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Placer Countylanning Commission Juneb, 2016
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

Subject: Martis Valley West Project Specific Plan (PGPA 20130080), State
Clearinghouse No. 2014032087

DearMembers of the Planning Commission

The Friends of the West Shore (FOW#B)dthe Tahoe Area Sierra Club (TAS@ppreciate the
opportunity to provide commentsgarding th@roposedartis Valley West Specific Plan
(MVW PSP), including thé&inal Environmental Impact Report (FEIR).

The FOWS and@ ASC believe the EIR fails to disclose or fully evaluatke potential
environmental impacts of tioposedMVW PSP, including withinthe Lake Tahoe Basin
(detailed comments are attachatfhile the project area may not be located inBasin} the
boundary between the MVWPSP and the Basin is indistinguishable with respect to GHG
emissions, scenic degradation, light pollution, trespass and glare, and traffic, including
significant projecicreated congesticend vehicle miles traveled

The FEIR has notesignificant and unavoidable impacts from the project, as proposed, without
sufficient mitigation to alleviate these impacts. In addition, the FEIR fails to disclose (and
therefore, mitigatehumerousadditionalsignificant impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basnd a
Truckee/Tahoe regiotJnmitigated and in some cases, undisclosed impacts intutirenot
limited to:

1 Potential mpacts to national scenic resources (daytime and nighttime) as observed from

numerous locations around the Lake Tahoe Basin, inclutirtbe lake, from scenic

highways, recreational trails and facilities, and popular mountaintop vistas;

The additional traffic thawill impact North Lake Tahoe and the entire Basin;

Thedisruption of a primary emergency evacuation route for North Lakeel¢dR 267);

The increased threat posed to people and firefighters from the placement of this project in

a high fire danger area; and

1 The cumulative impacts of the proposed Project in addition to other nearby projects,
including he proposed Brockway Campgind.

= =4 =

As reflected in the FEIRG6s deletion of Policy
l and and natur al resour ces al)tte propokel is ia direco ur a g e
conflict with Plasawelkas statbdevefiortsy tteacouveafefindilk t s

developmentln addition, the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Cou(siTRAC) did not
recommend the project, noting concerns with insufficient timing to review the FEIR and the
impacts of the project at their 5/12/2016 megtin

! Notably, the boundary line has been the subject of several proposhidirig a requested boundary line
amendment in February 2015.
% This policy is deleted in the FEIR, as noted on-g. 2
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We have the following additional comments based on review of the staff,repalfCEQA
Findingsof Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations (Findiagsl) related materials
provided on June 2 for the Jun®Planning Commission meeting:

1 The EIR concludes that Adtnative3 is the environmentalguperior actiorbased
alternative(Findings, p. 31jvhich meets one of the key objectives: the transfer of
development potential from the East to West Parcel. However, the Findings include a
summay from a newMatrtis Valley West Parcel Specific Plan Economic Viability
Analysist i Ec onomi ¢ Re p o r’tnotablynbentadecvaiMialeyto 120 1 6
public- to claim that Alernative3 is not economically feasible. Givéime MVWP SPwill
guidethe next20 yearsof development in the areand resulin numerous significant and
unavoidable impacts, the public should be afforded the opportunity to review and
comment on this Economic Repofhe Planning Commission meeting is now days
away, the public wasigt informed of this report and its significant implications on June
2" and no copy has been made available to thequiti has Placer County performed
an independent review of such information to assess whether dismissal of the
environmentallysuperor alternatives is reasonable based on the cost differences between
the alternatives anithe proposed project.

1 According to the Findings, Alternatives 3 and 5 would reduce the severity of all
environmental resource impacts (p. 31). However, the Fingjvgdittle more than
cursory attention to the reducseverityof impactsi which should be taken into account
when weighing the pros and cons of the project. For example, the new peak vehicle trips
generated by Alternatives 3 and 5 are almost 50% lassthie proposed project. i§ls
a substantial differare, yet the Findings often simply stétat Alternatives 3 and 5
would Anot avoid the si ginthu$mimnizmgtheand wunavo
discussion of theeverityof impacts that shouldlay a key role indeliberationson the
Proposed Project n addi ti on, the FEI RGOS purported a
very little quantitative information, instead relying on generalizations about impacts
bei ng tariesatharbthe ProposedmBject.For example, eery additional vehicle
added to a roadway already experiencing severe congestion increases thamitday,
more air pollutionand further impeelsevacuation routes and emergency access.
Therefore, minimizing the number of additibioars has a positive effedhe severityof
impacts must be considered when the projects presumed benefits are weighed with
consequences.

1 The Findinggmisrepresent the fire danger by claimthg project will reduce the risk of
wildfire in the area thragh improved access to water and defensible space. However,
adding more development to an undeveloped iacraaseswildfire dangerandplaces
more peoplén a hazardous arédf a fire were to occur on the West Parnely,
firefighters can concentrategsources oprotectingSR 267 and other areas)ce there is
development on the West Pardiles are more apt to be starteshd will be far more
difficult to fight. Il n addition, the Findi

3 fiMountainsidePartners LLChas provided information regarding tbkeonomic feasibility othe Project
compared to Alternative, 3he Reduced Density Alternativand Alternatives, the EastParcel, Reduced
Density AlternativeTheresultsof this studyare located in the report titlddartis Valley West Parcel
SpecificPlan Economic Viability Analysis, Alternative 3 and Alternativi@lay 2016). This studys
presentedsevidence that Alternativ@is economicallj nf easi bl e. o0 ( p. 24) .
* http://sierranevadaalliance.com/pntent/uploads/dangerodgsvelopment.pdf

® Most wildfires are started by humans, not nature. For example, see Calfire statement at:
http://www.voiceofsandiego.org/topics/neflvowwildfires-starthint-its-usuallynot-arson/
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services to estingresidents (p. 33) . However-pronearsas devel op
diverts firefighting resources from other aréas.
§ Contrary to claims in thBindings’'t he proposed West Parcel dev

proximitytooor Ai n t he vi topmentitayother point clarifiékddy de v e
members of the North Tahoe Regional Advisory Council (NTRAGg Findings also

imply the West Parcel is developed while the East Parcel fshmtevemeitherparcel

is developedThese statements misrepresent thstigng conditions on the West Parcel.

