonstrates that 

diverted traffic as a result of project implementation would not generate noticeable 

increases in noise levels along many roadway segments. Traffic noise levels for existing 

and existing plus project conditions do not change because existing traffic volumes do 

not create enough congestion to facilitate people searching for a cut-through route. 

However, it should be noted that the existing and existing plus project conditions are not 

used to determine impacts related to traffic noise. Instead, the determination of project 

impacts is made using the future with project conditions, and this analysis is presented in 

Chapter 5, Noise, in the Final Supplemental EIS. 

8.3.21.12 Response to Comment 21-12 

The commenter questions the assumptions used in the noise analysis modeling. 

Specifically, the commenter requests information on the number of vehicles assumed at 

each station, whether the impacts of stopping and starting vehicles were modeled, and on 

the rational for choosing sites to monitor. The modeling assumptions are provided in 

Appendix B. ADT and vehicle fleet information are summarized in Appendix C-1 of this 
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document. The FHWA RD77-108 Traffic Noise Prediction Model used to estimate traffic 

noise levels within the grid neighborhood does not account for starting and stopping at 

intersections or speed bumps in the traffic NTMP. Professional experience indicates that 

the slowing at intersections and the accelerating to exit an intersection basically cancel 

out any significant change in traffic noise associated with intersections. The NTMP was 

developed to reduce travel speeds and to help separate motorized and non-motorized 

travel, but not to reduce the number of vehicles that will "cut through" the local street 

grid to avoid congestion on the state highway. The NTMP is not expected to significantly 

change the traffic volumes on residential streets. The traffic volumes used in the climate 

change and noise analyses therefore are consistent with the NTMP. Noise Monitoring 

locations were selected to provide a representative sample of typical noise levels within 

the Kings Beach area where cut-through cut-through trips may occur (Figure 1 on page 2 

of Appendix B). Please see response to comment 21-10. 

8.3.21.13 Response to Comment 21-13 

The commenter states that the 10% growth assumption assumed in the Draft 

Supplemental EIS is inconsistent with the Traffic Study and the Final EA/EIR/EIS. The 

commenter further claims that the 10% assumption was inserted by Placer County and 

was not generated by LSC Consultants.  

First, it is important to note that potential noise impacts analyzed and identified are 

summarized in Table 5-6, 5-7 and 5-8 of the SEIS. Table 5-6 summarizes the existing and 

existing plus project traffic noise levels. Table 5-7 summarizes the future (“2028”) 

anticipated traffic noise levels assuming full buildout of all regional community plans as 

shown in the Final EA/EIR/EIS. Table 5-8 summarizes the future anticipated traffic noise 

levels assuming a 10% growth in traffic levels. 

Table 5-8 (10% growth scenario) does not identify any significant impacts under that 

specific scenario. The impacts identified in the SEIS are associated with Table 5-7 

representing buildout of all regional community plans and an approximate 48% increase 

in traffic levels.  
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The commenter is incorrect in their assertion that the 10% scenario was not generated by 

LSC Consultants. In 2008, LSC Transportation Consultants conducted an alternative 

analysis of traffic forecasting in order to respond to comments received on the Draft 

EA/EIR/EIS. “Master Response 10: Estimates of Future Year Growth and Traffic 

Volumes” found in Appendix U of the Final EA/EIR/EIS provides this alternative 

analysis based on an assumed 10% overall growth over 20 years. The average 5-year 

trend growth rate is 0.66% growth per year and the 10-year trend is 0.15% per year 

yielding a 20-year total growth of 14.1% and 3.0% respectively (see Table U.2.1 in the 

Final EA/EIR/EIS). In addition, as indicated in Master Response 10 from the Final 

EA/EIR/EIS, a revised analysis of future roadway LOS for every hour throughout the 

summer was conducted for the Final EA/EIR/EIS using a 10% growth assumption. 

Consequently, the 10% growth assumption assumed in the Draft Supplemental EIS is 

consistent with the Traffic Study and the Final EA/EIR/EIS, as indicated in Appendix U 

of the Final EA/EIR/EIS.  

8.3.21.14 Response to Comment 21-14 

The commenter states that Placer County did not justify the data set and assumptions 

used to generate the 10% assumption. The commenter further claims that the use of this 

assumption has no basis and shows prejudicial intervention in the projections for future 

growth. Please see response to comment 21-13.  

8.3.21.15 Response to Comment 21-15 

The commenter claims that the document does not provide evidence that rubberized 

asphalt or open gap asphalt overlays will reduce noise levels by 3-5 dB. The commenter 

is incorrect in their assertion. Appendix B highlights several studies (i.e., European and 

Sacramento County Department of Environmental Review and Assessment and 

Transportation Department) that indicate “the use of rubberized asphalt on Sacramento 

County roadways appears to have resulted in an average traffic noise level reduction of 

approximately 4 dB.” Furthermore, the document quotes a 1997 European Commission 

Green Paper that concludes noise levels can be reduced by 3-5 dB on non-porous road 
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surfaces. The use of rubberized asphalt has been used throughout California as well as 

other states. As documented in Appendix B, costs associated with rubberized asphalt are 

more expensive than conventional surfaces, but costs are dropping.  

