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Letter I26 Ted Gomoll 
July 13, 2020 

Response I26-1 
The comment asks TCPUD how the Project would be paid for and notes that hopefully it would not be funded by a 
TCPUD assessment on Tahoe City homeowners. How the Project is funded is not a topic that requires analysis in the 
EIR under CEQA; thus, no further response is required. This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board 
during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I26-2 
The comment requests that construction traffic access the Project site via Village Road instead of Old Mill Road and 
requests that there would be no construction on weekends. Construction vehicles would likely use the most logical 
access point to the site, either by Village Road or Old Mill Road, and the comment does not identify any specific 
issues that relate to this topic and the adequacy of the Draft EIR. As discussed under Section 2.5.3, “Construction 
Schedule and Activities,” on page 2-22 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated 
in Detail,” construction activities would occur during daytime hours exempt from noise standards by TRPA, which 
allows for weekend work. At this time it cannot be guaranteed that construction activities would not occur on the 
weekend; however, this could be a condition of Placer County’s building permit. The comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I27 Julie Maurer 
July 13, 2020 

Response I27-1 
The comment expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR and for the proposed Project. The comment 
expresses the belief that the significant impacts could be mitigated. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. 
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Letter I28 Michael Hogan 
July 14, 2020 

Response I28-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author and expresses support for the analysis in the 
Draft EIR and for the proposed Project. The comment expresses the belief that the impacts found to be significant 
could be adequately mitigated. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. 
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Letter I29 Robert and Cindy Owens 
July 14, 2020 

Response I29-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author and expresses support for the analysis in the 
Draft EIR and for the Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. 
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Letter I30 Randy and Barbara Thomas 
July 14, 2020 

Response I30-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, summarizes benefits of the proposed 
Project, and expresses support for the proposed Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR.  
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Letter I31 Dave Wilderotter 
July 14, 2020 

Response I31-1 
The comment expresses support for the completeness and analysis in the Draft EIR. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. 
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Letter I32 Carol Pollock 
July 17, 2020 

Response I32-1 
The comment requests that the comment letter be read aloud and discussed during the July 17 public meeting. As 
noted under Section 3.3.4, “Public Meeting,” below, a letter provided by Carol Pollock was read aloud at the July 17 
public meeting. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR.  

Response I32-2 
The comment asks whether the Draft EIR considers the dangerous winter traffic conditions on Old Mill Road. The 
comment notes that comments and photos of winter accidents were provided to the Board in January. Additionally, 
the comment asks whether the Board considers increasing winter traffic on Old Mill Road in the interests of public 
safety. Finally, the comment asks how Appendix D could conclude that the proposed site D would not result in a 
significant traffic safety impact. 

As described in Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC included in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the potential transportation safety impacts of the Project 
and historical crash data analysis. The historical crash data included the winter months, and based on the analysis 
presented in the Section 7, “Transportation Safety Analysis,” of the Transportation Impact Analysis and was 
summarized in Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. As discussed further in Master Response 1, the safety 
analysis determined that no undue transportation safety-related concerns related to conditions along Old Mill Road 
are expected to result with implementation of the proposed Project because, based on historical crash data, the crash 
severity on Old Mill Road has been relatively low; TRPA’s Lake Tahoe Region Safety Strategy study did not identify 
Old Mill Road as a priority location for safety improvements; and although the proposed Project would increase 
traffic on Old Mill Road, the resulting daily traffic volumes would not exceed the County standards for traffic volumes 
on a residential street. The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR 
analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I32-3 
The comment asks if there are construction and operating budgets for the Project, what the financial consequences 
of low snow years would be for Tahoe XC, and what the consequences would be of significant operating deficits. The 
financial aspect of the Project is not a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. This comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I32-4 
The comment asks what regulatory approvals are required for construction of the Project and tree removal and if 
they have been sought. A summary of the permits and approvals that are required for the Project is provided in 
Section 1.3, “Required Permits and Approvals,” in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” of the Draft EIR. These include permits or 
approvals by TRPA, the Conservancy, Placer County, Lahontan RWQCB, PCAPCD, SHPO, NTFPD, TCPUD, and Tahoe-
Truckee Sanitation Agency. TRPA would approve a permit for tree removal for the Project. The EIR must be approved 
prior to the applicant seeking additional regulatory approvals or permits from the applicable agencies. This comment 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

Response I32-5 
The comment requests that comments submitted by the letter’s author be read during the public meeting on July 24. 
These comments are identical to comments I32-1 through I32-4. See responses to comments I32-1 through I32-4. As 
noted under Section 3.3.4, “Public Meeting,” below, a letter provided by Carol Pollock was read aloud at the July 17 
public meeting. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter I33 Monica Grigoleit 
July 15, 2020 

Response I33-1 
The comment asks who will be funding the Schilling Lodge after its first year. The financial aspect of the Project is not 
a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

Response I33-2 
The comment asks whether there will be speed bumps put on Polaris Road, Old Mill Road, and Village Road or any 
other necessary streets in the Highlands neighborhood to accommodate more traffic down those streets. 

There are no speed bumps proposed as part of the Project. The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address 
the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by 
the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I33-3 
The comment asks if private functions would be allowed at the Schilling Lodge or if there would be public functions 
that would increase traffic. Public and private events that could be held at the Schilling Lodge are described under 
“Special Events” beginning on page 2-14 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated 
in Detail,” in the Draft EIR. Table 2-3 on page 2-13 identifies the maximum number of events, public or private, that 
could occur at the Schilling Lodge each year. As discussed under “Methods and Assumptions” beginning on 
page 3.5-12 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” and shown in Tables 3.5-2, 3.5-3, 3.5-4, and 3.5-5, the increase in visitors 
at the Schilling Lodge associated with events are considered in the transportation analysis. This comment does not 
provide any specific evidence that relates to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment 
is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I33-4 
The comment asks if the public housing project would be downsized to accommodate further impacts on the 
Highlands neighborhood. It is assumed that the comment is referring to the Dollar Creek Crossing project, which is 
identified as one of the cumulative projects analyzed in the cumulative analysis for the proposed Project and 
Alternative A (see Table 3.1-2 beginning on page 3-5 under Section 3.1.5, “Cumulative Setting,” in the Draft EIR. 
Cumulative impacts are discussed in each resource section (Sections 3.3 through 3.12 of the Draft EIR), following 
discussions of the Project-specific impacts and consider the cumulative effects of the proposed Project and 
Alternative A combined with the Dollar Creek Crossing project along with other cumulative projects. This comment is 
not related to the proposed Project and does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
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Letter I34 John Pang 
July 15, 2020 

Response I34-1 
The comment provides an introduction to the comment letter. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. 

Response I34-2 
The comment refers to Section 3.2.9, “Wildfire,” on page 3-15 of the Draft EIR and states the belief that fire codes 
would likely not allow any type of wood shake or shingle roof on the building. The Schilling Lodge would use a 
product that best matches historic character of original roof but complies with applicable fire and building codes 
(Heapes, pers. comm., 2020). The Secretary of Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation (NPS 2020b) include provisions 
for rehabilitation of historic structures while also meeting the requirements of local codes related to life safety and 
resilience to natural hazards. Thus, construction of the Schilling Lodge utilizing a product that looks similar to the 
original wood shake roof but meets local fire code requirements would not result in a significant impact to the 
historical significance of or alter the historic character of the Schilling residence. The comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I34-3 
The comment provides a correction to Section 3.11, “Utilities,” to remove a reference to the City of South Lake Tahoe 
as it has no relevance to the Project. The comment is correct and Section 3.11 is revised in this Final EIR. The 
correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

Paragraph 3 on page 3.11-3 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:  

Where a local jurisdiction has not adopted a more stringent construction and demolition (C&D) ordinance, 
construction activities are required to implement Section 5.408 of the CALGreen Code. Under Section 5.408, 
construction activities are required to recycle and/or salvage for reuse a minimum of 65 percent of their 
nonhazardous C&D waste as of January 1, 2017. Applicable projects are required to prepare and implement a 
Construction Waste Management Plan, which is submitted to the local jurisdiction before issuance of 
building permits. Placer County The City of South Lake Tahoe does not currently have an adopted C&D 
waste management ordinance. 

Response I34-4 
The comment states the letter’s author will send a screen shot of a typo in the LSC report. The comment letter does 
not include any attachments or screen shots of this typo. The comment offers no specific information or evidence 
that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. 
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Letter I35 Douglas Gourlay 
July 17, 2020 

Response I35-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the Project and opinions related to the use of the historic Schilling residence. 
The comment also requests the comments be read aloud at the public meeting on July 17. This comment letter was 
not read aloud during the public meeting because the author himself provided oral comments (see response to 
comments PM1-4 through PM1-9). The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-2 
The comment provides background information related to the development of the Project and presents the belief 
that there was a preference for relocating the lodge to the proposed Project site (Site D). The comment notes the 
TCPUD website does not mention Site A is under consideration.  

As described on page ES-2 in the “Executive Summary” chapter (and also on page 2-1 of Chapter 2, “Description of 
the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail“), “Site D – Full Project (proposed Project) is the “proposed 
project” for purposes of CEQA, and is the project described in the project description of this EIR consistent with State 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15124.” CEQA requires that the EIR identify a proposed project. Because of the controversial 
nature of the Project, TCPUD elected to analyze an alternative to the proposed Project at an equal level of detail to 
the analysis of the proposed Project (see page 2-1 of the Draft EIR): 

While not required by CEQA, this approach was selected by the TCPUD Board to provide them with analysis 
of the proposed Project and Alternative A at an equal level of detail to allow them the flexibility to potentially 
approve a CEQA compliant project at either location. Possible reasons for this could include insurmountable 
difficulty in obtaining permitting for the proposed Project, failure to complete the land exchange with the 
Conservancy, unavoidable environmental impacts of the proposed Project, and/or strong community and 
political opposition. In the event that any of these conditions occur, Alternative A is analyzed at this level of 
detail so that the EIR provides sufficient analysis to enable TCPUD to approve that alternative, should that 
course of action be the ultimate decision of the TCPUD Board. 