We therefore urge you to deny the project, as proposed, knldeayou consider alternative 5

(included in the Final EIR), with the inclusion of a conservation easement and/or sale to a land

trust of the acreage oirted in the Martis Valley West Opportunity Agreemant a

conservation easement for the land upon which the Brockway Campground is pyayiteseah

adequate analysis of the environmental impacisdertakemndall feasiblemitigation

measuresave ben includedApproval of the project as currently proposed will result in a great
injustice to Tahoebdbs environment and communit

We would be happy to meet with you to discuss our concBlease feel free to contact Jennifer
Quashnick afgtahoe@sbcglobal.netr Laurel Ames aamesl@sbcglobal.nétyou have any
guestions.

Sincerely, ~
(e G ot ;im\\b\b. lw«u\. (e (o

Susan Gearhart, Laurel Ames Jennifer Quashnick
President Conservéion Chair Conservation Consultant

Friends of the West Shore Tahoe Area Sierra Club

Our comments address the following topics: Page #
Analysis of Existing Conditions 4
Transportation Impacts 6
Mitigation for Transit Impacts 14
Cumuhtive Impacts with Brockway Campground 16
Impacts to Emergency Evacuations and AcoesSR 267 20
Water SupplyConcerns 23
Scenic impacts 23
Mitigation Measures 29
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 30
Recirculation of DEIR 30

® hitp://www.laketahoenews.net/2016/05/thre&fire-ignitesconcernrin-tahoebasin/

" http:/lwww.pla@r.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/pc/2016/june9/attachmentspart3.pdf2(@=0 and 27,

resp.)

|A At present, development along the SR 267 corridor f
SR 267. The area east ofdo R .26277)i.s |l argely undevel ope
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FOWS aad TASC submitted extensive technical comments regarding deficiencies in the

draft EIR (DEIR), as did numerous other organizations, agencies, service providers, and

members of the publitHowever, many of our comments were either not addressed,

weredisms sed, reinterpreted and responded to i n
numerous detailed points are only O0responded
references to Master Responses.

1. Analysis of existing conditions

As notedin our DEIR comments, the EHRequently compares impacts to a hypothetical

full buildout of existing Plans (e.g. Martis Valley Community Ptaand an unrealistic

future scenario (e.g. GHG emissions). Whether the project meets elastihgse and

Scoping Fan requirementsornotési st i nctively different than
analyze and disclose the potential environmental impacts bagedsting physical

conditonsl n t hi s sense, comparisons to the 6allo
irrelevant.

Although this applis to numerous resource impact chapters, here we focus on the issue

of future popul ation growth. The EIR concl ud
1,900 people is Awithin the growth anticipat
therefore this is a leghansignificant impact* However,as noted in our DEIR
commentgeprintedbelow, a review of the environmental documents for the 2002

MVCP, the 1994 Placer County General Plan, and tfi& Martis Valley Community

Planreveaédthat no such analysis heaser been performed. Rather, each document

simply referredback toprevious documents, thereby skirting this assessment for over

forty years.

iTracing the origins of the original 6hol ding cap:
MVWPSPDEIR concludes lesthansignificant impacts on growth because the population increase

is within the anticipated growth for Martis Valley. An examination of the 2002 MVCP EIR shows

that the DEIR, at that time, concluded Hisansignificant impacts becae the growth was already

anticipated by the 1994 Placer County General Blannd t he hol ding capacity hact

9

http://www.placer.ca.gov/departments/communitydevelopment/envcoordsvcs/eir/martisvalleyvedsitparc
aft%20eir/draft%20eir%20comments

We g. AFurther, the reduction in the number of all owa
dwelling units allowed in the MVCP to the 760 units proposed in the MVWPSP (a reduction of 600 units),
wouldrepree nt a reduction in the maximum anticipated popul
6-13).

MyThe anticipated population at buildout of the MVWP
per unit, would be 1,900 persons, which would be withenholding capacity (i.e., maximum growth
anticipated) of Martis Valley (21,500+ persons) and consistent with the vision identified in the MVCP. This

i mpact would be | ess-2,DEIRpP.6K).gni ficant. o (Il mpact 6

L5Al thou gh t he pldresplorspepdlatipnrgmoyvtieic the avea, the Plan area is designated

for such growth as a Community Plan area in the General Plan. Therefore, impacts relating to population
growth are consi derMVEGP DERsps4.2i6lhan si gni ficant. o (
fiThe tranportation impact analysis focused on 2010 travel demands and needs. Travel forecasts were also
made for 2040 conditions so that transportation corridors that would be needed beyond 2010 under the
General Plarncould be identified (these corridors are shamrthe Circulation Diagram as "pe2010"
roadways). This lordporizon evaluation is, by its nature, a less precise analysis of future travel conditions
than the 2010 analysis. Its purpose is to give a general indication of the magnitude of travel aeimand a
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because some lands had been developed below the maximum permitted dmsétyamination

of the EIR for the 1994 Placer County GeidPlan reveals the EIR also concluded-kbsst

significant impacts on population growth because the prescribed growth was within the anticipated

holding capacity for Martis Valley per the 1975 General Ptan.essence, it appears that there has

been nacarrying capacity analysis for at least forty years, if one was even performed then.

