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Letter 

112 

TRPA Advisory Planning Commission Draft EIR/EIS Meeting Notes 

July 13, 2016 

 

112-1 The comment raises concerns about the trail between Fanny Bridge and Commons Beach as 

it relates to the Tahoe Marina Lakefront condominium community. The oral comments are 

similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the Tahoe Marina Lakefront 

titled “Tahoe Basin Area Plan DEIR/DEIS.” The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS 

as comment letter 16. Please see responses to comment letter 16 and Master Response 5, 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

112-2 The comment pertains to affordable housing, and the suggests that all residential parcels 

within the Plan area should be eligible for second residential units and that second 

residential units that require full-time residency should be eligible for TRPA pool allocations 

and bonus units rather than market-rate allocations. The oral comments are similar to a 

written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the Contractors Association of Truckee 

Tahoe titled “Comments on Draft EIR/EIS for the Tahoe Basin Area Plan.” The written letter is 

included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 11. Please see responses to comment letter 

11 and Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

112-3 The comment expresses concern about the proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge 

and Commons Beach and the impact on the Tahoe Marina Lakefront Community. The oral 

comments are similar to a written letter submitted by the commenter and Carole White, titled 

“Tahoe Basin Area Plan DEIR/DEIS.” The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as 

comment letter 107. Please see responses to comment letter 107 and Master Response 5, 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

112-4 The comment questions county staff as to whether the Mobility Plan shared-use path would 

be analyzed in the Placer County Parks and Recreation Master Plan. County staff responded 

that indeed the Parks and Recreation Master Plan would look at the path, and that the path 

would also be subject to project-level environmental review. This comment does not raise 

environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 

environmental document. The comment is noted for consideration during project review. 

112-5 The comment states he was not aware of the Notice of Preparation (NOP), expressed 

concern about parking spillover, and states that to say the project would not generate traffic 

is just wrong. With respect to the comment regarding the NOP, CEQA Guidelines Section 

15082, requires that lead agencies send the NOP to the Office of Planning and Research 

(i.e., State Clearinghouse) and each responsible and trustee agency. The lead agencies not 

only met the above requirements, as described on page 1-4 of the Draft EIR/EIS, but also 

posted the NOP on the agency websites, sent the NOP to interested parties, posted the 

notice in a local newspaper of general circulation, and posted a large sign in front of the 

Henrikson building providing information on the project and project contacts at the county. 

With respect to the comments parking and traffic concerns, these oral comments are similar 

to those in a written letter provided by the commenter included in this Final EIR/EIS as 

comment letter 85. Please see responses to comment letter 85. 

112-6 The comment states that minor changes submitted on the NOP were not addressed, 

articulates concerns about inconsistencies in the document, and requests that a parking 

assessment be completed for the Tahoe City Lodge. These oral comments are similar to 

those provided by the commenter in eight written letters included in this Final EIR/EIS as 

comment letters 98 through 105. Please see responses to comment letters 98 through 105. 
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112-7 The comment expresses opposition to the lake side alignment of the shared-use path 

between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge. See Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina 

Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

112-8 The comment expresses concern about including the Tahoe City Lodge Project and the Area 

Plan in the same environmental document, concern about the transportation and vehicle 

miles traveled (VMT) analysis, and dissatisfaction with the Draft EIR/EIS alternatives. The 

oral comments are similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the North 

Tahoe Preservation Alliance entitled “Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) and Tahoe City Lodge 

Project (TCLP) EIR/EIS.” The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 

15. Please see responses to comment letter 15 and Master Response 1, VMT and LOS 

Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

112-9 The comment expresses support for components of the Area Plan, particularly deed 

restriction language for the golf course that would lead to direct SEZ restoration, and the 

TART management plan work that would improve transit. These comments do not raise 

environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 

environmental document, but are noted for consideration in the review of the merits of the 

alternatives. The comment also references future written comments to be submitted on 

behalf of the League to Save Lake Tahoe that will focus on traffic and VMT. Those comments 

are included in a written letter titled “Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 

Report/Statement for Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Project.” 

The letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 13. Please see responses to 

comment letter 13 and Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this 

Final EIR/EIS. 

112-10 The comment expresses concern about the impact on the tranquility and privacy of Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront owners if the lakefront shared-use path is built. The comment also 

expresses concern about the need to remove aspen trees for the proposed trail alignment, 

and the effect on businesses of losing foot traffic that would be diverted away from the 

roadside. The comment requests that the Area Plan not include a lakeside alignment for the 

proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge and Commons Beach. Please see Master 

Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 

112-11 The comment expresses concern about the significant and unavoidable impacts described in 

the Draft EIR/EIS, traffic impacts resulting from the plan, the need for an emergency 

evacuation plan, the inclusion of the Tahoe City Lodge in the analysis, and the need to 

reduce land coverage for soil and water quality improvements. The oral comments are similar 

to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the Friends of the West Shore 

together with the Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group titled “Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City 

Lodge Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study.” The written letter is included in this Final 

EIR/EIS as comment letter 12. Please see responses to comment letter 12, as well as 

Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, and Master Response 6, Emergency Access and 

Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

112-12 The comment expresses support for the Area Plan and the need to reverse the deterioration 

of commercial properties in Tahoe City such as the site of the Tahoe City Lodge. The 

comment states that the Area Plan provides the opportunity and incentives to improve 

properties in Tahoe City, and urges the approval of the Area Plan and the Tahoe City Lodge. 

These comments do not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 

accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document, but are noted for consideration 

in the review of the merits of the project.  
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112-13 The comment compliments Placer County and TRPA for the work on the Area Plan Draft 

EIS/EIR. The comment further states that the deed-restriction language for the golf course 

will lead to environmental and recreational benefits, and that the plan will lead to 

redevelopment of commercial properties and community revitalization that is needed.  

112-14 The comment compliments the quality of the environmental document and analysis, the 

public outreach efforts made for the Area Plan, and the integration of public visioning options 

and principles in the Area Plan. The comment also praises the efforts to relocate and 

improve lodging in Town Centers, and points out improvements in transit service. These 

comments do not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, 

or completeness of the environmental document, but are noted for consideration in the 

review of the merits of the project.  

112-15 The comment questions county staff as to whether all restoration described in Chapter 8 of 

the Area Plan would be privately funded. County staff responded that it was in addition to 

publicly-funded restoration included in the Environmental Improvement Program. The 

commenter expresses that the Area Plan should do more to make gains in SEZ restoration, 

including public projects that benefit TMDL. The commenter also expresses concern about 

the impact of snow storage on mobility and parking in Kings Beach and Tahoe City, about the 

timing of the 1.7 acres of SEZ restoration associated with the Tahoe City Lodge project, and 

the need to consider two-story parking for the Tahoe City Lodge. Portions of these comments 

are addressed in Master Response 2, SEZ Restoration, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

Other aspects of this comment do not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 

adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document. The comment is noted 

for consideration during project review. 

112-16 The commenter questioned county staff as to whether a parking management study had 

been prepared for Tahoe City. County staff responded that a parking study had been 

performed for the whole Area Plan, resulting in community-wide parking solutions and 

revised parking standards for the Area Plan. In addition, a detailed parking discussion is 

included for the Tahoe City Lodge in Impact 10-8 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

112-17 The commenter questioned whether the scenic analysis was based on the proposed 

standards in the Area Plan or the current standards. Ascent Environmental responded that 

the Tahoe City Lodge complies with the proposed Area Plan standards, and impacts are 

analyzed against the existing TRPA thresholds. 

112-18 This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 

accuracy, or completeness of the environmental document, but is noted for consideration in 

the review of the merits of the project.  