8.3.21.16 Response to Comment 21-16 

The commenter states that the Draft Supplemental EIS does not provide an analysis of 

cost or feasibility for use of rubberized asphalt or open gap asphalt overlays. The 

installation of rubberized asphalt is feasible and has been used extensively nationwide 

including areas experiencing severe hot and cold temperatures. Table 1 in NTMP 

(Appendix A) provides a cost estimate for all elements of the NTMP. It is estimated that 

339,000square feet will be paved with rubberized asphalt, which have a unit cost of $2.25 

per square foot. As stated in the supplemental traffic noise analysis presented in 

Appendix B, the roadway segments which were selected for surfacing with alternative 

pavement were based upon those segments which experience an increase of 3 dB or 

more. The total cost for use of rubberized asphalt would be $762,000. Only roadway 

segments reasonably expected to exceed a 3 dB noise increase in the cumulative plus 

project scenario create a potentially significant impact and only these segments require 

mitigation. These roadway segments are identified in Appendix B. As indicated by the 

NTMP, most of the cost associated with new asphalt paving would be borne by Placer 

County’s ongoing countywide resurfacing program. Action costs and benefits were 

weighed in finalizing the calming devices included in the Draft NTMP. 

8.3.21.17 Response to Comment 21-17 

The commenter states that the full noise impacts from vehicle tires will not be mitigated 

along all cut-through routes because the listed streets to be repaved are only portions of 

the segments. The commenter is correct that only portion of the local streets will be 

repaved with rubberized asphalt. However, these segments were based on the 

supplemental noise analysis presented in the Draft Supplemental EIS (Appendix B), 

which indicates that noise levels on these roadways would exceed the TRPA threshold of 

a 3 dB CNEL increase. Since anything below an increase of 3 dB is considered 
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insignificant, rubberized paving of segments not exceeding the threshold would be 

unnecessary. The maximum increase in noise anticipated in the cumulative scenario 

assuming full buildout of all community plans is 4.4 dB (Table 6 in Appendix B). Since 

rubberized asphalt can achieve a 3-5 dB decrease in traffic-related noise when compared 

to typical asphalt concrete, paving segments exceeding the 3 dB threshold would fully 

mitigate potential noise impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed action.  

8.3.21.18 Response to Comment 21-18 

The commenter states that no detail regarding the assumptions for GHG modeling was 

included in the Draft Supplemental EIS. In addition, the commenter requests information 

on the length of congestion periods, vehicle speeds, emissions assumptions, number of 

diverted vehicles, and roadway conditions. The commenter is incorrect in their assertion. 

Appendix C contains the Climate Change Analysis for which the GHG discussion is 

based. This analysis documents the use of traffic data provided by the project traffic 

engineers, LSC Transportation Consultants. The traffic report, which contains the length 

of congestion periods, is further supplied as Appendix B of the Climate Change Analysis 

(Appendix C). 

Table 1 in the Climate Change Analysis summarizes the number of diverted vehicles 

assumed on local streets, as well as average travel speeds under each alternative. Under 

the three-lane alternative, traffic speeds reflect roadway conditions resulting from 

implementation of the NTMP. Vehicle emissions rates regarding the increase in GHG 

emissions due to speed variations were determined using Caltrans’ CT-EMFAC model 

(version 2.6). CT-EMFAC is a California-specific project-level analysis tool that uses the 

latest version of the California Mobile Source Emission Inventory and Emission Factors 

model (EMFAC2007) to quantify running exhaust and running loss emissions using user-

input traffic data. As indicated in Figure 1 in Appendix B, CO2 emission rates are 

typically highest at lower and higher speeds, with the lowest emission rate around 40-45 

miles per hour. 
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8.3.21.19 Response to Comment 21-19 

The commenter states that the difference in pollutant emissions between 4 miles per hour 

under congested conditions does not factually correspond to 16 miles per hour or 

uncongested conditions. If the commenter is referencing the traffic speed data presented 

in Table 6-2, they are correct. The speed data presented in Table 6-2 is not intended to 

serve as an indicator of pollutant emissions between alternatives. Rather, the data reflects 

adjusted travel speeds resulting from the different roadway conditions created by each 

alternative. Since traffic queues are anticipated with the implementation of the three-lane 

alterative, travel speeds are significantly reduced when compared to speeds under 

existing conditions or alternative 3. These speed data were used by the CT-EMFAC 

model to estimate CO2 emissions based on the specific conditions of each alternative. The 

corresponding emission factors used in the CT-EMFAC modeling is presented in Table 

6-3. The data in Table 6-3 indicates that emission rates are higher at lower speeds and 

lower at higher speeds, which is consistent with Figure 1 (CO2 emission rate trends as a 

function of speed) from the Draft Supplemental EIS. 