Regardless, CEQA requires the significance of the environmental consequences of a project be

evaluated againgixistingconditions. The DEIR and project applicant relytbe project being

6within the capacityd of the MVCP Yandminimize sev:
population growtf) and/or relies on the claim that this is a reduction in units compared to what

zoning would allow on the East Paré®l. Lapeledas comment 018, FEIR, p. 3.583 to-84).

As a result, the EIR perpetuates the technical deficieglayed to analyzing the
holding/carrying capacity of this area of the Martis Valleyen if there had been an
analysis in 1975, the impacts of humapplation and development today are quite
different from forty years ago. For example, the new homes contemplated by the
MVWPSP have a much larger footprint than typical homes built in the area in 1975.
Further, the FEIR dismisses our comments regardimgigtinction between the holding
capacity (determined by land used mathnot environmental analyses) and carrying
capacity (based on environmental factors) by claiming that carrying capacity only applies
to wildlife populations:® In fact,use of an erivonmentalcarrying capacity tassess the
impacts ofhuman development is not a novel condettite Lake Tahoe Basin is
regulated through the TRPA Bistate Compdethich specifically calls out the human

needs under theeneral Plarwhen Placer County is closer to its population holding capa¢®acer

County Countywide General Plan FEIR, pl%).

13 #The Plan area's holding capacity is the product of the permitted densities specified in the land use

districts, and the acreage within each district. The County has adjusted this figure to reflect actual densities

in those areas that are already fully developed. For those areas that are not fully developed, the County has

reduced the theoretical maximumlding capacity by 20%. This reduction reflects the fact that due to

market or environmental or other constraints, property rarely develops at the maximum theoretical density

afforded by the applicable land use designation. In this fashion, the Cowjated that the MVCP has a

holding capacity of approximately 8,600 dwelling umit@/VCP, p. 30).

14 8As described in the 2002 MVCP DEIR, it appears the 1975 General Plan assigned holding capacity

based on certain physical parameters (e.g. slope, adoaes#)is approach again suggestsdensi ty per

a c rassignment, rather than a true carrying capacityéenr ms o f p o p u Tkeplanpadoptach d t r af f i
in 1975, used a set of physical constraints to identify lands with development potential véttisn M

Valley; these constraints included slopes in excess of 30 percent, slopes with low stability, areas difficult to

access, and areas of ecological value, including important wildlife habitats and open space area (Placer

Cunty, @MYCPDEIRPH.17).

15 At the 11/19/2015 Placer County Planning Commission, applicant Blake Riva stated the project would

result in a A35% reductiondo in traffic; however, this
current MVCP on the East Parcel, not xiséng conditions.

YA The anticipated population at buildout of the MVWPSE
per unit, would be 1,900 persons, which would be within the holding capacity (i.e., maximum growth

anticipated) of Martis Valley (21,8 persons) and consistent with the vision identified in the MVCP. This

i mpact would be | ess -tOhan significant. o (DEIR, p. 6
Y4The East Parcel is approximately 6,376 acres, 670 a
commercial development undiye Martis Valley Community Plan. The proposed project would shift 760

units and 6.6 acres of commercial from the allowed development of 1,360 units and 6.6 acres of

commercial on the East Parcel to the West Parcel. The project would permanently reitevéed

units.o (2015 NOP, p. 1).

18 fiMoreover, given that ecological carrying capacity is a concept typically applied to the size of a wildlife

population the environment can sustain given the availability of food, water, and habitat available in the

environment, the concept does not lend itself to a human population on a project developméREsRe.

p. 3.5158).

19 http://www.trpa.org/bistatecompact/
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carrying capacity of the Basffl Thus, there remainno analysis of the carrying capacity
of the Martis Valley; this needs to be corrected before substantial new developments are
approved.

The FEIR also refers t oheraspangestltug ect devel opme
mischaracterizing our comments, which kggbto the area covered by the entire Specific
Plan, not an individual project site.

2.  Transportation Impacts

Our DEIR commentglentifiednumerous problems with the transportation analysis
which need to beorrected. Unfortunately, the FEIR fails to agklb our comments

A. Occupancy rate

The DEIR examines other potential impacts based on a 100% occupangetate
assumesnly 20%full time occupancy for the transportation analyais noted in
our comments:

fiThe DEIR evaluates the maximum potential aoisi that is, assuming 100% full time
occupancy for natural gas and electricityight pollution?? water supply> GHGs (for
nonrmobile sources)? and wastewater treatment serviéeget the traffic impacts are
based only on 20% futime occupancy®s (Labeled as comment |08 in the FEIRp.
3.5-86).

Because the trip generation rates forjane occupancy are lower than fiiine
occupancy, assuming only 20% full time occupancy results in fewer trips in the
EIR (versus the use of 100% full timeaupancytrip rate$. As noted in our

DEIR comments, the MVWPSP does not include any limits regarding occupancy
of the homes, thus full time occupancy of all units eentialoutcome of the

Darticle | ( b) : 0 licency and governmeatal efiediivenmess ef the region,ét fs f

imperative that there be established a Tahoe Regional Planning Agency with the powers conferred by this

compact including the power to establish environmental threglaotgling capacitieand toadopt and

enforce a regional plan and implementing ordinances which will achieve and maintain such capacities

while providing opportunities for orderly growth addvelopment consistent with such capacitiés

[Emphasis added].