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. 
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-3 
The comment states that deploying the Schilling Lodge at Site A would allow adaptive reuse of the Schilling residence 
without alterations and therefore selection of Site D as the proposed Project is intentionally non-compliant with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The comment is suggesting an additional alternative for evaluation and asserts 
that the proposed Project and expansion of the Schilling Lodge is non-compliant with the Secretary of the Interior’s 
Standards. See response to comment I10-18, which discusses the analysis of alternatives in the Draft EIR, including 
alternatives with limited expansion to the original Schilling residence. See responses to comments I10-10, I35-4, and 
I41-23, which address the comment’s concerns related to the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  

Response I35-4 
The comment states that moving the Schilling residence from its original lakefront location is a violation of the 
Department of the Interior’s Standards. The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (Standards) are a series of concepts 
about maintaining, repairing, and replacing historic materials, as well as designing new additions or making 
alterations. The Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines (Guidelines), which are separate from the Standards, offer 
general design and technical recommendations to assist in applying the Standards to a specific property. Together, 
they provide a framework and guidance for decision-making about work or changes to a historic property (NPS 
2020b). There are Standards and Guidelines for Preservation, Rehabilitation, Restoration, and Reconstruction, 
depending on which treatment is appropriate for the historic building. The ten Standards for Rehabilitation, as listed 
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on page 3.4-3 of Section 3.4, “Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources,” in the Draft EIR, do not 
directly speak to relocation or setting.  

While the Guidelines for Rehabilitation do recommend against relocation of a historic building, the Guidelines are 
advisory, not regulatory (NPS 2020b). As described on page 3.4-15 of the Draft EIR, while the axial and spatial 
relationship of the building to the frontage on Rubicon Bay is one of the many character defining features of the 
Schilling residence, consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) resulted in the conclusion that 
moving the historic building would not result in a significant impact to its historical significance, provided the Schilling 
Lodge retains the original building orientation when reconstructed. 

Response I35-5 
The comment summarizes the need for locating the Schilling Lodge at a higher elevation, and notes that there is a 76-
foot elevation difference between the proposed Project site and the Alternative A site. The comment suggests that 
because of climate change, relocating the lodge to an elevation of 7,500-8,000 feet would allow for longer term usage. 
Although it is true that under future climate change scenarios, precipitation patterns in the Tahoe region are anticipated 
to change, the Project still maintains the Project objective to maximize the base elevation of the lodge site (see page 2-6 
of the Draft EIR), which can be done by moving the location of the lodge to the proposed Project site (Site D). Although 
the elevation increase may be slight, the Draft EIR notes on page 2-5, “[c]onnections between the Existing Lodge and 
the trail network are at a lower elevation and are exposed, so they do not hold snow as long as other portions of the 
network. Melted snow serves as a barrier between the Existing Lodge and the trail network.” Additionally, the Draft EIR 
notes on page 2-23 under Section 2.6.1, “Proposed Project (Site D – Full Project),” [t]he location of this site would also 
place the lodge adjacent to beginner terrain, which would improve access for beginning skiers.” Thus, the proposed site 
represents the maximum elevation gain feasible at the location of cross-country ski trails that are accessible near Tahoe 
XC and provides closer, more direct access to the portions of the trail system that are much higher and retain snow for 
more weeks in each year. This direct access allows skiers to avoid trail sections that often experience less snow cover due 
to wind conditions and sun exposure and that melt out the earliest.  

Additionally, locating the lodge at the proposed Project site allows beginner, infrequent, and some senior skiers to 
avoid the hill at the start of the existing trail system, which presents as a significant obstacle to these skiers. Beginner 
ski lessons for all ages require flat terrain to establish gliding and striding technique, proper polling, and proper 
balance. Descending the hill in sometimes icy conditions for inexperienced skiers is also a safety concern. 

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. 
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-6 
The comment summarizes the number and type of events that could be held at the Schilling Lodge and notes that 
alcohol could be served at the events, which is at a location within a few hundred feet of North Tahoe High School 
and in a residential neighborhood. The comment asserts that the proposed Project and Alternative A should 
completely ban the selling, serving, and private consumption of alcohol or any controlled substances, especially if 
located next to academic institutions. The comment also notes the Project proposes to reclassify residential zoned 
lots on Polaris Road and utilize them for commercial purposes. See response to comment I10-19, which addresses 
concerns related to the presence of alcohol at the Schilling Lodge. 

The comment is incorrect in stating that the Project would rezone residential parcels. Neither the proposed Project 
nor Alternative A would include rezoning. As stated on page 2-23 of the Draft EIR, “[the proposed Project site] is 
located in the North Tahoe High School Subdistrict and zoned for recreation in the Area Plan; the proposed Project 
site also has a land use designation of Recreation in the Area Plan and the TRPA Regional Plan (Placer County and 
TRPA 2017, TRPA 2018).” Page 2-26 of the Draft EIR states, “Like the proposed Project, the Alternative A site is also 
located in the North Tahoe High School Subdistrict and zoned for recreation in the Area Plan and has a land use 
designation of Recreation in the Area Plan and the TRPA Regional Plan.“  

The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. 
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I35-7 
The comment notes concerns related to the COVID-19 pandemic and suggests that commercial venture predicated on 
gatherings and high-density human interactions should be re-evaluated. The comment’s opinion to re-evaluate such 
commercial endeavors is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-8 
The comment states it is not clear why the Project is not trying to share parking with North Lake Tahoe High School, 
which would maintain compliance with the Area Plan requirements for shared parking. The “Parking” section on page 2-
11 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR states:  

the Project applicant is in the process of pursuing a shared-parking agreement with the Tahoe Truckee Unified 
School District to allow for shared parking during high-use events. Importantly, use of parking at the school by 
TCCSEA (particularly for events such as the Great Ski Race or the Great Trail Race) would occur outside of school 
hours. For North Tahoe High School and North Tahoe Middle School, shared parking could be used by spectators 
and buses in the Schilling Lodge parking lot during school-sponsored sporting events. 

Thus, the Project is seeking to establish a shared parking agreement with the school; however, the shared parking 
would only occur outside of school hours for high-use events hosted out of the Schilling Lodge. The comment offers 
no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further 
response can be provided. 

Response I35-9 
The comment cites the Project objective, “Construct a new lodge that minimizes effects on the neighborhood.” The 
comment states the Project along with consolidating the North Lake Tahoe Middle School and North Lake Tahoe 
High School do not minimize effects on the neighborhood. The comment offers no specific information or evidence 
that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Response I35-10 
The comment refers to Impact 3.3-2, “Tree Removal,” and compares the number of trees that would be removed at 
the Polaris site to the number of trees that would be removed at the current site. As analyzed under Impact 3.3-2 on 
pages 3.3-17 through 3.3-20 of the Draft EIR, the removal of trees by both the proposed Project and Alternative A 
would result in a potentially significant impact. Additionally, both the proposed Project and Alternative A would be 
required to implement Mitigation Measure 3.3-2, which would minimize or avoid tree removal impacts through the 
design and permitting process and reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level. This comment offers no specific 
information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can 
be provided. 

Response I35-11 
The comment states that the is impossible for Polaris Road to support the construction and associated lane closures 
and detours detailed in the Draft EIR.  

Impact 3.5-5 starting on page 3.5-28 of the Draft EIR addresses potential construction-related traffic impacts resulting 
from implementation of the Project and includes Mitigation Measure 3.5-5, which requires the applicant to prepare 
and implement a temporary traffic control plan during construction activities. Additionally, Impact 3.5-5 starting on 
page 3.5-28 describes that the duration of construction, number of trucks, truck routing, number of employees, truck 
idling, lane closures, and a variety of other construction-related activities are unknown at this time. Therefore, it is not 
known whether the Project would require lane closures and detours and the comment does not provide any specific 
evidence that Polaris Road would not be able to accommodate construction-related traffic effects with the 
implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.5-5. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I35-12 
The comment states that construction noise at the Polaris site would impact students at local schools and local 
households, and that construction noise at the current site would impact only local households. However, the 
comment does not provide any evidence that the noise impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. Page 
3.8-10 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” describes all existing nearby sensitive receptors that were evaluated, and construction 
noise was estimated at these receptors. Considering local standards and typical construction activities, it was 
determined that construction noise would not result in significant impacts at any nearby receptor. No further analysis 
is required. 

Response I35-13 
The comment states that construction would result in damage to homes at the Polaris site and asks what the 
indemnification plan is. Impact 3.8-2 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR evaluated the potential for construction 
vibration to result in human disturbance as well as damage to existing structures. As discussed on pages 3.8-16 and 
3.8-17 of the Draft EIR, anticipated construction activities would not be located within distances where vibration has 
the potential to result in building damage. Therefore, impacts to existing structures were deemed less than 
significant. The comment does not provide any evidence that the vibration impact analysis presented in the Draft EIR 
is inadequate; therefore, no further analysis is required.  