8.3.21.20 Response to Comment 21-20 

The commenter concludes that the Draft Supplemental EIS contains no air quality 

analysis, presents a noise analysis inconsistent with the traffic counts stated in the traffic 

study, and fails to include numerous assumptions. The commenter further suggests that 

neither the air quality nor the noise analysis included the conditions proposed in the 

NTMP. Please see responses to Comments 21-8 through 21-19. 

8.3.22 Comment Letter 22—Sean O’Brien, October 16, 2009  

8.3.22.1 Response to Comment 22-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 
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8.3.23 Comment Letter 23—Ernest Dambach, October 16, 2009  

8.3.23.1 Response to Comment 23-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative stating that it will provide 

safety, enhance the potential for business growth, create walkable communities, and 

improve the quality of life. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.24 Comment Letter 24—David Polivy, October 16, 2009  

8.3.24.1 Response to Comment 24-1 

The commenter states that diverted traffic to the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach will 

not be a future issue given the high number of residential commutes in the area. TRPA 

thanks the commenter for their opinion. However, as stated in Chapter 1, Proposed 

Action, of the Draft EA/EIR/EIS, tourism is an important part of Kings Beach, and, at 

times, the local population increases by 5.5% over full-time residents. Experience in 

other areas indicates that drivers in a traffic queue who see other drivers divert into 

residential streets are likely to follow, even if unfamiliar with the local street network, as 

indicated it Chapter 3.6, Traffic of the Final EA/EIR/EIS. In addition, please see response 

to comments 01-2 and 12-5. 

8.3.24.2 Response to Comment 24-2 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and references a number of 

businesses and organizations that share this support. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.25 Comment Letter 25—Susan Kyler, October 16, 2009  

8.3.25.1 Response to Comment 25-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 
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8.3.26 Comment Letter 26—Keely Hedderman, October 16, 2009  

8.3.26.1 Response to Comment 26-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 

8.3.27 Comment Letter 27—Richard Marshall, October 17, 2009  

8.3.27.1 Response to Comment 27-1 

The commenter indicates that they were originally opposed to the hybrid alternative, but 

after reviewing 75+ case studies, are now in favor of the alterative. The commenter 

further provides evidence that a three lane hybrid alternative will revitalize Kings Beach 

and provide economic, safety, and social benefits. TRPA thanks the commenter for their 

opinion and the informational case studies. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.28 Comment Letter 28—Jerry Joseph Dinzes, October 17, 2009  

8.3.28.1 Response to Comment 28-1 

The commenter expresses concern that the Draft Supplemental EIS does not include a 

public safety analysis. Public Safety was addressed in the Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of the 

Final EA/EIR/EIS. The Draft Supplemental EIS was produced at the request of the TRPA 

to augment environmental documentation provided in the Final EA/EIR/EIS. During 

deliberations regarding action approval, the TRPA requested addition information on 

potential air quality and noise threshold impacts in the grid neighborhood of Kings 

Beach, as well as on key elements of the NTMP. It was determined that a Draft 

Supplemental EIS should be prepared to analyze these aspects. The project impacts that 

extend beyond air and noise were not included as part of the scope of this document 

because the Final EA/EIR/EIS identified a significant and unavoidable impact (Impact 

TRA-2) associated with increased traffic on residential streets that can be found in 

Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of the Final EA/EIR/EIS. It should be noted that a mitigation 
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measure requiring development of an NTMP to enhance safety within the grid 

neighborhood is included as a key component of the proposed project.  

8.3.28.2 Response to Comment 28-2 

The commenter states that the Draft Supplemental EIS is a failed attempt to properly 

analyze the action impacts of the preferred alternative. This comment does not address 

resources analyzed in the Draft Supplemental EIS. Public Safety was evaluated in 

Chapter 3.6, Traffic, in the Final EA/EIR/EIS. As stated above, the purpose of the Draft 

Supplemental EIS was not to analyze the whole spectrum of environmental impacts, but 

to provide a focused assessment of air quality and noise within the gird neighborhood. 

The document helps clarify language in the Final EA/EIR/EIS by providing a reasoned 

and expanded analysis of impacts relating to TRPA air quality and noise thresholds. 