“LiEnergy (natural gas andketricity) emissions are based on Estimates for Gas and Electric Utilities

Usage for the MVWP Project (see Chaptdgme 16, AUtilitie
occupancy of al H3)units. o (DEI R, p. 12

ZAThe nightti me p hntetdawosstasewsteratiolthatrassunreeilfumieatoa in all

wi ndows in all bav) | dingso (DEIR, p. 9

ZAThe Water Supply Assessment prepared for the MVWPSF
could result in a water demand of 325 acre feet per(gfgr (see Table 13), assuming 100 percent

occupancy of the 760 propose&tl) units (Stantec 2015) .0

“HThe analysis provided herein is considered conserva
760 residential units would be agued fulit i meé o6 ( D-EO).R, p. 12
“HAHowever, these are conservative estimates because t

devel opment ée4)( DEI'R, p. 16
% E . gviobildisource GHG emissions are derived from the traffic analysis, which assun2® pleacent
of the units are permanent,ygam und occupants and the remaining 80 per
(DEIR, p. 1213).
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ProjectAs a resul t,?ttthet DfEtl RéfccaseHolmtham s
projectds hi ghest ispoocersect s reflected lay thé ITE
trip generation rates, thiighest possibleaffic impact® occur when the units
are occupied on a futime basis.

The FEIR also fails to directly respd to our comments regarding occupancy.
For example, the FEIR reiterates the difference between assumirnigreart
versus fulltime occupancy, noting that the use of a 20%tfale occupancy
versus 100% fultime occupancy does not mean that the numbenioé and

has
i mpact

associated trip generation %0ur®EIRsummari |y
comments clearly explained that it was not a linear relationship, but rather that the

trip generation rates are different for pame versus fultime occupancy®

However, the FEIR misrepresents our comments, responding with a statement

about what occupancy options are, rather than addressing the issue of the trip rates

associated with the types of occupafityhe FEIR also states thie trip

generation for the studyeriods only represents trips that occur during the peak

hour. As noted in Table 1D1 (image below), the pediour trip generation rates
for units occupied full time is also greater than the geakr trip generation for
units occupied pattime. Therefoe, whether one examines the daily trip
generation or the peak trip generation rates, units occupietihfiellgenerate
more trips than units occupied pérhe. Thus, analyzing the maximum potential
traffic impacts would require assumialj units are occpied full timei a very
likely scenario during peak Holidays and weekends over the summer

27 ~

nBy

has focusedm t he projectds hi ghBBERp P03.si bl e traffic

basing the traffic study on the unit mix

wi t h th
i mpact

2 The Draft EIR neither states nor implies that the second home residences are only occupied 20 percent of
the time. Rather, the traffic study assumes that 20 percent of the-fsinglg homes and townhomes are
represented by the fulime occupancy trip rates, and that 80 percent of those residential units are
represented by the second home trip rates. The ITE manual provides different trip generation rates
depending on whether the dwed unitis a fultimeocc upancy home, orhenamberefcond ho me
units and associated trip generation are not summarily reduced by 80 percent; instead, the ITE manual

recommends the use of trigeneration rates based on data gathered at other,rgimajacts. (FEIR, p.-3

16).

» ANotably[category of part time occupanoggnerates fewer trips per unit; thus a higher makeup of part

time residential units will translate into fewer trips from the project when compared to full time occupancy
oftheunitsd ( FEI B§). p. 3.5
05The commenter f urt HimeresiEéneed roay betoecypied durang pedk peziodp. a r t
As discussed in Master Response 5 regarding trip generation assumptions and methodologies, the traffic
analysis assumes that mosties are occupied. The split between-falld partime pertains to the type of
occupamd aful-t i me, per manent resident, or a-1pcond

Page7 of 32
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Table 10-11 Project Trip Generation
Trip Rates
Land Use

ITE Land Use (Code) Sizet

9
Daily | p.m. il

In/Qut Daily

Residential Trips
Single Family Homes
Full-Time (20 Single Family He
Part-Time (80* Recreational Homes (260
Townhomes

Full-Time (20 Townhome (230)
Cabins

Total Residential Trips
Commercial & Amenities Trips

345ksf| * : 48%/52% | 2524

Sunday | Sunday | % Sunday Capture?
Peak | PeakIn/Out

260) | 160du | 3.61 | 026 | 41 ) 293 0.3¢6 46%/5

screational Homes (260) | 60du | 3.61 | 026 | 41%/5 293 0.3 16

49%/51

Bxtemal Trips
%intemal [ [
o Sunday Sunday

Peak
Peak In/Out

Sunday
Daily

p.m.

Daily | p.m. n/0ut

4 ( i | 1 3/9 1 2 10/12

3305 | 271 | 136/134 | 2,767 317 151/165

80 680 | 59 | 28/31 174 22 11/11

Total Commercial & Amenities Trips
Total External Project Trips

(T) = 0.65Ln(X)+5.83; p.m. Peak Hour: L(T) = 0.67L(X)+3.31

nal trips within the recreational

Further,
show lower values, once these structures are built, nothing will prevent tham fr
being occupied on a futime basis. In fact, as our climate warms and winters are
less affected by snow, it is reasonable to expect that more people will seek full

although

ti me residency in

homes community; therefore, no further reduction for

680 28/31 174 2 11/11

|3985]330 | 1647165 | 2941 | 330 | 162176

internal trips is necessary.

the DEIR notes

the regionébés mo

6/6/2016

t hat 6av

unt ai nou

temperatures will benore tolerable than in lowelevation populated areas (e.qg.