Response I35-14 
The comment states that nearby neighborhoods are not in favor of late-night events. The comment expresses 
opposition to the proposed Project and Alternative A. It does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding 
the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD 
Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-15 
The comment, related to parking, states that reuse of the current site would result in 30 percent less TRPA coverage 
and would be far more environmentally friendly. Additionally, the comment states that Site D could be implemented 
with no driveway or dedicated parking and just reuse shared parking with North Lake Tahoe High School, which 
would be a smart alternative and be compliant with Policy T-P-13 of the Area Plan, which states that Placer County 
shall encourage shared-parking facilities to more efficiently utilize parking lots.  

The amount of proposed land coverage, including asphalt and total coverage, for the proposed Project is included in 
Table 3.9-4 on page 3.9-13 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage,” of the Draft EIR and for 
Alternative A is included in Table 3.9-5 on page 3.9-14. Total coverage for Alternative A (67,619 square feet (sq. ft.) 
would be approximately 17 percent less than the proposed Project coverage (81,593 sq. ft.). The amount of asphalt 
area required for Alternative A (49,446 sq. ft.) would be approximately 20 percent of the amount of asphalt required 
for the proposed Project (61,379 sq. ft.). Section 4.8.2, “Impacts Related to Tree Removal, Coverage, Utilities, and 
Construction,” in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” of the Draft EIR provides a summary comparison of impacts related to 
coverage between the proposed Project and Project alternatives. Although the proposed Project would result in a 
greater amount of coverage than Alternative A, the amount of new coverage for the proposed Project and all 
alternatives is allowed and would comply with TRPA Code and other applicable regulations. The alternatives analysis 
and determination of the environmentally superior alternative is based on the whole of the proposed Project and 
alternatives, not one factor. See response to comment I11-2, which addresses concerns about the environmentally 
superior alternative. 

The Project includes a proposal to coordinate with the high school to establish a shared-parking agreement that 
would allow for shared parking during high-use events outside of school hours. For North Tahoe High School and North 
Tahoe Middle School, shared parking could be used by spectators and buses in the Schilling Lodge parking lot during 
school-sponsored sporting events. Shared parking between Tahoe XC and the schools would not likely be feasible during 
school hours. 
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The comment provides no evidence as to why reuse of the Existing Lodge site would be more environmentally 
friendly than the proposed Project. Additionally, the remainder of the comment proposes a change to the Project and 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

Response I35-16 
The comment notes the proposed Project would result in 81,539 sq. ft. of coverage, and the current site would result 
in 67,619 sq. ft. of coverage, noting also that Site A would result in a smaller increase in coverage over existing 
conditions than the proposed Project at Site D. The Draft EIR analyzes the potential impacts related to coverage 
under Impact 3.9-3 on pages 3.9-13 through 3.9-14 in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage.” 
Because the proposed Project and Alternative A would comply with TRPA land coverage regulation, they would each 
have a less-than-significant impact relative to land coverage. This comment offers no specific information or evidence 
that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Response I35-17 
The comment sates that Polaris Road is already dangerously fast, highly trafficked, and has a higher number of 
pedestrians and students and bikers on it than Village Road. The comment concludes that the proposed Project 
threatens the lives of students and residents due to the high speeds and lack of pedestrian facilities on Polaris Road.  

As detailed on page 3.5-1 of the Draft EIR, the Transportation Analysis in Appendix D includes a more comprehensive 
discussion of the transportation setting in the Project area including historical crash data, driveway spacing, and results 
of speed surveys. Please refer to Table 18 in Appendix D for speed survey results in the Highlands Community. 
Additionally, a summary of the results of the speed survey conducted along Polaris Road is shown on page 3.5-10 of the 
Draft EIR. Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. Finally, the comment does not provide any evidence as 
to why the Project would threaten the lives of students by generating additional traffic along Polaris Road.  

Response I35-18 
The comment states that Site D would generate 27 percent more trips than Site A. The comment does not raise any 
CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-19 
The comment states that Polaris Road currently has 74.9 percent more traffic on a weekly basis than Village Road 
(Site A). The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further 
response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits 
of the Project. 

Response I35-20 
The comment states that the proposed plan results in a significant imbalance in traffic load on Polaris Road as 
compared to Village Road, with Polaris growing from 74.9 percent more traffic under existing conditions to 
351 percent more traffic than Village Road with implementation of the proposed Project. Additionally, the comment 
states it is exceedingly likely that peak days will result in more than 2,500 daily trips on Polaris Road which is the 
maximum sustainable for a residential street per guidelines.  

Impact 3.5-2, starting on page 3.5-21 of the Draft EIR analyzes in detail whether the Project would result in traffic 
volumes on a residential roadway exceeding 2,500 vehicles per day. The analysis concluded that Project-related traffic 
would not cause traffic volumes on residential roadways to exceed Placer County’s 2,500 vehicles per day standard 
for residential roadways and this impact would be less than significant. Additionally, the comment does not provide 
any evidence to support the claim that the proposed Project would result in more than 2,500 daily trips on Polaris 
Road. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I35-21 
The comment states that the proposed driveway does not meet the engineering standards for minimum sight 
distance for stopping. The comment raises a concern regarding wet/snowy/icy road conditions on peak days for 
cross-country skiing. In addition, the comment states that Polaris Road already experiences higher than normal traffic 
volumes for a residential street and the speeds on it were clocked at up to 42 mph during a one-day study and police 
reports indicate that speeds greater than 50 mph have been commonplace. 

As discussed on page 3.5-23 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, although the proposed Project 
driveway location does not meet the corner sight distance standards, it does meet the minimum stopping sight 
distance value of 200 feet for the measured 85th percentile speed (i.e., 30 mph). Additionally, although not stated in 
the Transportation Impact Analysis, the minimum stopping sight distance value would be met even with a 35 mph 
design speed. See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety for details related to the portion of the comment 
addressing winter conditions, minimum stopping sight distance, speed, and traffic volumes. It should be noted that 
“Unsafe speed" was not recorded as a factor in any of the three crashes reported during the 10-year period along 
Polaris Road. Additionally, the comment provides no evidence to support the claims related to specific speeds along 
Polaris Road. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-22 
The comment notes that alternative sites to the proposed Project were removed from consideration because it would 
be located on land zoned and designated residential and would not be consistent with the land use designation. The 
comment asserts the proposed Project also requires a commercial driveway be placed on residentially zoned and 
designated land. The comment is correct that the land use designation was one of the factors considered in 
dismissing two of the six alternatives considered and not evaluated further: the Site B – Site at the End of Highlands 
Drive alternative and the Site C – Site at the End of Cedarwood Drive (see pages 4-4 and 4-5 in Chapter 4, 
“Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR).  

The two parcels, 093-600-001 and -002, owned by TCPUD that are located adjacent to the parcel that would contain 
the proposed Project driveway are designated and zoned for residential use. Figure 2-5, “Schilling Lodge Site Plan,” is 
a preliminary design of the proposed Project that shows a narrow portion of the driveway could be located on the 
adjacent parcel; however, these drawings are preliminary and final design would locate the driveway within APN 093-
160-064, which is designated for recreation use. Thus, the comment is incorrect that any portion of the proposed 
Project site is designated and zoned for residential use. See response to comment I35-6, which addresses the land 
use and zoning designation on the proposed Project site and Alternative A site. As discussed therein, the Project site 
is zoned as Recreation and the Project is consistent with that designation; thus, the Project is not considered a 
Commercial use. 

Response I35-23 
The comment expresses support for the No Project Alternative. The comment asks TCPUD to cancel the Project and 
the owner of the property that originally contained the Schilling residence return the building to the original location. 
The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. 
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I35-24 
The comment states the No Project Alternative is the environmentally preferred alternative. The comment is true; 
however, as stated on page 4-20 under Section 4.8, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” in Chapter 4, 
“Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR, “Section 15126.6 of the State CEQA Guidelines states that ‘if the environmentally 
superior alternative is the ‘no project’ alternative, the EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
among the other alternatives.’” As discussed on page 4-22, the proposed Project was determined to be the 
environmentally superior alternative. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis 
presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I35-25 
The comment asserts Alternative A is the favorable choice based on comparison of the impacts from Alternative A 
and the proposed Project. The comment states it is hard to imagine a 76-foot elevation increase and slightly flatter 
starting area is worth some of the impacts that would occur from implementation of the proposed Project. The 
comment requests that if Site D is chosen, the Project should comply with the residential zoning designation and 
shared parking policy of the Area Plan. The comment expresses support for Alternative A over the proposed Project.  

The comment is inaccurate in asserting that the proposed Project site is zoned residential. See response to comment 
I35-6, which addresses the zoning and land use designation of the proposed Project site. The comment offers no 
specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the Draft EIR is inadequate. This comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

Tahoe City Public Utility District 
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-133 

 

Letter I36 Douglas Gourlay 
July 17, 2020 

Response I36-1 
The comment requests a statement from TCPUD Board members and Tahoe XC Board members that they have no 
conflicts of interest and should disclose if they live in proximity to transit corridors for Site A or Site D or have any 
commercial interest that would benefit from the Project. The comment would like to understand that the decisions 
made for the Project are not violating public trust. Such conflicts of interest described in the comment are not topics 
that require analysis in the EIR under CEQA; thus, no further response is required. This comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I36-2 
The comment notes the document attached to this comment letter contains comments on the Project and would like 
them read at the July 17 public meeting. The attachment is letter I35; thus, see responses to comments I35-1 through 
I35-25. This comment letter was not read aloud during the public meeting because the author himself provided oral 
comments (see response to comments PM1-4 through PM1-9).  
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Letter I37 Kay and Dave Gleske 
July 17, 2020 

Response I37-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author and expresses support for the proposed 
Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR.  
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Letter I38 Carol Pollock 
July 17, 2020 

Response I38-1 
The comment asks if any of the Board members live in the Highlands neighborhood. The comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns that require analysis in the EIR under CEQA; thus, no further response is required. 
This comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I38-2 
The comment includes correspondence related to providing oral comments at the July 17 public meeting. The 
comment includes the same comments included in letter I32. See responses to comments I32-1 through I32-5. 
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Letter I39 Bonnie Dodge 
July 17, 2020 

Response I39-1 
The comment provides introductory comments to the letter. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. 