112-19 This comment pertains to the Area Plan. It does is not raise environmental issues or 

concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the environmental 

document.  
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Letter 

113 

TRPA Governing Board Draft EIR/EIS Meeting Notes 

July 27, 2016 

 

113-1 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

113-2 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

113-3 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

113-4 The comment identifies an error in Table 3-5 of the Draft EIR/EIS. Table 3-5 is corrected in 

this Final EIR/EIS. Please see the changes shown in Chapter 2, “Corrections and Revisions to 

the Draft EIR/EIS.” 

113-5 The comment states that the Draft EIR/EIS has inconsistencies and that terminology and 

language is confusing. The commenter also states that information previously requested has 

not been provided, that Tahoe Vista should be a Village Center, and that APC and Governing 

Board presentations be available on the web. These are oral comments that are similar to 

those provided by the commenter in eight written letters included in this Final EIR/EIS as 

comment letters 98 through 105. Please see responses to comment letters 98 through 105. 

113-6 The comment pertains to affordable housing, and the commenter’s suggestion that all 

residential parcels within the Plan area should be eligible for second residential units, and 

that second residential units that require full-time residency should be eligible for TRPA pool 

allocations and bonus units rather than market-rate allocations. The oral comments are 

similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the Contractors Association 

of Truckee Tahoe titled “Comments on Draft EIR/EIS for the Tahoe Basin Area Plan.” The 

written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 11. Please see responses to 

comment letter 11 and Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 

113-7 The comment relates to the selection of an alternative for the Tahoe Marina Lakefront 

shared-use path alignment. It states that no specific alignment should be identified, and that 

the Draft EIR/EIS did not adequately analyze the shared-use path. These are oral comments 

that are similar to those provided by the commenter in a written letter included in this Final 

EIR/EIS as comment letter 107. Please see responses to comment letter 107 and Master 

Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 

113-8 The comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge project and its importance as an 

infill project providing new and improved lodging options. These comments do not raise 

environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 

environmental document, but are noted for consideration in the review of the merits of the 

project. 

113-9 These comments express concerns regarding the lake side shared-use path and potential 

adverse impacts associated with the shared-use path. In addition, they suggested an 

alternative location for the shared-use path alignment. See Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.  

113-10 The comment indicates support for parts of the plan such as workforce housing and 

public/private partnerships. The commenter indicated he would submit comments on the 

Lake Forest Glen PAS due to down-zoning to commercial. These are oral comments that are 
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similar to those provided by the commenter in a written letter included in this Final EIR/EIS 

as comment letter 69. Please see the response to comment letter 69. 

113-11 These comments express concerns of adjoining landowners to the Tahoe City Lodge, 

including use of easements, ingress/egress, and incompatible uses. These are oral 

comments that are similar to those provided by these commenters in written letters included 

in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letters 82 and 85. Please see responses to comment 

letters 82 and 85. 

113-12 These comments express support for the Tahoe City Lodge project and its importance in 

providing a good quality lodging option with a beautiful design. 

113-13 The comment expresses support for some components of the Area Plan, particularly the 

deed restriction portion of the Tahoe City Lodge and the Placer County transit approach. The 

commenter also references future written comments to be submitted on behalf of the 

League to Save Lake Tahoe that will focus on traffic and VMT. Those comments are included 

in a written letter included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 13. Please see responses 

to comment letter 13 and Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this 

Final EIR/EIS. 

113-14 The comment expresses support for the Area Plan and the need to reverse the deterioration 

of commercial properties in Tahoe City such as the site of the Tahoe City Lodge. The 

comment states that the Area Plan provides the opportunity and incentives to improve 

properties in Tahoe City, and urges the approval of the Area Plan and the Tahoe City Lodge.  

113-15 The comment expresses concern about the traffic impacts resulting from the plan, the need 

for an emergency evacuation plan, and the lack of consideration of a mitigation fee program. 

The oral comments are similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the 

Friends of the West Shore and the Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group titled “Tahoe Basin Area 

Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study.” The written letter is 

included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 12. Please see responses to comment 

letter 12, as well as Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, and Master Response 6, 

Emergency Access and Evacuation, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

113-16 These comments express support for the Tahoe City Lodge project and the use of Transient 

Occupancy Tax (TOT) dollars to purchase the golf course as it would lead to an overall 

increase in TOT dollars.  