8.3.28.3 Response to Comment 28-3 

The commenter states that if the TRPA and Placer County staff justifies the exclusion of 

public safety from the Draft Supplemental EIS because there is not yet a threshold, then 

there is a flaw in their logic. This comment does not address resources analyzed in the 

Draft Supplemental EIS. Social Impacts were evaluated in Chapter 3.6, Traffic, Chapter 

4, Cumulative Effects, Chapter 5.3.3, Social Environment, in the Final EA/EIR/EIS. The 

commenter is correct in that a TRPA threshold for public safety does not exist. The Draft 

Supplemental EIS was produced at the request of the TRPA to augment information 

discussed in the Final EA/EIR/EIS. During deliberations regarding action approval, the 

TRPA requested addition information on potential air quality and noise threshold impacts 

in the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach, as well as on key elements of the NTMP. It 

was determined that a supplement to the Final EIS should be prepared to analyze these 

aspects. The project impacts that extend beyond air and noise were not included as part of 

the scope of this document because the Final EA/EIR/EIS identified a significant and 

unavoidable impact (Impact TRA-2) associated with increased traffic on residential 

streets that can be found in Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of the Final EA/EIR/EIS. It should be 

noted that enhancing safety is a key component of the proposed project and is addressed 
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by the NTMP which was prepared, in part, to address safety through the grid 

neighborhood.  

8.3.28.4 Response to Comment 28-4 

The commenter states that the Draft Supplemental EIS is deficient because it fails to 

address impacts on TRPA’s Scenic Quality/Resources threshold. This comment does not 

address the adequacy of the Draft Supplemental EIS. Visual impacts were evaluated in 

Chapter 3.15, Visual Resources, in the Final EA/EIR/EIS. TRPA’s Scenic 

Quality/Resources threshold protection program includes design standards and 

recommendations for highways and roads, which have been incorporated into all the 

examined alternatives and relevant proposed mitigation measures, including the 

Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan. Adverse impacts to the TRPA’s Scenic 

Quality/Resources threshold are not considered to be potentially significant. It should be 

noted that the purpose and need of the proposed project includes improving the scenic 

quality of the KBCC.  

8.3.28.5 Response to Comment 28-5 

The commenter states that the Draft Supplemental EIS is an incomplete attempt by Placer 

to justify the merits of the hybrid alternative. As stated above, the Draft Supplemental 

EIS was produced to provide a focused analysis of air quality and noise impacts, as well 

as to further develop the NTMP.  

The purpose of the document was not to justify the hybrid alternative, but to provide 

additional analysis regarding potential air quality and noise threshold impacts to the grid 

neighborhood of Kings Beach, as well as the feasibility of key elements to the NTMP.  

Placer County certified the Final EA/EIR/EIS and approved the preferred project 

alternative (3-lane hybrid) on July 22, 2008, adopted the Final Findings of Fact and 

Statement of Overriding Considerations for the 3-lane hybrid on September 23, 2008, and 

approved a community plan amendment recognizing State Route 28 as a 3-lane facility 

through Kings Beach on September 23, 2008. The TRPA Governing Board certified the 
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Final EA/EIR/EIS on June 25, 2008. However, at that meeting, the TRPA Governing 

Board chose not to approve the preferred “hybrid” project alternative and the 

corresponding community plan amendments recognizing State Route 28 as a 3-lane 

facility through Kings Beach. Then, on July 23, 2008, the TRPA Governing Board voted 

to reconsider their decision on the project.  

8.3.29 Comment Letter 29—James Gardiner, October 18, 2009 

8.3.29.1 Response to Comment 29-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and describes a CBS Good 

Morning America documentary that details the success of similar projects. TRPA thanks 

the commenter for their opinion and the informational case study. Please see Master 

Response 1. 

8.3.30 Comment Letter 30—Carol Savary, October 18, 2009  

8.3.30.1 Response to Comment 30-1 

The commenter commends the Placer County Department of Public Works on their 

efforts and states that the Draft Supplemental EIS and NTMP will successfully improve 

traffic safety, pedestrian infrastructure, and noise problems. The commenter also 

expresses support for the hybrid alternative and indicates that the community shares this 

support. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.31 Comment Letter 31—Peter W. Morris, October 18, 2009  

8.3.31.1 Response to Comment 31-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that it will improve 

air quality, reduce noise, and create a safer environment. Please see Master Response 1.  
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8.3.32 Comment Letter 32—Megan and Jack Chillemi, October 18, 2009  

8.3.32.1 Response to Comment 32-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that it will improve 

the aesthetics, “live-ability”, and safety of the community. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.32.2 Response to Comment 32-2 

The commenter suggests creating an outreach and educational program for the Spanish 

community on pedestrian and bicycle safety, as well as providing bilingual signs on 

congested and heavily traveled streets. TRPA thanks the commenter for their suggestion. 

As part of the public outreach program for the proposed action, Placer County, Caltrans, 

and TRPA conducted outreach efforts, including meetings, brochures, and materials, in 

Spanish. Similar programs continue to be initiated to reach out to the Spanish community 

within Kings Beach. Placer County will evaluate feasible design options and details of 

design elements will be determined during final design of the proposed action. In 

addition, the conceptual NTMP will further be reevaluated based on additional input from 

the community and other design features to the NTMP will be considered and evaluated 

for inclusion within the NTMP. 