Response I39-2 
The commenter notes that they are a homeowner along Polaris Road and that speeding along this road is an issue 
and that they have nearly been hit on their bicycle several times by motorists simply not paying attention, and have 
witnessed other close calls involving both pedestrians and other cyclists. The commenter also notes that their dog 
was hit by a student returning from a basketball game in January and that they have seen two other animals hit on 
Polaris Road. The comment states that traffic on Polaris Road is a much bigger issue than on both Village Road and 
Country Club Drive because of the location of the High School/Middle School and the fact that all students/faculty 
must use Polaris Road to access the schools, and that no amount of attempted mitigation is going to be enough. The 
comment goes on to state that traffic is going to increase, and the results will be greater numbers of accidents 
involving students, residents, and residents' animals. Additionally, the comment states that the addition of a venue for 
major events will increase traffic in an already congested area and the non-resident drivers accessing the proposed 
Project will be in a hurry to "have fun" and not used to driving residential streets in winter conditions. 

In relation to speeding and pedestrian safety, please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment 
does not provide any data or evidence to contradict the conclusions of the transportation analysis related to roadway 
safety in the Draft EIR or provide specific evidence that the traffic safety analysis in the Draft EIR is inadequate, 
inaccurate, or incomplete. Therefore, no further response is necessary.  

Regarding the concerns noted in the comment related to congestion and traffic associated with implementation of 
the proposed Project, Impact 3.5-1 and Impact 3.5-2 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR analyze the 
potential effects of Project-generated traffic within the study area. Additionally, the comment provides no evidence to 
support the claim that Polaris Road is currently congested. Finally, the comment provides no evidence that the drivers 
accessing the proposed Project would be predisposed to speed and would not be used to driving in winter 
conditions. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I39-3 
The comment expresses concern related to the safety of the students and recreational participants in the event of an 
emergency (e.g., fire, flood, chemical spill, etc.) and having only a two-lane road for access. The comment also 
believes that in the future there will be a desire for an additional road exiting the high school, which could have 
environmental effects. See responses to comments A3-2, I10-6, and I10-7, which address concerns related to the use 
of hazardous materials as part of the Project. See response to comments I10-6 and I10-8, which address concerns 
related to wildfire risk. See response to comment I10-7, which addresses concerns related to emergency evacuation. 
As stated on page 3.10-1 in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” in the Draft EIR, “[t}he proposed Project site 
and Alternative A site do not contain stream or water bodies and are not in the 100-year flood hazard zone for any 
stream or water body.” The comment’s thoughts related to desire for a future road are not related to the Project. This 
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I39-4 
The comment expresses support for Alternative A and notes the EIR identifies the environmental impacts at the 
Polaris site are more severe than those from Alternative A. The comment asserts some of the benefits of Alternative A 
compared to the proposed Project would include fewer trees removed, less earth moved, fewer disturbed plant 
species, and no radical change to traffic. As discussed in Section 4.8, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” 
beginning on page 4-20 of the Draft EIR, the proposed Project is the environmentally superior alternative because it 
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would have fewer potentially significant impacts that would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of mitigation compared to Alternative A. The Site A alternatives would result in potential impacts to 
water supply that do not apply to the Site D alternatives. This comment does not provide any specific evidence 
related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I39-5 
The comment expresses skepticism that mitigation measures required for the Project would be implemented. CEQA 
and the State CEQA Guidelines (PRC Section 21081.6 and State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091[d] and 15097) require 
public agencies “to adopt a reporting and monitoring program for changes to the project which it has adopted or 
made a condition of project approval to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.” An MMRP is 
required for the Project because the EIR identifies potential significant adverse impacts related to Project 
implementation, and mitigation measure have been identified to reduce those impacts. The MMRP is available under 
separate cover from this Final EIR. TCPUD is required to monitor completion of the mitigation measures identified for 
the Project and, where necessary, TCPUD, the Project applicant, or Project contractor would coordinate with other 
public agencies (e.g., Placer County, TRPA, Lahontan RWQCB) to demonstrate that mitigation requirements have 
been met to obtain and fulfill all necessary permit and approval requirements. Furthermore, this comment does not 
provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I39-6 
The comment states that a new recreational facility is going to significantly increase noise exposure and that these 
impacts should be spread around rather than focusing is all in one spot. Impact 3.8-3 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the 
Draft EIR discusses the nature of potential noise-generating activities at the proposed Schilling Lodge and associated 
noise levels, based on noise measurements conducted for similar types of events. Further, pages 3.8-17 and 3.8-18 of 
the Draft EIR evaluated these potential noise sources in comparison to adopted TRPA noise standards, and based on 
this analysis it was determined that future event noise would not exceed applicable noise standards for the area. It 
should be further noted, as discussed on page 3.8-2 of the Draft EIR, that noise sources that are of equal noise levels 
occurring in the same location, when combined, result in a 3-db noise increase, which is generally perceptible to 
humans. However, the Schilling Lodge under the proposed Project would be located approximately 140 feet from the 
existing sports track, and therefore, would not combine with noise from existing recreational facilities to result in an 
audible increase in noise. 

Response I39-7 
The comment expresses support for an expansion of the Existing Lodge at the current location. The comment does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I40 Linda May 
July 17, 2020 

Response I40-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author and expresses support for the proposed 
Project. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the EIR. 
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Letter I41 Roger and Janet Huff 
July 18, 2020 

Response I41-1 
The comment provides an introduction to the comment letter with background related to the development of the 
Project and suggests the TCPUD Board consider the recommendations in the letter. The comment asserts the original 
proposal was half the size of the proposed Project and did not include more parking, a driveway, and alterations and 
additions designed for the applicant’s members and commercial activities. The comment asserts that controversial 
projects exhibit red flags associated with impatience and neglecting to correct chronic problems among other issues. 
The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of 
the EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-2 
The comment requests more time for the public to review the Draft EIR and provide comments by at least 30 days. 
The comment’s request for an extension to the public review period was not granted. See response to comment I4-1, 
which explains why the 50-day comment period was not extended. This comment does not provide any specific 
evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

Response I41-3 
The comment requests clarification and correction of a number of terms used throughout the Draft EIR, including 
Highlands Park and Community Center, Highlands Park Neighborhood, Schilling Lodge, Schilling residence, and TXC 
Project. See response to comment I25-3, which addresses the use of Highlands Park and Community Center. The 
term “Schilling residence” refers to the original historic building that would be reconstructed as the Schilling Lodge. 
See the first two paragraphs on page 2-1 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated 
in Detail,” in the Draft EIR. The comment is correct that Highlands Park residential neighborhood should be called 
Highlands neighborhood. Thus, Impact 3.4-1 in Section 3.4, “Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources,” 
is revised to make this clarification in this Final EIR. This change is presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the 
Draft EIR.” The correction does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact. 

Paragraph 3 on page 3.4-14 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:  

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

Although Appendix D, “Tahoe XC Lodge Project Transportation Analysis,” uses the term “Tahoe XC Project,” the 
description of the Project in this appendix is clear that it is the same project analyzed in the Draft EIR. The comment’s 
assertion that this term and the others mentioned are incorrect and/or confusing does not raise environmental issues 
or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. 

Response I41-4 
The comment asserts that if the Project remains unchanged it would encounter major obstacles or failure. The 
comment asserts that the Project should incorporate the requested changes in the comment letter to result in a safer, 
less controversial and more beneficial course for a much larger segment of the community. This comment does not 
provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-5 
The comment asserts that use of the terms “repurposed” or “adaptive reuse” in the Draft EIR attempts to hide the 
actual scope of the proposed internal changes and additions to the historic structure. The comment requests that 
more appropriate and less ambiguous terms be used. See response to comment I10-3, which addresses the use of 
these terms and provides a summary of how the Draft EIR does provide clarity regarding the scope of the changes to 
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the historic structure. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-6 
The comment asserts that the use of the terms “community uses” and “community needs” are misleading since the 
Project is designed around TCCSEA’s membership and commercial activities. The comment requests that Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” be reworded to address these concerns. See comment I10-4, which addresses how the Project would 
be used by the community. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, 
or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment 
is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  