Sacramento, Bay Area, Reno).

Additionally, asstated in our DEIR commentsthe EIR for the Martis Valley
Community Plan analyzed tmeaximumoccupancy scenario (Table 412;
MVCP DEIR, p. 4.216), although the EIR stated that ftithe occupancy would
be less”” The FEIR does not address this discrepancy

B. Project Study Area

As noted in our comments on the DEfRhe area analyzed for traffic impacts

should include t hoe

| emptaicrt es fi rnecs aurdte

tLrG Sa nagnl

latter is addressed in a separate comment, discussed below). In response, the FEIR
has included additional information regarding the impacts to SR 28 on either side
(west and east) of the intersection with SR @HIR, p 3.5159 and-160). We
appreciate the addbdnal analysis of these impacts and discuss them further

bel ow. However, t h

e EIR stil] f ai

cumulative impacts to roads in thatireresort trianglé specifically, SR 2&o
Tahoe City and SR 89 between Tahoe City and Trudkggacts to SR 89 south
of Tahoe City must also be properly asses§ad.cumulative impacts are of

31 Labeled as comment 10481, FEIR p. 3.87.
“AProjected

p ey fonthe projectt waulde lesp than anticipated in the Placer County

| s t ad

General Plan, ranging from 43.7 to 64.2 percent of the General Plan holding capacity for Martie Valley.

(MVCP DEIR, p. 4.216).
% Labeled as 10143, FEIR, p. 3.89 and-90.
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exceptional concern given the multiple projects being considered in the area (e.g.
Village at Squawv/alley, and other multiple developments at Squaw Valley and
Alpine Meadows}hat will also generate substantial traffic in the area

With regards to the estimated impact$S® 28 east and west of SR 267, there are
severalssues of concern:

1 The increasé the V/C ratio between existing and existing plus project
conditions (Table &) is 0.04. The FEIR concludes no significant impact
becausehe changeés not 0.05 or greater. The estimated increase is very close
to the 0.05 significance determinationisiiikely that if the maximum
potential occupancy were considertitg V/C ratio may increase by 0.05 or
more, resulting in a significant impact.

M The FEIR refers to the AState Route 28
Report (TCCR) 0 p nB013*® ktatedthattthe acCepthbler an's |
Level of Service for SR 28 is LOS E. This same Caltrans report notes that the
lane reduction in Kings Beach is expected to result in a decline from LOS B to
LOS E(in the roadway section on either side of the interseaif SR 28 and
267)within the next 20 year®. This degradation in LOS is based on Caltrans
anticipated roadway projects; increased congestion from new projects that
create more traffic is not taken into consideration in this report. As a result, if
the awumulative conditions without the project are expected to degrade to E,
then it is reasonable to assume that conditions with the projecioaedikely
to reach LOS F.

T TRPAG6s LOS E requirements only allow fo
urban areas,né¢to exceed four hours per day. 0 ASs
not evaluate the peak hooir hourlyconditions, therefore it is impossible to
determine whether the LOS E conditions witicurfor more than four hours
per day

1 The DEIR analyzes both the dadpd peak hour LO®r the roadway
segments it include® However, the FEIR only evaluates ti@ily LOS on
SR 28 west and east of SR 26ist, the significance of the impacts to
roadway segments is based on the peak LOS, not peakiay:

il mp a-2timpdc to roadway segments:

The proposed project would worsen traffic congestion on the five SR 267 segments
between the Town of Truckee/Placer County Line and SR 28, resulting in a segment
either degrading from acceptable LOS D to unacceptable LOBexaoerbating

conditions on a segment operating at an unacceptable LOS E by an increase in V/C ratio
of 0.05 or more, for both the summer and winteak hoursThis would be a significant

i mpact . 0 {{29.FEHmphasispadded]l 0

34 http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/tpp/corridanobility/documents/d_3_docs/SR28_signed_071812.pdf

BEThis segment operates at L OBS8uctBnthehOSueexpeatedtowi t h t he |
decline to LOS E withinthe29ear pl anning period.o (p. 6).

3 fArhe existing roadway segment level of service was determined by comparing daily atbpeak

traffic volumes to the definitions in Tables-20and 163.0 (DEIR, p. 189).
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As aresult, the imrmation in the FEIR is not comparable to the significance

criteria, and significance cannot be determifidtus there is no evidence for

which the FEIR can base the co’fitel usi on
SR 28 road segments west and east 02&6R

PeakhourLOS i s especially i mportant when <co
on evacuation routes in North Lake Tah&s.noted in our comments

regarding public health and safety, the
impacts on the capacity of SB2to safely evacuate people during peak

periods.

C. Failure to analyze regional VMT generated by project

Il n response to our comments regarding Cal
of evaluating VMT®the FEIR states

AThe comment ocjtadteds tVWMT it hpaptrs t o al l roadwe
and disclosed. Please see Master Response 6 regarding project VMT related to the Tahoe

Basin. Regarding recommendations for changes to CEQA analyses of transportation

impacts based on VMT ratherthanv el of service (LOS), the Cali
Office of Planning and Research released a discussion draft in summer 2014. It is

expected that implementation of any formal changes would not occur until late 2016 or

early 2017. The state of the practioe EIR analysis of transportation impacts continues

to be based on LO&(FEIR, p. 3.5182).