113-17 The comment expresses concern about the significant and unavoidable impacts described in 

the Draft EIR/EIS, the adequacy of SEZ restoration and mitigation, and the use of the term 

significant. The oral comments are similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on 

behalf of the Friends of the West Shore together with the Tahoe Area Sierra Club Group titled 

“Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Draft Environmental Impact Report/Study.” 

The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 12. Please see 

responses to comment letter 12, as well as Master Response 2, SEZ Restoration, in 

Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

113-18 The comment compliments Placer County and TRPA staff for their extensive outreach on the 

Area Plan Draft EIR/EIS, and states that TCPUD will be submitting future comments on 

utilities, and parks and recreation issues. The comment referred to the need for a 

public/private partnership, and TCPUD’s efforts to remove lands owned by TCPUD from the 

Town Center boundary. The oral comments are similar to those submitted in writing by letter 

the commenter. The letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 8. Please see 

responses to comment letter 8 for additional discussion.  



Comments and Responses  Ascent Environmental 

 Placer County/TRPA 

3.5-14 Placer County Tahoe Basin Area Plan and Tahoe City Lodge Final EIR/EIS 

113-19 This comment expresses concern regarding the lake side shared-use path and potential 

adverse impacts associated with the shared-use path, including crime, trespass, liability, 

noise, accidents, risk of fire, and loss of peace and quiet. These are oral comments that are 

similar to those provided by the commenter in a written letter included in this Final EIR/EIS 

as comment letter 63. Please see responses to comment letter 63, as well as Master 

Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 

113-20 These comments express support for the Tahoe City Lodge project and its importance in 

providing a needed lodging option in Tahoe City. 
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Letter 

114 

TRPA Regional Plan Implementation Committee Draft EIR-EIS Meeting Notes 

July 27, 2016 

 

114-1 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

114-2 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

114-3 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

114-4 This comment expresses concern regarding the traffic congestion in Tahoe City and states 

that vehicle use should be restricted and transit options improved, and that traffic analysis 

should move beyond the use of VMT and LOS.  The Draft EIR/EIS made use of VMT and LOS 

in the traffic analysis they are standard metrics required by TRPA and CEQA. Please see 

Master Response 1 of this Final EIR/EIS.  

114-5 This comment states that the region is nearing its VMT threshold and questions the 

sufficiency of the Transit Zone of Benefit as mitigation. Please see Master Response 1 of this 

Final EIR/EIS. 

114-6 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

114-7 This comment requests additional detail regarding the proposed Transit Zone of Benefit.  

Please refer to Master Response 1 of this Final EIR/EIS and the response to comment 13-8.  

114-8 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

114-9 The comment expresses concern about the affordable housing requirement for the Tahoe 

City Lodge, whether Alternative 2 should be removed if it is not being pursued, what the 

timing of SEZ restoration should be, and if the non-contiguous project provision needs to be 

vetted. These are oral comments that are similar to those provided by the commenter in 

eight written letters included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letters 98 through 105. 

Please see responses to comment letters 98 through 105, as well as Master Response 3, 

Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

114-10 These comments express concerns of adjoining landowners about the Tahoe City Lodge, 

including use of easements, ingress/egress, parking, coverage, and incompatible uses. 

These are oral comments that are similar to those provided by these commenters in written 

letters included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letters 82 and 85. Please see responses to 

comment letters 82 and 85. 

114-11 This comment is a response by the applicant for Tahoe City Lodge to the previous three 

comments. 