Response I41-7 
The comment notes that internal changes and external additions to the original historic structure use the terms 
“adaptive reuse” or “preserve” and requests that more appropriate and less ambiguous terms be used. See response 
to comment 3, which addresses the use of these terms and provides a summary of how the Draft EIR does provide 
clarity regarding the scope of the changes to the historic structure. This comment does not provide any specific 
evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR 
in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I41-8 
The comment requests an explanation of how the Project would preserve the financial responsibility and 
transparency of TCPUD’s property tax funds and how a facility designed around the applicant’s own 
membership/commercial functions qualifies as being for “community use.” While the comment correctly cites one of 
the twelve Project objectives listed on pages 2-5 and 2-6 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and 
Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR, the financial aspect of the Project is not a topic that requires analysis 
in the EIR under CEQA. However, as noted on page 2-14 of the Draft EIR, “Special events staged from the Lodge 
would offer broad access to public recreation resources, help develop and foster community interactions, and help 
create a sustainable business model for continued public cross-country skiing operations and year round trailhead 
access.” See response to comment I10-4, which addresses how the Project would be used by the community. This 
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-9 
The comment refers to the last sentence under the second paragraph on page 2-7 in Chapter 2, “Description of the 
Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR, which states, “Ownership of the Schilling Lodge 
and associated improvements has not been determined, but could be owned by TCCSEA with a land lease from 
TCPUD.” The comment asserts that if this statement is true it would be a showstopper for the proposed Project. See 
responses to comments I10-1 and I10-2, which address concerns related to ownership of the Schilling Lodge. This 
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-10 
The comment states that the terms “adaptive reuse,” “public enjoyment,” and “public area,” are misleading in 
Section 2.5.1 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” of the Draft EIR. 
Please see response to comment I10-10 for a discussion of adaptive reuse and the retention of character defining 
features of the Schilling residence. It is unclear how the terms “public enjoyment” and “public area” are misleading 
because the proposed Project, as well as the Existing Lodge, are intended for public use. As discussed in Chapter 2 of 
the Draft EIR, the proposed Project would relocate the public functions and operations of the Tahoe XC from the 
Existing Lodge to the Schilling Lodge. These uses, as described on page 2-3, include Nordic skiing amenities 
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(including space for ticketing, rentals, retail, waxing skis, a café, and storage), the Strider Glider after school program 
and middle school and high school students, bike rentals and other trailhead services, the junior mountain bike 
program, Boy Scouts of America meeting space, Highlands Homeowners Association meeting space, and special 
events, such as the Lake Tahoe Mountain Bike Race and the Burton Creek Trail Run. Additionally, the Winter 
Discovery Center accommodates the Sierra Watershed Education Partnership’s winter programs, which includes snow 
science and winter safety education for local students. The Schilling Lodge would also have space dedicated for 
public lockers, public showers, and have space dedicated for public meetings.  

Response I41-11 
The comment asks for a description of if or how the applicant would reimburse Placer County and TCPUD for any 
damages done to the roads and/or infrastructure during construction of the proposed Project. As discussed under 
Section 2.5.3, “Construction Schedule and Activities,” on page 2-22 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project 
and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR, standard construction equipment would be expected to be used 
and construction staging would occur on the proposed Project site. The comment does not provide any specific 
evidence that construction activities would damage public roads or infrastructure. This comment does not raise any 
issues related to CEQA or provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-12 
The comment asserts that use of the terms “repurposed” or “adaptive reuse” in the Draft EIR attempts to hide the actual 
scope of the proposed internal changes and additions to the historic structure. The comment requests that Section 2.6.1 
be reworded to accurately describe the proposed changes. See response to comment I10-3, which addresses the use of 
these terms and provides a summary of how the Draft EIR does provide clarity regarding the scope of the changes to 
the historic structure. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-13 
The comment refers to the text following Table 2-5 on page 2-24 in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project 
and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” of the Draft EIR and expresses concern about TCCSEA having primary control 
over event bookings for both the new facility and the Highlands Community Center. See response to comment I10-2, 
which addresses concerns related to event bookings at the Schilling Lodge and Highlands Community Center. This 
comment does not raise any issues related to CEQA or provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-14 
The comment expresses the belief that the statement made in Section 3.2.1 of the Draft EIR that the proposed Project 
would have a less-than-significant impact on aesthetics in the Highlands neighborhood is not realistic. See response 
to comment I10-5, which addresses concerns related to the potential aesthetic impacts of the proposed Project. This 
comment does not provide any specific evidence to support their claim that the Project’s impact on aesthetics in the 
Highlands neighborhood would be significant. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-15 
The comment expresses the belief that administrative procedures could reduce the potential impacts of locating 
hundreds of gallons of flammable fuel and other hazardous materials beside two schools with one emergency 
response and evacuation route to a less-than-significant level is not logical. The comment asserts that CEQA warns 
against allowing hazardous materials within 0.25-mile from any school. The comment requests deletion of such 
assertions. See response to comment I10-6, which addresses concerns related to the impact analysis related to 
hazardous materials, schools, and evacuation routes. See response to comment I25-7, which clarifies the intentions in 
CEQA related to analyzing hazardous material impacts on schools. This comment does not provide any specific 
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evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR 
in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I41-16 
The comment disagrees that allowing 100 more vehicles per day onto the only emergency response and evacuation 
route for the schools would be a less-than-significant impact. The comment requests deletion of such assertions. See 
response to comment I10-7, which addresses concerns about the proposed Project’s additional traffic and potential 
effects on emergency response and evacuation. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this 
comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-17 
The comment disagrees with the assumptions made in Section 3.2.9, “Wildfire,” in the Draft EIR that the proposed 
facility would not attract more visitors, most visitors would be local, and the increased number of activities and large 
events would not increase wildfire risks. The comment inaccurately states that Section 3.2.9 states that the Project 
would not attract more visitors. See response to comment I10-8, which provides rationale for the wildfire impact 
conclusion and the assumptions made in the wildfire impact analysis. This comment does not provide any specific 
evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR 
in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I41-18 
The comment takes issue with the statement, “the assertion of no sensitive habitats or biological communities such as 
wetlands, streams, SEZs, etc.” in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR and analysis of impacts on 
common species that could be affected by the Project. As described in Section 3.10, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” 
the proposed Project site and Alternative A site do not contain stream or water bodies and are not in the 100-year flood 
hazard zone for any stream or water body. The Alternative A site is located approximately 700 feet south of the 
perennial Dollar Creek; Lake Forest Creek is an intermittent stream in the reach that passes approximately 200 feet to 
the east of the proposed Project site.  

With respect to aquatic features outside but near the proposed Project site and Alternative A site, Impact 3.10-1 
(Potential for Project Construction to Degrade Surface or Groundwater Quality) in Section 3.10 of the Draft EIR 
concluded that any potential Project-related effects on water quality would be minor and less than significant. All 
construction projects in the Tahoe region must meet requirements and regulations of TRPA, the Lahontan Regional 
Water Quality Control Board (Lahontan RWQCB), Placer County, and federal, other state, and local agencies. The 
TRPA Code restricts grading, excavation, and alteration of natural topography (TRPA Code Chapter 33). In addition, 
all construction projects located in California with greater than 1 acre of disturbance are required, by Lahontan 
RWQCB, to submit a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit, which includes the preparation of a 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) that includes site-specific construction site monitoring and reporting. 
Project SWPPPs are required to describe the site, construction activities, proposed erosion and sediment controls, 
means of waste disposal, maintenance requirements for temporary BMPs, and management controls unrelated to 
stormwater. Temporary BMPs to prevent erosion and protect water quality would be required during all site 
development activities, must be consistent with TRPA requirements, and would be required to ensure that runoff 
quality meets or surpasses TRPA, state, and federal water quality objectives and discharge limits. 

Regarding species addressed in the Draft EIR, the significance criteria established for biological resources (page 3.3-13 of 
the Draft EIR) determined which species or groups of species were analyzed in the greatest detail. Although special-
status species were the primary focus of analyzing Project effects on individual species, based on their sensitivity and in 
accordance with the significance criteria, common migratory birds and Project requirements to protect active nests were 
addressed in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail,” as referred to in 
Section 3.3, “Biological Resources;” and, common species generally are addressed in Impact 3.3-2 (Tree Removal), 
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Impact 3.3-3 (Potential Establishment and Spread of Invasive Plants), Impact 3.3-4 (Potential Degradation or Loss of 
Wildlife Movement Corridors), and Cumulative Impacts in Section 3.3 of the Draft EIR. 

Response I41-19 
The comment states that the proposed Project would require both CWA and TRPA permits due to the seasonal 
stream mentioned in comment I41-8, in addition to TRPA permits for tree removal. As described in Section 3.3.1, 
“Regulatory Setting,” in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR, Section 404 of the CWA (33 USC 
Section 1251 et seq.) requires a project applicant to obtain a permit before engaging in any activity that involves any 
discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands. No wetlands or other waters 
of the United States subject to CWA jurisdiction are located on the proposed Project Site or the Alternative A site; 
and the Project is not expected to cause fill of waters of the United States or substantial degradation of water quality 
outside the sites, as discussed in response to comment I41-18. Regarding TRPA permits, as described in the Draft EIR, 
all construction projects in the Tahoe Basin, including the proposed Project and Alternative A, must meet 
requirements and regulations of TRPA, Lahontan RWQCB, Placer County, and federal, other state, and local agencies. 
Tree removal and project requirements to obtain appropriate permits are described in detail in Section 3.3.1, 
“Regulatory Setting,” and Impact 3.3-2 (Tree Removal) of the Draft EIR. The comment offers no specific information or 
evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Response I41-20 
The comment states that Project-related tree removal described in Impact 3.3-2 (Tree Removal) is inconsistent with the 
conclusion that the proposed Project would not substantially affect common species. Whether tree or other vegetation 
removal would cause a substantial effect on common species depends on the magnitude and intensity of the 
disturbance, quality of habitat affected, the sensitivity of a species population to the disturbance, and other factors. The 
rationale for why the magnitude and type of tree removal proposed would not substantially affect a common species is 
described in Impact 3.3-2. The trees and stands in the proposed Project and Alternative A sites are not considered 
critical or limiting to the presence or viability of common or sensitive biological resources in the region. Additionally, tree 
removal or other vegetation disturbances would not substantially reduce the size, continuity, or integrity of any common 
vegetation community or habitat type or interrupt the natural processes that support common vegetation communities 
on the proposed Project site. The proposed Project would also not substantially change the structure or composition of 
forest habitat in the proposed Project vicinity. The comment offers no specific information or evidence that the analysis 
presented in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Response I41-21 
The comment expresses disagreement with the conclusion in Impact 3.3-4 of the Draft EIR that the proposed Project 
is not expected to substantially affect important wildlife movement corridors, and references common species such as 
black bear and coyote. See response to comment I10-9. 