8.3.33 Comment Letter 33—George Koster, October 18, 2009  

8.3.33.1 Response to Comment 33-1 

The commenter recommends approval of the hybrid alternative as it will help the TRPA 

reach its environmental and economic objectives for Kings Beach. Please see Master 

Response 1. 

8.3.34 Comment Letter 34—Alex Mourelatos, October 18, 2009  

8.3.34.1 Response to Comment 34-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 
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8.3.35 Comment Letter 35—Renee Deinken, October 18, 2009  

8.3.35.1 Response to Comment 35-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that it is the best 

solution with regards to public safety, the environment, and economic viability. Please 

see Master Response 1. 

8.3.36 Comment Letter 36—Adam Going, October 19, 2009  

8.3.36.1 Response to Comment 36-1 

The commenter expresses support for action approval. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.37 Comment Letter 37—Chris Nolder, October 19, 2009  

8.3.37.1 Response to Comment 37-1 

The commenter expresses support for action approval. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.38 Comment Letter 38—Adrian Tieslau, October 19, 2009  

8.3.38.1 Response to Comment 38-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 

1. 

8.3.39 Comment Letter 39—R. Tietje (State of Nevada), October 19, 2009  

8.3.39.1 Response to Comment 39-1 

The commenter explains that the State Clearinghouse has processed the proposed 

document and has no comment. TRPA thanks the commenter for the notification. The 

comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft Supplemental EIS. No comment is 

required. 
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8.3.40 Comment Letter 40—John Shuff, October 19, 2009  

8.3.40.1 Response to Comment 40-1 

The commenter expresses support for action approval. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.41 Comment Letter 41—Jacquire Chandler, October 19, 2009  

8.3.41.1 Response to Comment 41-1 

The commenter expresses support for hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 1. 

8.3.42 Comment Letter 42—Pam Jahnke, October 19, 2009  

8.3.42.1 Response to Comment 42-1 

The commenter expresses support for the hybrid alternative and states that the action will 

enhance the social, economic, and environmental ways of the community. Please see 

Master Response 1. 

8.3.43 Comment Letter 43—James Christman, October 19, 2009  

8.3.43.1 Response to Comment 43-1 

The commenter states that implementation of the three-lane alternative will result in 

traffic backups for a mile or two on SR 28. This comment does not address the adequacy 

of the Draft Supplemental EIS. However, TRPA acknowledges that traffic queues on SR 

28 may occur as a result of implementation of the Hybrid Alternative. As stated in 

Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of the Final EA/EIR/EIS, implementation of the three-lane 

alternative could reduce the TRPA level of service (LOS) standard on SR 28. There are 

no feasible mitigation measures that can be applied to a three-lane alternative that would 

reduce this potential impact to a less than significant level. However, it should be noted 

that traffic queues are not expected to “back up for a mile or two”. Once traffic becomes 

congested, some individual drivers may opt to use the residential streets, which will 

reduce their travel time and divert off of the highway as shown in Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of 

the Final EA/EIR/EIS.  
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8.3.43.2 Response to Comment 43-2 

The commenter states that traffic backups on SR 28 would generate fumes from idling 

vehicles that would affect air quality. This comment does not address the adequacy of the 

Draft Supplemental EIS. However, the air quality analysis presented in Chapter 3.1, Air 

Quality, of the Final EA/EIR/EIS modeled carbon monoxide (CO) hotspots resulting 

from action implementation. The conditions modeled represented a worst case scenario. 

In addition, the modeling accounted for traffic queues and future roadway conditions. As 

shown in Table 3.1-6, emissions of CO hotspots under all action conditions are not 

anticipated to exceed the federal or state 1- and 8-hour standards. Further information on 

air quality impacts in the residential neighborhood found no significant impacts and can 

be found in Chapter 3, Air Quality, of the Draft Supplemental EIS.  

8.3.43.3 Response to Comment 43-3 

The commenter states that traffic will be diverted to neighborhood streets, creating a 

public safety hazard. The commenter is correct that queued traffic is expected to divert 

into neighborhood grid streets. As indicated Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of the Final 

EA/EIS/EIR, implementation of the three-lane alternative could increase the ADT on 

residential streets from 2,000-5,400 in the cumulative condition assuming full buildout of 

all community plans, depending on the street and the action conditions. The goal of the 

NTMP is to reduce the severity of this effect and improve public safety. The plan 

purposes a number of traffic calming strategies that would control traffic speeds and 

facilitate pedestrian access. Implementation of this plan will help achieve one of the 

KBCC’s main planning goals, which is to improve pedestrian and bicycle mobility and 

safety. 