114-12 This comment expresses uncertainty about the potential use of the Tahoe City Lodge as TAUs 

versus residential units. In the discussion following this comment, the project applicant 

clarified that the Lodge units would be operated as TAUs. This is discussed in the fifth 

paragraph on page 3-23 of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

114-13 The comment states the adjacent landowner’s position that the easement held by Tahoe City 

Lodge is for ingress/egress, not parking. This is an oral comment that is similar to those 

provided by this commenter in a written letter included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment 

letter 82. Please see responses to comment letter 82. 
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Letter 

115 

Placer County Planning Commission Draft EIR/EIS Meeting Notes 

July 27, 2016 

 

115-1 The comment consists of inquiries and discussion about the project itself, and does not 

pertain to the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

115-2 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

115-3 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

115-4 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

115-5 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

115-6 The comment relates to the selection of an alternative for the Tahoe Marina Lakefront 

shared-use path alignment. It states that no specific alignment should be identified, and that 

the Draft EIR/EIS did not adequately analyze the shared-use path. These are oral comments 

that are similar to those provided by the commenter in a written letter included in this Final 

EIR/EIS as comment letter 107. Please see responses to comment letter 107, and Master 

Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 

115-7 The comment states that an engineer has prepared a map with an alternative alignment for 

the Tahoe Marina Lakefront shared-use path, and that the Tahoe Marine Lakefront 

homeowners are willing to compromise on a location. Please see Master Response 5, Tahoe 

Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.  

115-8 This comment expresses concerns of the adjoining landowner about the Tahoe City Lodge, 

including the actual size of the project site, ingress/egress, safety, and conversion of CFA to 

TAUs. These are oral comments that are similar to those provided by this commenter in a 

written letter included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 82. Please see responses to 

comment letter 82. 

115-9 This comment expresses concerns about the Tahoe City Lodge, including parking demand, 

access easements, ingress/egress, safety, and conversion of CFA to TAUs. These are oral 

comments that are similar to those provided by another commenter in a written letter 

included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 82. Please see responses to comment 

letter 82. 

115-10 The comment expresses support for some components of the Area Plan, particularly Placer 

County outreach that led to the modification of the Tahoe City Town Center and the Placer 

County transit approach. The comment also references future written comments to be 

submitted on behalf of the League to Save Lake Tahoe that will focus on traffic and VMT. 

Those comments are included in a written letter included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment 

letter 13. Please see responses to comment letter 13 and Master Response 1, VMT and LOS 

Analysis, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

115-11 These comments express the concerns of adjoining landowners about the Tahoe City Lodge, 

including use of easements, ingress/egress, parking, safety and incompatible uses. These 

are oral comments that are similar to those provided by commenters in written letters 

included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letters 82 and 85. Please see responses to 

comment letters 82 and 85. 
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115-12 The comment states support for earlier comments, that the Draft EIR/EIS has 

inconsistencies, that a superior alternative has not been identified, that the density of Tahoe 

City Lodge is unacceptable, and that mixed-use overlay should be assessed. The comment 

also states that an addendum to the Draft EIR/EIS should be prepared. These are oral 

comments that are similar to those provided by the commenter in eight written letters 

included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letters 98 through 105. Please see responses to 

comment letters 98 through 105. 

115-13 The comment relates to the alignment of the Tahoe Marina Lakefront shared-use path, 

expressing the opinion that it is in the wrong location and should be reassessed. These are 

oral comments that are similar to those provided by the commenter in a written letter 

included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 107. Please see responses to comment 

letter 107 and Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in 

Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

115-14 The comment expresses concern by a landowner behind the Tahoe City Golf Course who is 

concerned about access to his property because of increased traffic. The proposed Tahoe 

City Lodge project would not preclude access through the golf course property to residences 

located behind the clubhouse. Residences just north of the clubhouse also have access via a 

private road that connects to Fairway Drive. The number of daily trips generated by the Tahoe 

City Lodge action alternatives are lower than those associated with Alternative 4 (No Project) 

(Tables 10-7 through 10-10 of the Draft EIR/EIS).  

115-15 The comment supports the actions proposed in the Area Plan, states that the environmental 

document has solid analyses, and supports using the Tahoe City Lodge as a pilot to test the 

environmental statements, Town Center and infill development, walkability and bikability, 

and investment in lodging in town near amenities.  