While the Office of Planning and Resear€hR R)proposed CEQA Guidelines

may not yet be legal requirements, the information identifying the importance of

usingVMT as a metric for evaluating transportation impds been available

for several yeardn addition, the recommendation to use VMT as the primary

transportation metric has been proposed by OPR since2(Hhis is not new

information. This project wilhave a 26year construction timeline; to not rely on

the best available informatiano as s ess t hanthe EIRfailstot 6 s i mp ac
meet CEQAOGSs requirements to assess and di

D. Regional Traffic implications for Lake Tahoe:

We appreciatt he FEI R6s <cl arification regarding
whether VMT included both trip direction$)pweverother questions and

concerns that were lumped together into Comment {€l&ere not addressed

by the FEI RO sl162). Spegficaiyse (p. 3. 5

fUnder both existing plus project and cumul ative pl I

the roadway segments from acceptable LOS E to LOS F, and would not worsen already unacceptable LOS

F by increasing the V/C ratio by 0.05mpre. Hence, project impacts to SR 28, both to the east and west of

SR 267, would be | ess -i6i)an significant.o (FEIR, p. 3.
% | abeled as comment 10457.

% https://www.opr.ca.gov/s_sb743.php
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1 The cumulative impacts to VMT in the Lake Tahoe Basin need to be
considere® (for examplethe Village at Squaw Valley will increase-in
Basin VMT by 1.2%'* while the MVWPSP estimates a 0.7% incre¥se
compared to th2011 VMT estimates in the most rec@iRPA Threshold
Evaluation Report® these two projects alone will create enough VMT as
to violate T.RPAOGs threshol d)

f Potential impacts need to be based on the maximum possible occdpancy,
which would be reflected by the rates foO¥0full-time occupancy
(discussed above)

E. Wintertime peak LOS impacts:

As requested in our comments on the KG#d repeatedly in the DEIR, impacts

to the Lake Tahoe Basin need to be examined, including LOS and VMT, in terms

of how they i mpact TRPAOGBRBAGndGo alss amd:t
Policies state thaieak periodraffic flow must not exceed LOS values. They do

not s"hy grhGt o peak period (as is evaluat
notes that the 3bhighest peak hour is meant to represent a busy, but solLiad

peak period of travéf Therefore, for the FEIR to correctly assess the LOS

i mpacts in the Lake Tahoe Basin and compa
requirements (which are meant to define what constitute an impact within the

Basin), thepeak periodraffic flow must be used. Nothing in the TRPA Code

allows for a substitute, yet the FEIR responds to our comments by referring to the
metrics relied upon in ot heforprdgectarmt si ded F

0 fin addition, these estimates do not take into account the cumulative increases resulting from other

approved but neyet-built projects (e.g. Boulder Bay), proposed projects (i.e. Squaw Valley Village

expansion), proposed Pl anasinArsalPtam), ardshe ehesatirereaseCim unt y 6 s 1
travel in the are8 resulting from recovery from the economic recession and other factor6. F E | R, p . 3.5
94)

1 http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/ecs/eir/vsvsp/finAleiume1/3;d-

,1%20rtc%20masterresponses.pdf?la=en

“Wthe project would result in an estimated 0.7 perce
(FEIR, p. 317)

“3 http://www.trpa.org/wpcontent/uploads/TEVAL2011_Ch3_A@uality Oct2012_Final.pdf

“4 ANotably, homes that are not occupied-fifihe are likely to be occupied by renters, vacationers, or
secondhomeowners during peak times. The impacts of the greatedblpasscupancy must be assessed in

order to evaluate the potent9al i mpacts of the projec
“AThe DEIR/S must sufficiently analyze the increased
Lake Tahoe Basin as a result of thisject. According to TRPA Code Section 65.4.2, the traffic analysis

shall include: 1. Trip generation rates of the proposed project; 2. Impacts of the proposed project on the

level of service at any impact intersections; 3. Impacts of the proposed pmojegional vehicle miles

travelled (VMT); 4. Impacts of the proposed project on regional and subregional air quality; 5. Ingress and

egress characteristics of the proposed project, and their impacts on traffic flow adjacent to the project area;

6. Measues necessary to mitigate all traffic and air quality impacts to a level consistent with the

environmental thresholds, the Goals and Policies, the Regional Transportation Plan, and the 1992 Air

Quality Plan; and7. Additional information that TRPAmayreme6 ( 3/ 28/ 2015 NOP Comment s
“% fFor winter conditions, the 30th highest peak hour of the ski season was analyzed. The 30th highest hour

is often cited in transportation literature (suchAaBolicy on Geometric Design of Highways and Street

4th Edition, American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials 2001) and is used to
establish the fidesign hourly volume. o It is meant to
The 30th highest peak hour was calculated tphyépg a numerical factor to the actual counts that were

taken for the project on Mao@®BIR®,1042 014 (see bel ow unc
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located within the Tahoe Basirto conclude that the 3Dhighest peak value is
appropriaté’” Until the peak period traffic impacts to the Lake Tahoe Basin are
assessed, there is no way to determine whether these impacts will be significant
within the Lake Tahoe Basin.

F. Cumulative traffic impacts:

We requested that the traffic counts used for the analysis be compared to

historical counts in order to ensure that the traffic that could be supported by

existing infrastructure was accounted for; we also noted that traffic during the

time period (201&nd 2014) was generally still lower than it had been in years

before the Great RecessiSiprovidingyet another reason to compare the

baseline traffic counts to historical data. In response, the FEIR examined the

traffic counts for just five yeafsfrom 2009 to 2014 (all notablgy after the Great
Recessionfand concluded the DEI™lbisfailstmal ysi s t
address our comments.