8.3.43.4 Response to Comment 43-4 

The commenter suggests that while the action may benefit certain businesses, it would 

result in heavy traffic for community residents and tourists. This comment does not 

address the adequacy of the Draft Supplemental EIS. However, the project will not 

generate new traffic. Implementation of the preferred alternative may redistribute traffic 
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through the Kings Beach community. A mitigation measure to develop an NTMP that 

would reduce the severity of the impact associated with cut through traffic through the 

residential neighborhood was identified in the Final EA/EIR/EIS. The Final EA/EIR/EIS 

has identified a significant and unavoidable impact (Impact TRA-2) associated with 

increased traffic on residential streets that can be found in Chapter 3.6, Traffic, of the 

Final EA/EIR/EIS. The proposed NTMP, developed with public input, can be found as 

Figure 4-2 in Chapter 4, Neighborhood Traffic Management Plan, of the Draft 

Supplemental EIS. 

8.3.44 Comment Letter 44—Candy Dowdle, October 19, 2009  

8.3.44.1 Response to Comment 44-1 

The commenter expresses support for hybrid alternative. Please see Master Response 1. 
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Chapter 9. Text Changes to the Draft 
Supplemental EIS 

Page 2-2 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised as follows: 

The Kings Beach Commercial Core Improvement Project (KBCCIP) is identified 

in and the preferred alternative is consistent with most of the following adopted 

plans, including, but not limited to: 

• Environmental Improvement Project Program (EIP) Project Numbers: 15,733, 

787, and 10060 – Kings Beach Commercial Core 

• Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA) Regional Plan for the Lake Tahoe 

Basin (1987) 

• TRPA Tahoe Regional Planning Compact (1980) 

• TRPA Mobility 2030 – Lake Tahoe Regional Transportation Plan (2008) 

• TRPA Lake Tahoe Regional Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan (BPMP 

2006) 

• Tahoe Metropolitan Planning Organization's Federal Transportation 

Improvement Program (2008) 

• Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan 

• Kings Beach Community Plan (1996) 

• North Lake Tahoe Redevelopment Plan (1995). 

The exceptions to the consistency with various plans are discussed in the Final 

EA/EIR/EIS and include roadway design, recognizing SR 28 as a 4-lane facility 

through Kings Beach, and various transportation Level of Service standards that 

will not be met by the preferred alternative. 
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Page 3-2 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised to add the following text to page 

3.1-16 of the Final EA/EIR/EIS: 

CT-EMFAC Model. CT-EMFAC is a California-specific project-level analysis 

tool developed for the Department by the University of California, Davis to model 

criteria pollutant, MSAT, and CO2 emissions from on-road mobile sources. 

Running exhaust emissions are emitted from the vehicle tailpipe while the vehicle 

is traveling, while running loss emissions are evaporative total organic gasses 

(TOG) emissions that occur when hot fuel vapors escape from the fuel system or 

overwhelm the carbon canister while the vehicle is operating. CT-EMFAC will 

estimate emission factors and project-level emissions for the following pollutants: 

• Criteria pollutants: Ozone precursors (TOG and NOx), CO, sulfur oxides, 

PM10, and PM2.5. 

• Greenhouse gases: CO2. 

• Mobile Source Air Toxics: diesel particulate matter (DPM), formaldehyde, 

acetaldehyde, benzene, 1,3-butadiene,and acrolein. 

Page 3-2 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised to add the following text in the 

last paragraph on page 3.1-16 of the Final EA/EIR/EIS: 

Vehicle Emission Rates 

Vehicle emission rates for traffic along SR 28 were determined using the ARB’s 

EMFAC2002 emission rate program. Free-flow traffic speeds were adjusted to 

reflect congested speeds using methodology from the Highway Capacity Manual 

(Transportation Research Board 2000), and particulate matter estimates 

incorporated emissions from brake and tire wear. Guidance provided by TRPA 

staff indicates that Lake Tahoe’s environment and economy result in a local 

climate and residential/visitor population that is rather different than those parts of 

the counties that are outside the Lake Tahoe Basin and other areas in California. 
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Specifically, default data included in the EMFAC2002 does not accurately 

represent the meteorological data, vehicle speed, and actual fleet mix of vehicles 

present in the Tahoe area (Quashnick pers. comm.). As a result, the default fleet 

mix for the Lake Tahoe region was replaced with area-specific data provided by 

the TRPA. Because emissions of ozone precursors and temperature are directly 

related, the highest summer peak hour traffic conditions were modeled to estimate 

worst-case emissions of ozone precursors for the proposed action. 

Vehicle emission rates for diverted traffic on local streets within the grid 

neighborhood of Kings Beach were determined using Caltrans’ CT-EMFAC 

model (version 2.6). Vehicle speeds were based on traffic data provided by the 

project traffic engineers, LSC Transportation Consultants (LSC Transportation 

Consultants 2009). The CT-EMFAC program assumed regional traffic data for 

the Lake Tahoe portion of Placer County, while the seasonal input assumed 

annual conditions. Vehicle fleet mix assumed 91.6% automobiles and 8.4% 

trucks, which is based on traffic count data collected by Caltrans on SR 28 

(California Department of Transportation 2007). 