Response I41-22 
The comment believes that the proposed Project should not be considered “Rehabilitation.” Please see response to 
comment I10-10 for a discussion of “Rehabilitation” as defined by the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards.  

Response I41-23 
The comment states that the proposed Project would result in a significant cumulative impact to historic resources. 
The ten Standards for Rehabilitation, as listed on page 3.4-3 of the Draft EIR, include that, “new additions, exterior 
alterations, or related new construction shall not destroy historic materials that characterize the property. The new 
work shall be differentiated from the old and shall be compatible with the massing, size, scale, and architectural 
features to protect the historic integrity of the property and its environment.” As detailed on page 3.4-15 of the 
Draft EIR, the addition would be required to comply with the requirements of the Secretary of Interior’s Standards, as 
acknowledged in the “Adaptive Reuse of the Schilling Residence” section in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed 
Project and Alternative Evaluated in Detail.” The addition would not destroy historic materials that characterize the 
property, would be differentiated from the original building yet compatible with the original building’s design. For 
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these reasons, the addition to the Schilling residence as part of the proposed Project would not substantially alter the 
historic character of the Schilling residence and therefore would not contribute to a cumulative impact.  

Response I41-24 
The comment states that the paragraphs regarding access to bicycle trails or transit stops are irrelevant to public 
concerns about the proposed Project. Additionally, the comment takes issue with the conclusions related to 
emergency response and evacuation.  

The comments related to access to bicycle trails and transit stops does not raise any CEQA issues or address the 
adequacy of the EIR analysis. No further response is necessary.  

As detailed on page 3.5-1 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, the potential for the Project to interfere 
with implementation of an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan is discussed in 
Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” Additionally, the comment does not provide any evidence or data 
to support the claim that the analysis of the proposed Project’s effect on emergency response and evacuation is 
inadequate. See also response to comment I10-7. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-25 
The comment takes issue with the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding the effects of increased traffic associated with the 
proposed Project on public safety. No specific comments are provided on the contents of the Draft EIR and no 
information is provided that would alter or change the Draft EIR analysis; and thus, further response is not possible. 
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-26 
The comment states that the current descriptions of both Old Mill Road and Polaris Road are insufficient because 
they would become main access and egress routes for the proposed Project, and they both include steep segments 
that often become quite icy and much more dangerous during the winter. The comment requests that these 
descriptions be re-worded to include this information. 

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The description of local roads on page 3.5-8 in Section 3.5, 
“Transportation,” of the Draft EIR are brief descriptions based on existing roadway geometrics, site access, and 
roadway classifications. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD 
Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-27 
The comment states that the proximity of bicycle paths, the Dollar Creek shared-use path, striped bicycle lanes on 
SR 28, and unpaved trails are irrelevant to documented public concerns about the increased car and bus traffic that 
the proposed Project would have on the safety of residents, neighborhood students, and gym classes that routinely 
use Polaris Road. The comment states that this information should be deleted, and the focus of the analysis should 
be on roadway safety along Polaris Road. The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of 
the EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. 

Response I41-28 
The comment states that the assertion within the Draft EIR that the Schilling Lodge is not expected to increase skier 
visitation to the site is unsupported by objective analysis and inconsistent with the increased size of the proposed 
Project. Additionally, the comment states that the 10 percent estimate is a guess at best in estimating impacts traffic 
would have upon public safety and the environment. The comment concludes that this assertion should be 
supported with objective data or deleted.  

As stated on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR, trip generation at a ski area or trailhead is typically a function of the skiable 
terrain, snow conditions, and skier capacity rather than lodge amenities. Therefore, because the proposed Project would 
not alter the terrain or skier capacity, the number of skiers expected to visit the site is expected to be the same as the 
number that currently travel to the Existing Lodge. Additionally, it is stated on page 3.5-12 of the Draft EIR that while 
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additional visitation is not expected for the aforementioned reasons, the analysis takes a conservative approach and 
assumes skier visitation during winter conditions would increase by 10 percent. Therefore, as described above, the analysis 
of transportation impacts in the Draft EIR is not only adequate, it is conservative based on substantial evidence, including 
data collected and modeled for a typical busy day at Tahoe XC. The comment provides no evidence in support of the 
statement that the increase in skier visitation (10 percent) is inaccurate and not supported by data. See response to 
comment O1-4, which also addresses concerns related to the estimated increase in visitation associated with the Project. 
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-29 
The comment states that TCPUD’s correspondence files reveal that multiple residents specifically requested that the 
Draft EIR properly address the safety risks associated with Project-generated traffic increases on pedestrians (i.e., 
residents, neighborhood students, gym classes) that routinely use the segment of Polaris Road between the schools 
and Heather Lane. The comment concludes by requesting that future versions of the EIR address this issue.  

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-30 
The comment states that the basis for the current trip generation assumptions are not provided and too subjective. 
The comment adds that such questionable assumptions should not serve as a basis for decisions about the impacts 
increased traffic associated with the proposed Project would have on public safety, the environment, or the Highlands 
neighborhood. The comment concludes by stating that the trip generation assumptions should be supported with 
objective data or deleted.  

Please see response to comment I41-28. Additionally, the “Methods and Assumptions” section starting on page 3.5-12 
of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR provides a detailed reasoning and justification for the trip generation 
rates used to analyze the transportation impacts of the proposed Project. Finally, the comment does not provide any 
evidence that trip generation applied to the Project is insufficient. No changes to the Draft EIR are required. 

Response I41-31 
The comment alleges that the majority of the speeds recorded on Polaris Road are above the posted speed limit and 
it is not logical to assume the addition of up to 100 more visitor vehicles a day would decrease speed.  

Although the majority of speeds recorded on Polaris Road were above the speed limit, they were typically within 
5 mph of the speed limit and below the design speed of 35 mph. Additionally, the comment is incorrect in the 
assertion that the analysis assumes Project-generated traffic would decrease speed. Please see Master Response 1: 
Transportation Safety, for details related to speeding. Additionally, the comment incorrectly asserts that Section 3.5, 
“Transportation,” in the Draft EIR states that speeds would decrease with the addition of Project-generated trips. No 
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I41-32 
The comment states that administrative guidelines may be attractive mitigation options, but whoever established the 
traffic volume threshold of 2,500 vehicles/day clearly would not enjoy living on such a residential street and would 
not like their children on it either.  

The comment pertains to an established Placer County standard. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-33 
The comment questions the basis for the size of the proposed parking area. The comment poses a question and 
does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. See response to comment O1-3 
regarding parking demand. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD 
Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I41-34 
Please see response to comment I10-12, which addresses a similar comment related to lane/street closures, 
redirection of traffic, staging of heavy vehicles, etc. in a residential neighborhood like the Highlands neighborhood. 

Response I41-35 
The comments states that the cumulative transportation analysis needs to consider the Dollar Creek Crossing project 
when evaluating pedestrian safety on Polaris Road. 

As detailed on pages 3.5-31 and 3.5-32 under the “Cumulative Impacts” section of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of 
the Draft EIR, the Dollar Creek Crossing project was included in the future cumulative background traffic volumes 
used in the cumulative transportation analysis. 

Additionally, as detailed in Master Response 1, increasing traffic along a roadway lacking pedestrian or bicycle 
facilities does not necessarily constitute a safety impact under CEQA. The Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC 
and included in Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the potential transportation safety impacts 
of the Project and did not identify any safety impacts. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-36 
The comment questions the applicability of the air quality mitigation fees. See response to comment I10-13 for a 
discussion on how mitigation fees are addressed in the Draft EIR, the application of mitigation fees during 
environmental review in general, and the Project’s regulatory requirements under TRPA Code. No edits to the Draft 
EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-37 
The comment asserts that the Draft EIR incorrectly identified sensitive receptors in Section 3.6, “Air Quality,” and that 
due to wind patterns, air pollution would affect sensitive receptors in the Highlands neighborhood east of the Project. 
See response to comment I10-14 for a discussion of sensitive receptors and characteristics of air pollution. No edits to 
the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board 
during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-38 
The comment questions the assumptions in the traffic study that informed the findings of the air quality analysis. See 
response to comment I10-15 for a discussion of the traffic study and TPCUD’s discretionary role as lead agency for the 
Project. No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration 
by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-39 
The comment states concern regarding the use of mitigation fees in the cumulative air quality discussion. See 
Response I10-13 for a discussion on how mitigation fees are addressed in the Draft EIR, the application of mitigation 
fees during environmental review in general, and the Project’s regulatory requirements under TRPA’s Code. No edits 
to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD 
Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-40 
The comment asks how TRPA’s requirement to limit idling time for heavy-duty diesel engines to 5 minutes would 
allow for construction traffic staging. TRPA Code Section 65.1.8, Idling Restrictions, limits idling for certain diesel 
engines to no longer than 5 minutes in California. This is a regulatory requirement to which the Project will be 
beholden. The efficacy of TRPA Code Section 65.1.8, and other portions of the TRPA Code that relate to air quality, is 
monitored through a comprehensive multi-agency air quality program. The Project would be subject to the 
requirements of the TRPA Code and is assumed to restrict idling for diesel-fueled vehicles in accordance with 
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Section 65.1.8. No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-41 
The comment requests that the construction timetable in Section 3.7 of the Draft EIR be updated to reflect the 
current Project status. Page 3.7-13 summarizes the assumed construction schedule commencing in May 1, 2020 and 
ending in June 2023, which was the schedule that was known at the time the modeling was completed for the Draft 
EIR. The fourth paragraph on page 3.7-13 of the Draft EIR, excerpted below, explains the changes in construction 
duration between modeled estimates and the updated, reduced construction duration. Because the estimated timing 
for construction of the Project to begin has been delayed from originally anticipated in the Draft EIR, estimated 
construction timing referenced in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” is updated below 
and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” in this Final EIR.  