As illustrated by the figusb el ow (from TRPAGO6S most recen:
Evaluation Report), vehicle milestrave® on Lake Tahoeds roadwse
much higher in past yeagand peak winter traffic volumes, which affect LOS,
havealsobeenhighel), andthe same roadway infrastructigill existstoday.

There is also more development today than 10, 20, or evgea4 ago.

Therefore even without adding new developmgemaffic volumes on our

roadway systems could substantially increase. The EIR needs to consider the

potential cumulative impacts of the project, which may include resurgence in

traffic under existig conditions This is why we requested the traffic counts be

compared to historical counts to ensure the maximum potentiallativetraffic

impacts are assessed.

““iconsistent with other EIRs compl eted in eastern Pl

intersections areedermined by measuring the effects of project traffic on the summer weekday (Friday) pm
peak hour and the winter 30th highest peak hour. The winter peak is technically defined as tigh&8th
peak hour of travel demand during the ski season, whickeid in other eastern Placer County EIRs, such
as the Northstar Mountain Master ®8an EIR (Placer Col
“8 Labeled as comment 1042, FEIR p. 3.%6.
“9 §The comment states that the traffic counts used in the Draft EIR wegetedlin 2013 for the summer
and 2014 for the winter, which may represent lower than average traffic based on the Great Recession and
the drought, and states that traffic counts be compared to 2015 and historical counts in order to adequately
analyze peakraffic conditions. The traffic counts were collected at the time the study was initiated, which
occurred before 2015 (see Section 1.3 of the Draft EIR for definition of the baseline). Comparison of
historical counts from Caltrans Traffic Volumes Book éaich year from 2009 through 2014 (the most
current year available) shows that on the SR 267 segment next to the project site, the average daily traffic
during the peak month of the year was highest in 2014 (12,900 vehicles), compared to the five ygars prio
therefore, the traffic counts collected were appropriate for the anélysi6. F E|l HR63).p. 3. 5
%0 http://www.trpa.org/wpcontent/uploads/TEVAL2011_Ch3_A@uality Oct2012_Final.pdf
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Estimated amnwal daily wehicle miles traveled based
on the TRPA TransCAD Transportation Model, and
average annual daily vehice counts from a peak
travel day (2 weekend in August) of each calendar
year in the Lake Tahoe Basin 1981 to 2011.

Source: TRPA Transpostation Department, CalTrans

ane MIOT

Our comments noted that the cumulative traffic analysis failed to consider the
impads of the proposed Brockway Campground, as it relied on modeling from
two models (one by TRPA and the other, the Town of Truckee), neither of which
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Trend in average dally winter traffic volume measured between 4 p.m. and Midnight
(vehickes/day) on Presidents’ Day Weekend at Highway 50 and Park Avenus, South Laks
Tahoe, CA. 1881 to 2012 Note: data not collected for 1982-1986, 19901995, and 1988-
2002 periods resulfing in a decrease in confidence in frend determination. Data Source:
Calitrans and TRPA.

appeared to have included Brockway Campgrotima response, the FEIR
simply refers to Master Response 2anetjng the Brockway Campground, which
then refers to Table-2 in the DEIR to claim thenpacts had been included
(FEIR, p. 3.5163).However, while Table-2 may list Brockway Campground,
the FEIR falils to provide any evidence that Brockway Campgrtaffit was
included in the cumulative traffic modeling estimates. If the impacts were
included, the FEIR could simply refer to the specific section of the EIR, or
provide additional information from the record that supports this chéatthe
FEIR insteadefersfrom one section to anotheand then another, none of which
specifically respond to the questidnclusion of text in grojectlist does not
provide asubstitute for an evaluation of cumulativaffic impacts.

It is reasonable to expect that shwisitors to thgproposed Brockway
Campground would arrive anFriday eveningn the summet during the same
hours analyzed as a peak periodsummer conditions in the DERRIf, for
example, those 550 units are booked at full capacity (as is typiddblidays or
during peak summer timest least50 new vehicle trips will added to SR 267

1 fiThe cumulative transportation impacts were estimated based on the Truckee and TRPA TransCAD

models. However, it is unclear whether either model took into account the potential impacts of expansions

at Squaw Valley. Additiond}, neither model included estimates for the proposed Brockway Campgdound.

gLabeIed comment 10183, FEIR, p. 3.596).
Dr aft El R,

2ﬁ For this
(DEIR, p. 104).

t

he

summer

condition i
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during this timglassuming only two campers per sifedr example, ssuming

50% of the campers arrive during the peak windamadditional275vehicles
could ke on SR 26'during the peak Friday aftevon period. Compared to the
total of 636 peak vehicles in the Existipius Project estimates (DEIExhibit
10-7, p. 1626), 275 is certainly a substantial number of vehicles to add to the
roadways during peak comidns. Even if just 25% of the campers arrived during
the peak period, that would still be almost Bldlitionalvehicles.

3.  Mitigation for traffic and transit impacts

Response to 10187 estimates very few people in the project will actually use trahsit.
According to the FEIR! it is estimated that during the winter, only 18dily trips (or 27
trip ends) will be diverted through transit. In the summertime, this drops to judiB/5
trips (7 trip ends). Given thetal net increase in trips with th@ojed of 3,985 trips (on a

peak Sunday, DEIR, p.1®8),c | ear |l 'y transit ia&averpamilli ci pat ed

number(approx. 0.79%) of the new tripgenerated by the projedthus, we pose the

same question as we did in our DEIR comméhitsw will this actually serve to

mi tigate t he Thesogamequesdtisns wamremlaacpbsed?n comments from
other organizations (e.g. |04B and-49); FEIR responses to our comments refer to

these other responses. Comment K28Iguestioned how estaliliag a new Zone of

Benefit will mitigate impacts (as proclaimed in the DEIR); the response acknowledges
that this has yet to be defiméd thereby deferring mitigation to the future. 1642
gueriedhow membership in the TNT/TMA will mitigate project impsicthe response
provides a lengthy discussion about the purpose and activities of the TNT/TMA, but fails
to actually address the questin.