Page 3-2 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised to add the following text in the 

first paragraph on page 3.1-17 of the Final EA/EIR/EIS: 

Roadway and Traffic Conditions 

Traffic volumes and operating conditions used in the modeling to model vehicle 

emissions from traffic along SR 28 were obtained from the traffic analysis 

prepared by the project traffic engineers (LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. 

2003; Shaw pers. comm.). Emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOX), CO, 

and PM10 for existing and future year (2028) project conditions under each 

alternative were modeled using EMFAC2002. Interim year (2008) emissions of 

criteria pollutants were not estimated because future year (2028) conditions 

represent final project buildout conditions. Emissions for peak hour and non-peak 

hour conditions were estimated to obtain overall daily emissions. For this 
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analysis, the roadway network was assumed to operate at a daily average of LOS 

A for non-peak hour conditions. In addition, the proposed action is not a traffic-

generating project and would not result in differences in traffic volumes 

throughout the action area between build and no-build conditions. 

Roadway and traffic conditions within the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach 

were obtained from the traffic data prepared by the project traffic engineers, LSC 

Transportation Consultants (LSC Transportation Consultants 2009). The traffic 

data assumed that traffic queues under the three-lane project alternatives would 

grow to a maximum of 2 blocks before individuals would begin diverting to local 

streets. The travel path of diverted traffic on local streets was assumed to be 1.17 

miles. Average travel speeds were estimated based upon observed travel speeds 

and the delays that would be added by the NTMP. The future year analysis 

evaluated future year growth using a base growth rate assumption over 2008 

traffic counts. The base growth rate assumption reflects full build out of the 

regional community plans as outlined in Appendix L. The traffic report prepared 

by LSC Transportation Consultants for the greenhouse gas analysis is provided in 

Appendix

Page 3-2 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised to add the following text on page 

3.1-32 of the final EA/EIR/EIS: 

 C of the Draft Supplemental EIS. 

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 

Long-term air quality impacts are associated with motor vehicles operating on the 

roadway network, predominantly the SR 28 corridor. The EMFAC2002 model 

and traffic data provided by LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. (2003) were 

used to estimate operation-related emissions of ozone precursors (ROG and NOX), 

CO, and PM10, and PM2.5 from traffic on SR 28. As noted previously, the 

proposed action is not a traffic-generating project and would not result in any 

differences in traffic volumes throughout the action area between build and no-

build conditions. The results of the vehicle emissions calculations for project 
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operations are summarized in Table 3.1-5. As indicated, emissions for future year 

conditions would be well below the PCAPCD’s thresholds for all alternatives. 

Long-term air quality impacts from diverted traffic on local streets within the grid 

neighborhood of Kings Beach were also analyzed. Emissions of ozone precursors, 

CO, PM10, and PM2.5 were modeled using the traffic data provided by the by 

LSC Transportation Consultants, Inc. (2009), and Caltrans CT-EMAC emissions 

model. 

The results of the vehicle emissions calculations for project operations are 

summarized in Table 3.1-5. As indicated, emissions for future year conditions 

would be well below the PCAPCD’s thresholds for all alternatives. 

Page 3-2 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised to revise Table 3.1-5 on page 

3.1-31 of the final EA/EIR/EIS: 
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Table 3.1-5. Modeled Motor Vehicle Emissions 

Roadway From To 

Existing Year (2002) (Pounds Per Day)  Alternative 2 (2028) (Pounds Per Day) 

ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5  ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

SR 28 Beach Street SR 267 7.9 25.2 146.9 0.6 0.4  0.8 5.1 18.2 0.7 0.5 

 SR 267 Secline Street 3.8 12.1 70.3 0.3 0.2  0.4 2.4 8.7 0.3 0.2 

 Secline Street Deer Street 6.4 20.3 118.0 0.5 0.3  0.6 4.4 15.7 0.6 0.5 

 Deer Street Bear Street 5.4 17.2 100.0 0.4 0.3  0.6 3.6 12.8 0.5 0.4 

 Bear Street Coon Street 6.1 19.4 112.8 0.4 0.3  0.7 4.1 14.7 0.6 0.4 

 Coon Street Fox Street 5.6 17.6 102.8 0.4 0.3  0.6 3.7 13.1 0.5 0.4 

 Fox Street Chipmunk Street 6.7 21.2 123.3 0.5 0.3  0.7 4.3 15.5 0.6 0.4 

 Chipmunk Street Beaver Street 3.5 11.1 64.4 0.3 0.2  0.4 2.3 8.1 0.3 0.2 

Local Streets   0 0 0 0 0  1.6  1.2  10.4  0.3  0.3  

Total:   45.4 143.9 838.5 3.3 2.3  6.4 4.9 31.1 30.0  117.2 106.7 4.4 4.0  3.3 3.0 