The fourth paragraph 4 on page 3.7-13 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

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

The current construction schedule, which would commence at a later date, would produce a similar, or arguably, 
lower level of GHG emissions as regulatory mechanisms that reduce emissions such as CARB’s Advanced Clean Cars 
program and the Renewable Portfolio Standards’ yearly renewable targets under Senate Bill 100 would reduce 
transportation and energy-related emissions. Therefore, the assumed construction schedule commencing in May 1, 
2020 and ending in June 2023 provides a more conservative estimate of emissions, which are mitigated for by 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 beginning on page 3.7-17 of the Draft EIR. Impact 3.7-1, “Project-Generated Emissions of 
GHGs,” is revised to reflect the conservative nature of the GHG emission modeling compared to the Project 
construction timeline that may actually occur as described herein.  

The fourth paragraph on page 3.7-15 of the Draft EIR is revised to read as follows:  

Proposed Project construction activities would result in the generation of GHG emissions. Heavy-duty off-
road construction equipment, materials transport, and worker commute during construction of the Project 
would result in exhaust emissions of GHGs. There would be no construction associated with the Highlands 
Community Center. Table 3.7-4 summarizes the projected emissions associated with construction of the 
Project by year (2020-2023). As mentioned above under “Methods and Assumptions,” and in Section 2.5.3, 
“Construction Schedule and Activities,” the Project was initially anticipated to be constructed over an up to 
4 year period and was anticipated to begin in 2020, which is reflected in Table 3.7-4 below. In the event that 
construction activities are completed faster than presented here, estimated to beginning in 20212022 instead 
of 2020 and completed in as few as 2 years rather than 4 years, the GHG emissions shown in separate years 
in the table would be combined over fewer years. The emissions generated over a shorter timeframe would 
not change the impact conclusion provided below. Additionally, if construction activities begin at a later time 
than initially anticipated, potentially lower levels of GHG emissions would be generated as a result of 
compliance with regulatory mechanisms that reduce transportation and energy-related emissions such as 
CARB’s Advanced Clean Cars program and the Renewable Portfolio Standards’ yearly renewable targets 
under Senate Bill 100. See Appendix D for detailed input parameters and modeling results. 

Response I41-42 
The comment suggests Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 be updated to limit the size of the parking area to that based on the 
average number of vehicles on an average operating day. Page 3.7-18 of the Draft EIR addresses the use of parking 
restrictions as a feasible onsite mitigation measures and dismisses parking restrictions as infeasible to enforce due to 
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Project-specific variables “associated with spillover parking into nearby residential neighborhoods during peak 
seasonal periods.” Thus, Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 does not include parking restrictions as a method to reduce GHG 
emissions. For this reason, the measure has been reviewed and does not require edits in response to this comment. 
See also response to comment O1-3 regarding the parking analysis conducted for the Draft EIR. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-43 
The comment states that the assumptions used to conduct the traffic noise modeling are subjective and that 
objective data should be used. As described on page of 3.8-19 of the EIR a 10 percent increase in traffic was used to 
estimate traffic noise increases. This assumption is further explained on page 3.5-13 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” 
and was used to provide a conservative worst-case scenario. It is unlikely that the proposed Project would result in 
this level of traffic, and associated noise increase; thus, using this conservative assumption to evaluate noise impacts, 
which were found to not exceed a standard, ensures that Project-generated traffic noise increases would be even less 
than what was reported in the EIR, and therefore, also not result in a substantial increase in traffic noise that would 
exceed any applicable standard. No further analysis is necessary. 

Response I41-44 
This comment notes that TRPA Policy S-1.7 is applicable to the Project. This comment is correct and this policy is 
listed on page 3.9-3 in the regulatory setting in Section 3.9, “Geology, Soils, Land Capability, and Coverage,” of the 
Draft EIR for that reason. No further analysis is necessary. 

Response I41-45 
This comment requests that the discussion of local geology state that the proposed Project site drains to a stream 
environment zone (SEZ) rather than describing the creek that the site drains toward. The comment also asks for a 
reassessment of SEZ effects related to the presence of an SEZ adjacent to Lake Forest Creek. There is value in clarifying 
that the SEZ areas found within the proposed Project site are associated with Lake Forest Creek; however, this addition 
would be better suited to the discussion of “Land Capability and Coverage” beginning on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR 
rather than the “Local Geology” section. Additionally, the SEZ in question is included in the summary of land capability 
classification within the proposed Project site found on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR and clarifying its association with 
Lake Forest Creek does not result in a need for reassessment of SEZ effects. This Final EIR includes revisions to reflect 
this clarification. The change is presented below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” The addition of this 
information does not alter the conclusions with respect to the significance of any environmental impact.  

In response, the third paragraph on page 3.9-8 of the Draft EIR is revised as follows:  

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

Response I41-46 
This comment asks that Impact 3.9-2 assess how the excavation of the basement for the Shilling Lodge would affect 
silt and sediment transport to the Lake Forest Creek SEZ. The potential for erosion and sediment transport is 
discussed in Impact 3.9-1 beginning on page 3.9-11 of the Draft EIR. As described therein, the proposed Project would 
comply with all TRPA and Lahontan RWQCB protections to control soil erosion and protect adjacent SEZ areas. No 
further response is required. 

Response I41-47 
This comment asks that the statement on page 3.10-1 of the Draft EIR, which notes that neither the proposed Project 
site nor the Alternative A site contain stream or water bodies, be modified to acknowledge that the sites drain to an 
SEZ that leads to Lake Tahoe. The statement in question relates specifically to water currents, stream volumes, or 
flood hazards. Therefore, including SEZ areas in this discussion would not be appropriate. The connectivity of the 
proposed Project site and the Alternative A site to local water bodies is described in Section 3.10.2, “Environmental 
Setting,” of the Draft EIR. No further response is required. 
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Response I41-48 
The comment asserts that the claim in Section 3.1.1 of the Draft EIR that no mitigation measures would be required is 
incorrect because TRPA Policy and NTFPD Code prohibits development if there is not adequate water for domestic 
use and fire protection and in light of a recent wildfire in the neighborhood. See response to comment I10-16, which 
addresses concerns related to water supply and regarding the wildfire mentioned in the comment. The comment 
offers an opinion but no specific information or evidence that the analysis presented in the EIR is inadequate; 
therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Response I41-49 
The comment questions the methodology used to estimate water demands of the proposed Project. See response to 
comment I10-17, which addresses concerns related to the water demand analysis in the Draft EIR. This comment does 
not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 

Response I41-50 
The comment requests that in light of comments addressed in responses to comments I41-48 and I41-49, mitigation 
should be required for the proposed Project and the cumulative impact conclusion related to water demand impacts 
should be revised. For the reasons discussed in response to comment I10-17 that address the potential water demand 
impact of the proposed Project, there would not be a need to adopt mitigation for the proposed Project and there 
would not be a significant cumulative impact related to water supply associated with the proposed Project. This 
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. 

Response I41-51 
The comment suggests the Draft EIR analyze an alternative that considers no expansion to the Schilling Lodge 
building, minimal internal modifications, limiting the parking onsite while also minimizing on-street parking, and 
transferring ownership to TCPUD. See response to comment I10-18, which explains why the comment’s suggested 
alternative is not considered for further analysis. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-52 
The comment takes issues with the conclusions in Section 4.8.5, “Conclusion,” in Chapter 4, “Alternatives.” The 
comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-53 
The comment requests that the statement related to the number of attendees at large special events in Section 5.1.3, 
“Growth-Inducing Effects of the Project,” be supported by data. Table 2-3 on page 2-13 and the “Premier Events and 
Large Special Events,” section on page 2-14 of Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative 
Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR identify and describe the maximum number of people that could attend large 
special events. Although there would be a small increase in the number of large special events throughout the year at 
the Schilling Lodge compared to the number that occur under existing conditions at the Highlands Community 
Center, it is assumed that the capacity of the “Other Large Special Events” would be limited by the number of parking 
spaces and average occupancy for each vehicle and assumes that under existing conditions, although the parking lot 
is smaller, event attendee parking overflows onto the nearby residential streets. For the “Premier Events,” the 
anticipated maximum number that is assumed is based on previous attendance at existing “Premier Events” like the 
Great Ski Race. The comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I41-54 
The comment disagrees with the statement in Section 5.4, “Significant and Unavoidable Adverse Impacts,” on page 5-
3 of the Draft EIR that the proposed Project and Alternative A would not result in significant and unavoidable impacts. 
The comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft 
EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this comment. The comment is noted for consideration by 
the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-55 
The comment asserts that the use of the phrases “community gathering space,” “community gathering amenity,” and 
“asset for the entire community” in Appendix B, “Schilling Lodge Management Plan,” are misleading since the Project is 
designed around TCCSEA’s membership and commercial activities. See comment I10-4, which addresses how the 
Project would be used by the community. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this 
comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  

Response I41-56 
The comment requests clarification in Appendix B, “Schilling Lodge Management Plan,” if alcohol would be permitted 
on the premises of the Schilling Lodge. See responses to comments I10-19 and I35-6, which address concerns related to 
the presence of alcohol at the Schilling Lodge. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the 
adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. No changes are made to the Draft EIR in response to this 
comment. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-57 
The comment states that the additional traffic to/from the proposed Project would cause the total daily traffic volume 
on Polaris Road to exceed the threshold for residential streets. 