115-16 The comment pertains to affordable housing, and the comment’s suggestion that all 

residential parcels within the Plan area should be eligible for second residential units, and 

that second residential units that require full-time residency should be eligible for TRPA pool 

allocations and bonus units rather than market-rate allocations. The oral comments are 

similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the Contractors Association 

of Truckee Tahoe titled “Comments on Draft EIR/EIS for the Tahoe Basin Area Plan.” The 

written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 11. Please see responses to 

comment letter 11 and Master Response 3, Affordable Housing, in Section 3.1 of this Final 

EIR/EIS. 

115-17 The comment commends Placer County and TRPA staff for their extensive outreach on the 

Area Plan Draft EIS/EIR, stating that TCPUD will be submitting future comments on utilities, 

and parks and recreation issues. The comment provided some history and background on 

TCPUD involvement with the Area Plan and the benefits of a public/private partnership to 

implement actions.  The oral comments are similar to those submitted in writing by the 

commenter. The letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 8. Please see 

responses to comment letter 8 for additional discussion. 

115-18 This comment expresses support for the Tahoe City Lodge project and a solution in Tahoe 

City for economic redevelopment.  

115-19 These comments relate to the Tahoe Marina Lakefront shared-use path and the need for 

future site-specific analysis. Please see Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-

Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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Letter 

116 

Placer County, North Tahoe Event Center Draft EIR/EIS Meeting Notes 

July 27, 2016 

 

116-1 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

116-2 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

116-3 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

116-4 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

116-5 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

116-6 and 7 The comments express concern about including the Tahoe City Lodge Project in the Area 

Plan document, concerns about density and market rate second dwelling units, concerns 

about enforcement of residential use, traffic, and building height. The oral comments are 

similar to a written letter the commenter submitted on behalf of the North Tahoe 

Preservation Alliance titled “Tahoe Basin Area Plan (TBAP) and Tahoe City Lodge Project 

(TCLP) EIR/EIS.” The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 15. 

Please see responses to comment letter 15 and Master Response 1, VMT and LOS Analysis, 

in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

116-8 The comments express concern about the proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge 

and Commons Beach and the impact on the Tahoe Marina Lakefront community. The oral 

comments are similar to a written letter the commenter and his wife, Carole, submitted titled 

“Tahoe Basin Area Plan DEIR/DEIS.” The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as 

comment letter 107. Please see responses to comment letter 107 and Master Response 5, 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

116-9 The comment notes that the Area Plan includes parking solutions for small businesses. The 

comment is noted for consideration of the review of the merits of the project. 

116-10 The comment expresses concern about the light and noise issues that may be associated 

with the Tahoe City Lodge. The comment states opposition to the lake side alignment of the 

shared-use path between Commons Beach and Fanny Bridge, and shared concerns 

regarding the potential negative impacts associated with this shared-use path alignment. The 

oral comments are similar to a written letter the commenter submitted titled “Comments on 

Tahoe City Lodge and Multi-Use Path.” The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as 

comment letter 97. Please see responses to comment letter 97 and Master Response 5, 

Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

116-11 These comments express support for the Area Plan and urges Placer County to support it. 

The comment also supports the Tahoe City Lodge project and the use of Transient 

Occupancy Tax (TOT) dollars to purchase the golf course. 

116-12 The comment expresses opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings 

Beach Town Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street. The oral comments are 

similar to written letters the commenter and his wife, Alexandra, submitted, both titled 

“Comments on the Tahoe Basin Area Plan/EIR/EIS (Kings Beach).” The written letters are 

included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letters 28 and 29. Please see responses to 

comment letters 28 and 29, as well as Master Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-

Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 
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116-13 The comment urges Placer County to consider the cumulative effects of projects within the 

Plan area and the vicinity and requests that Placer County decision makers spend time in 

Tahoe City in order to experience the traffic congestion first hand. The oral comments are 

similar to written letters the commenter submitted, titled “Area Plan Draft EIR/EIS 

Comments.” The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 84. Please 

see responses to comment letter 84, 

116-14 These comments express agreement with comment 116-13. Please see the response above. 