   Alternative 3 (2028) (Pounds Per Day)  Alternative 4 (2028) (Pounds Per Day) 

   ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5  ROG NOX CO PM10 PM2.5 

SR 28 Beach Street SR 267 0.7 4.8 17.0 0.6 0.4  0.8 5.1 18.2 0.7 0.5 

 SR 267 Secline Street 0.3 2.3 8.1 0.3 0.2  0.4 2.4 8.7 0.3 0.2 

 Secline Street Deer Street 0.5 3.8 13.6 0.5 0.3  0.6 4.4 15.7 0.6 0.5 

 Deer Street Bear Street 0.4 3.3 11.5 0.4 0.3  0.6 3.6 12.8 0.5 0.4 

 Bear Street Coon Street 0.5 3.7 13.0 0.4 0.3  0.7 4.1 14.7 0.6 0.4 

 Coon Street Fox Street 0.5 3.3 11.9 0.4 0.3  0.6 3.7 13.1 0.5 0.4 

 Fox Street Chipmunk Street 0.5 4.0 14.2 0.5 0.3  0.7 4.3 15.5 0.6 0.4 

 Chipmunk Street Beaver Street 0.3 2.1 7.4 0.3 0.2  0.4 2.3 8.1 0.3 0.2 

Local Streets   0 0 0 0 0  1.6  1.2  10.4  0.3  0.3  

Total:   3.7 27.3 96.8 3.3 2.3  6.4 4.9 31.1 30.0 117.2 106.7 4.4 4.0 3.3 3.0 

Notes: 
1 SR 28 emissions are based on traffic counts provided by LSC Transportation Consultants (2003) 
2 Local Streets emissions are based on traffic counts provided by LSC Transportation Consultants (2009) 
3 Future year (2028) traffic counts on local streets reflect the base growth rate assumption over 20 years. 
Source: LSC Transportation Consultants 2003 and 2009; EMFAC 2002; CT-EMFAC 2007 
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Page 5-18 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised to add the following text to the 

last paragraph on page 5-7 of the final EA/EIR/EIS: 

Alternative 1 

Table 3.1-5 indicates that operational emissions from traffic on SR 28 and within 

the grid neighborhood of Kings Beach would not exceed the PCAPCD’s 

thresholds. Consequently, this impact is considered less than significant. 

Page 5-18 of the Draft Supplemental EIS shall be revised to add the following text to the 

first paragraph on page 5-8 of the final EA/EIR/EIS: 

Alternatives 2-4 

Table 3.1-5 indicates that emissions from traffic along SR 28 and within the grid 

neighborhood of Kings Beach for all alternatives under future-year conditions 

would be will below the PCAPCD’s thresholds for all alternatives. Consequently, 

this impact is considered less than significant, and no mitigation is required. 
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Chapter 10. List of Preparers 
10.1 ICF Jones & Stokes 

10.1.1 Management Team 

Name Project Involvement 

Shannon Hatcher Project Manager/Air Quality/Climate Change/Noise 

Shannon Hill Project Coordinator 

Laura Smith Project Coordinator 

 

10.1.2 Technical Team 

The following staff assisted in the preparation of the environmental document. 

Name Project Involvement 

Ryan Patterson Publications Specialist 

 

10.1.3 Subconsultants 

The following subconsultants assisted in the preparation of the environmental document. 

Name Project Involvement 

Jim Brennan, j.c. brennan & 
associates 

Noise 

Gordon Shaw, LSC 
Transportation Consultants, 
Inc. 

Traffic 
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10.1.4 Caltrans 

Caltrans served as a commenting agency for the proposed action. 

Name Project Involvement 

Jody Brown Entire document 

Rebecca Mowry Entire document 

 

10.1.5 Placer County 

Placer County served as a commenting agency for the proposed action. In the capacity as 

an applicant, Placer County has agreed to prepare this Supplemental EIS to specifically 

comply with TRPA requests and requirements. 

Name Project Involvement 

Ken Grehm Entire Document 

Dan La Plante Entire Document 

Peter Kraatz Entire Document 

Christiana Darlington Entire Document 

 

10.1.6 Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Placer County served as a responsible agency for the proposed action. In the capacity as 

an applicant, Placer County has agreed to prepare this Supplemental EIS to specifically 

comply with TRPA requests and requirements. TRPA is the lead agency responsible for 

certification of the document pursuant to its regional plan. The following TRPA staff 

provided technical oversight during preparation of the environmental document. 

Name Project Involvement 

Jon Paul Harries Entire Document 

Jeanne McNamara Entire Document 

Nicole Rinke Entire Document 
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