As stated on page 3.5-21 of Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR, neither the proposed Project nor 
Alternative A would result in an exceedance of Placer County’s 2,500 vehicles per day standard for residential 
roadways. The average daily traffic (ADT) figures on this page include arrival and departure trips made on the same 
day. For instance, a vehicle going to the school and back would generate two daily one-way vehicle trips. As such, the 
additional traffic to/from the proposed Project would not cause the total to exceed the 2,500 vehicles per day 
threshold for residential streets. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-58 
The comment questions why the winter trip generation analysis for the proposed Project assumes that gathering 
events start during the p.m. peak hours, versus the a.m. peak hour on a school day. 

The gathering event at the proposed lodge is assumed to start during the p.m. peak hour to evaluate a “worst case 
scenario” in which event related traffic volumes are added to the p.m. peak-hour conditions, which are demonstrated 
to have greater traffic volumes in the area; thus, yielding a conservative intersection operations (level of service) 
analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-59 
The comments the third bullet under the Future Cumulative Conditions segment in Appendix D (Transportation 
Analysis) of the Draft EIR be revised to describe that the Dollar Creek Crossing project would likely add neighborhood 
student pedestrians on Polaris Road that should be considered in the analysis. 

As detailed in Master Response 1, increasing traffic along a roadway lacking pedestrian or bicycle facilities does not 
necessarily constitute a safety impact under CEQA. The Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC and included in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR contains detailed analysis of the potential transportation safety impacts of the Project 
and did not identify any safety impacts. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by 
the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I41-60 
The comment states that Figure 11 in Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) of the Draft EIR reveals that the vast 
majority of the time, onsite parking can be accommodated with a much smaller area than in the proposed Project. 
The comment concludes by asking why the parking lot was not designed according to this lower parking demand. 

As detailed on page 3.5-18 of the Draft EIR, the parking analysis evaluates the current demand of the Existing Lodge 
and determines the capacity needed at the Schilling Lodge. The parking demand analysis was developed to ensure 
that adequate onsite parking would be provided such that operation of the project would not result in visitors having 
to park on the surrounding residential streets. See response to comment O1-3 regarding the parking analysis. No 
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I41-61 
The comment states that residents know that most of the crashes on Old Mill Road and Polaris Road are not reported 
or reflected in Tables 15-17 in Appendix D (Transportation Analysis) of the Draft EIR because many only involve 
property damage. The comment concludes that this section also needs to emphasize that both these streets include 
steeper segments that becomes dangerously icy in the winter and should be revised to reflect this information.  

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment does not provide any evidence to support the 
assertion that most of the collisions along Old Mill Road and Polaris Road are not reflected in Tables 15-17 in 
Appendix D of the Draft EIR. No further response is necessary. 

Response I41-62 
The comment asks during what periods and for how long the speed survey data was collected. 

The footnote in Table 18 on page 59 of the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC and included in Appendix D of 
the Draft EIR states that the speed surveys were conducted during periods with good road conditions (not snowy/icy 
or raining) from Tuesday March 26 through Wednesday April 3, 2019. Specifically, the data from March 26-27 and 
March 29-April 1 was used. Data from March 28 and April 2-3 was not used (as these days did not have good road 
conditions). The comment poses a question and does not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. No further 
response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits 
of the Project. 

Response I41-63 
The comment asks when and for how long the bicycle and pedestrian count data in Table 19 was collected. The 
footnote in Table 19 on page 62 of the Transportation Analysis prepared by LSC and included in Appendix D of the 
Draft EIR states that bicycle and pedestrian counts were conducted at three intersections along Polaris Road during 
the morning and afternoon peak periods of school-related traffic activity on Tuesday, September 11, 2018. Specifically, 
the counts were conducted from 7:00-9:00 a.m. and from 2:00-4:00 p.m. The comment poses a question and does 
not address the adequacy of the EIR analysis. No further response is necessary.  

Response I41-64 
The comment states that transportation safety impacts must be considered as contributing elements of a larger issue 
and questions the impact determination.  

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. Additionally, as detailed on page 3.5-1 of Section 3.5, 
“Transportation,” of the Draft EIR, the potential for the Project to interfere with implementation of an adopted emergency 
response plan or emergency evacuation plan is discussed in Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” 

The comment does not provide any data or evidence to contradict the conclusions of the transportation safety analysis 
or analysis of effects on emergency response and evacuation in the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is 
necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I41-65 
The comment refers to the use of the term “Tahoe Cross Country Ski Lodge” in Appendix E, “Air Quality and 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions Modeling Outputs,” in the Draft EIR and requests the term be revised. Although 
Appendix E in the Draft EIR uses the term “Tahoe Cross Country Ski Lodge Site D,” the modeling provided in this 
appendix was based on the characteristics of the proposed Project described in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR. The 
comment’s assertion that this term is confusing or invalid is not evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. 

Response I41-66 
The comment asserts that the modeling outputs for Appendix E through G (air quality, GHG, noise, and energy) in the 
Draft EIR depend upon questionable assumptions that are subjective. The comment is general in natural, does not 
question any specific assumptions, and does not offer alternative assumptions to be considered.  

Appendix E includes the air quality and GHG modeling outputs that informed the significance determinations for the 
Project. Emissions of criteria air pollutants and GHG emissions were modeled using the California Emissions Estimator 
Model (CalEEMod) Version 2016.3.2 as recommended by PCAPCD and other air districts throughout the state. 
Modeling inputs were derived from Project-specific characteristics (e.g., anticipated vehicle generation, acres to be 
graded) where available, and CalEEMod default values were used where Project-specific information was unavailable. 
The comment does not raise any specific issue with the modeling contained in Appendix E, but rather provides 
general dissatisfaction with “limitations” associated with Appendix E. Without any specific information provided in the 
comment to respond to, a detailed response cannot be provided beyond what was summarized on pages 3.6-11, 3.6-
12, and 3.7-13 of the Draft EIR. 

Appendix F includes noise modeling inputs and outputs that informed the significance determinations for the Project. 
Specifically, construction noise and vibration levels, long-term increases in traffic noise, and noise associated with 
outdoor activities were modeled. Project-generated construction source noise and vibration levels were determined 
based on methodologies, reference emission levels, and usage factors from Federal Transit Administration (FTA), 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and Caltrans. Reference levels for noise and vibration emissions for specific 
equipment or activity types are well documented and the usage thereof common practice in the field of acoustics. 
With respect to non-transportation noise sources (e.g., stationary) associated with Project implementation, the 
assessment of long-term (operational-related) impacts was based on reconnaissance data, reference noise emission 
levels, and measured noise levels for activities associated with Project operation (e.g., outdoor events, amplified 
sound), and standard attenuation rates and modeling techniques. Reference noise levels and measurements 
conducted are referenced and included in the appendix. To assess potential long-term (operation-related) noise 
impacts resulting from Project-generated increases in traffic, noise levels were estimated using calculations consistent 
with the FHWA’s Traffic Noise Model Version 2.5 and Project-specific traffic data, which was included in Appendix C. 
Traffic noise model inputs included reference noise emission levels for automobiles, medium trucks, and heavy trucks, 
with consideration given to vehicle volume, speed, roadway configuration, distance to the receiver, and ground 
attenuation factors, which were determined based on site-specific parameters such as speed limits on modeled 
roads. All calculations and noise propagation methods are well documented in the appendix and are consistent with 
methods recommended by FTA, FHWA, and Caltrans. Without any specific information provided in the comment to 
respond to, a detailed response cannot be provided beyond what was summarized on page 3.8-13 of the Draft EIR. 

Appendix G summarizes the calculations that were performed to estimate the anticipated gasoline and diesel-fuel 
consumption during Project construction and operation, and electricity and natural gas combustion at full buildout. 
Construction-related fuel consumption was calculated for CalEEMod default heavy-duty construction equipment based 
on anticipated hourly daily usage, the number of days used, and worker commute trip VMT. Yearly operational 
consumption of electricity and natural gas were determined by the default CalEEMod energy consumption values for 
the Project’s land uses. Operational diesel and gasoline consumption was calculated using CARB’s 2014 EMissions 
FACtor (EMFAC) model (CARB 2014) and annual proposed Project- and Alternative A-generated VMT. Where Project-
specific information was not known, CalEEMod default values based on the Project’s location were used. The comment 
does not raise any specific issue with the modeling contained in Appendix F, but rather provides general dissatisfaction 
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with “limitations” associated with Appendix F. Without any specific information provided in the comment to respond to, 
a detailed response cannot be provided beyond what was summarized on page 3.12-6 of the Draft EIR. 

No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The comment is noted. 

Response I41-67 
The comment states that an impressive job has been done by Ascent identifying administrative steps that may offer 
ways to mitigate some Project concerns, but common sense cautions that just because someone can do something 
does not mean one should do it. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, 
accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I41-68 
The comment provides closing remarks to the comment letter and summarizes general comments provided earlier in 
the letter. See responses to the comments provided above. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD 
Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

 