They also express opposition to the Mixed-Use zoning of the portion of the Kings Beach Town 

Center south of SR 28 and west of Secline Street, and recommend a number of proposed 

specific changes to zoning and uses in Kings Beach. The oral comments are similar to written 

letters that two of the commenters submitted, one titled “Appeal of the Proposed Kings 

Beach Vision Plan” and one untitled. The written letters are included in this Final EIR/EIS as 

comment letters 55 and 56. Please see responses to comment letters 55 and 56 as well as 

Master Response 4, Kings Beach Zoning and Shared-Use Path along Brockway Vista Avenue, 

in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

116-15 The comments express concern about the proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge 

and Commons Beach and the impact on the Tahoe Marina Lakefront community. The oral 

comments are similar to written letters the commenters submitted titled “Placer County 

Tahoe Basin Area Plan Public Review Draft, June 2016 and Draft Environmental Impact 

Report/Environmental Impact Statement” and “Tahoe Basin Area Plan Proposed Shared Use 

Path – Commons Beach to Fanny Bridge,” respectively. The written letters are included in 

this Final EIR/EIS as comment letters 37 and 64. Please see responses to comment 

letters 37 and 64 as well as Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path 

Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

116-16 The comment expresses the concerns of the adjoining landowner about the Tahoe City 

Lodge, including the nature of the easement, parking, ingress/egress, safety, and 

employment numbers. These oral comments are similar to those provided by this commenter 

in a written letter included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 82. Please see responses 

to comment letter 82. 

116-17 The comment states that written comments have been submitted and that she has 

previously raised questions and made comments at other public hearings. The comment 

reiterated some of those concerns that are in her written comments. These oral comments 

are similar to those provided by the commenter in eight written letters included in this Final 

EIR/EIS as comment letters 98 through 105. Please see responses to comment letters 98 

through 105. 

116-18 The comment states that Tahoe City needs quality lodging and the community needs to work 

it out and not drag this process out. The comment is noted for consideration of the review of 

the merits of the project during project review. 

116-19 The comment expresses concern about the proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge 

and Commons Beach and the impact on the Tahoe Marina Lakefront Community. The oral 

comments are similar to an untitled written letter submitted by the commenter. The written 

letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 33. Please see responses to 

comment letter 33 and Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront Shared-Use Path 

Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS.  

116-20 The comment states that Tahoe City needs quality lodging and the community needs to work 

it out and support redevelopment so government will invest in transportation infrastructure. 

The comment is noted for consideration of the review of the merits of the alternatives and 

during project review. 
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116-21 The comment commends Placer County and TRPA staff for their extensive outreach on the 

Area Plan Draft EIR/EIS, stating that TCPUD will be submitting future comments on utilities, 

parks and recreation issues. The comment provided some history and background on TCPUD 

involvement with the Area Plan and the benefits of a public/private partnership to implement 

actions. The oral comments are similar to a written letter the commenter submitted. The 

letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 8. Please see responses to 

comment letter 8 for additional discussion. 

116-22 The comment expresses concern about the proposed waterside path between Fanny Bridge 

and Commons Beach and the impact on the Tahoe Marina Lakefront community. The oral 

comments are similar to a written letter the commenter submitted titled “Tahoe City Area 

Plan/EIR”. The written letter is included in this Final EIR/EIS as comment letter 23. Please 

see responses to comment letter 23 and Master Response 5, Tahoe Marina Lakefront 

Shared-Use Path Alignment, in Section 3.1 of this Final EIR/EIS. 

116-23 The comment supports the Tahoe City Lodge project. The comment is noted for consideration 

of the review of the merits of the project during project review. 

116-24 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

116-25 This is not a comment on the content or conclusions of the Draft EIR/EIS. 

 

 

  