In addition, given so little mitigation is anticipated from this measure, we again reiterate
the request for othenitigation measures to be considered. The FEIR appears to simply

| abel the i mpacts fisignificant and unavoi

those impacts.

3 FEIR, p. 3.5164 to 3.5168.

*FEIR, p. 3.5164 and-165.

®Note: 27 Daily trips equate to roughly 0.7% of
%6 | abeled as comment 1048, FEIR, p. 3.5.01.

*" fiThe specific level of transit service improvements that wouldibded through establishing a new
Zone of Benefit under a County Serd8).ce Area has
*8 fiThe mitigation measure requiring membership in the TNT/TMA is a standard mitigation measure for
large development projects in thesgan Placer County area. It is intended to ensure ongoing participation
by major economic institutions in regional transit/transportation discussions, further improving transit
service. The project would be required to join and maintain membership TINTH& MA prior to

Improvement Plan approval and/or recordation of the Final Map. The TNT/TMA is dedicated to fostering
public-private partnerships and resources for advocacy and promotion of innovative solutions unique to the
transportation challenges ofetfiruckeeNorth Lake Tahoe Resort Triangle. The TNT/TMérves as a
discussion and advocacy forum for transit, pedestliting, and roadway infrastructure designed to
increase access and reduce congestion within the Resort Triangle. The TNT/TMA pratinkrsal

governments, agencies, businesses, resorts, advocacy organizations, local and federal legislators, as well as

regional and state agencies to promote expansion of regional transit solutions. By joining and maintaining
membership in the TNT/TMAhe project is providing funding that would be used towards enhanced
transit and other forms of multimodal transportabdfEIR, p. 3.5448 and-449).
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Also, the response to 1048 mischaracterizes our comments. We asked how the DEIR
cul d conclude that the proposed transit
there is no 6existingo6 t7¥laoteinordsiereiss f or
not hi ng t o itmpFEIRspeculabes thalthetatiddional three minutes
associated with adding the MVWPSP bus &emuld not befexpected td degrade

service, and that any increase in travel times woulimlest™ However, the FEIR
presents no information, such as passenger surveys, to support the assumption that the
addiional delay would not affe@xisting transit use. Additional delays may discourage
existing passengers such that they opt to drive instead.

—+
® O

The FEIR also appears to imply that because the project is not one large resort, the
applicant cannot include adidinal mitigation (beyond membership in the TMX).

Because regional traffic and transit systems are just tteggionali it is far more

effective to plan for the impacts of the project now, rather than attempt to mihigate
regional impacts ahdividual home or commercial projects in the futurbe mitigation

and monitoring plan in the FEIR clearly relies on future cooperation through homeowners
associations and other means.

A. Contributions to transit systems:

The DEIR proposes two mitigation measumdsch it concludegnitigate transit
impacts to lesshansignificant:

fiMitigation measures 1B8a (Payment of Annual Transit Fees) anebbd(Join and Maintain
Membership in the TNT/TMA) woul d eRateer mi ne wi th
annual corribution to ongoing operational transit services and improvements, and would

require ongoing participation by the projectos
TNT/TMA to address and improve transit and transportation conditions into the future. These

measures would offset the project demand for additional transit services, thereby reducing the

impact on transit to a lesbansignificant levelo (DEIR, p. 1033).

The DEIR does natufficiently estimate th@otentialimpact to transit systems in
the first place(for example, the additional three minutes added by the new transit
stop may affect ridership, as noted previouygshgrefore it is impossible to
determine whether they can be mitigated to less than signifloasxddition, the

A The DEI R Thetpeoposes prajestavould @nhance existing transit service on SR 267 with

corstruction ofanew bus shelteri t hi n t he MV WPBHR, n 2083). H&RBver2itds7 . 6
unclearhowaddng a new bus s h etranhsi servieenCureently, there aveena iomds brn g 6
recreational attractions that require existing triagesivice to stop where the future bus shelter would be.
Therefore,itisnoter r ect t o cl ai m e nh a nwbeseme axistingesérvicéseexist. mt i ng ser
fact, the addition of a new bus stop is likelytodegd e e x i st i ng leledaslOl&@8, ser vices. 0
FEIR, p. 3.5100).

Al n sum, serving this sway rmaryniamdg t3i md naft etshea oTARE
gFEIR, p. 3.5167).

'iBus schedules may have to be adjusted, bsult woul d be
in a degradation of serviceé Because the project woul
the travel time of the trand@7t route would be modest.
62ResponsetoIO4:i§9: AThe project i s tmoledbythe progestapplicantt hat woul d

following construction and allowing for the implementation of measures such as discounted transportation

to the Amtrak station or transit passes. Recruitment of transit riders would likely occur (or occur more

effectively)t hr ough ot her efforts in place from the TMA to p
444),
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DEIR providal no information showing how the payment of annual transit fees
and membership in the TNT/TM#ill ensuremitigatiory the FEIR did not

correct this deficiencySimply paying a fee does not meet the CEQA requirement
to show how that fee will result in mitigati.®®

B. Fair Share of Transit Costs:

Our DEI R c¢ o mme TheHR should dlearlg analyzeahow residents

and guestsf the new MVWPSP project area will contribute their fair share

toward transit. Existing ahoe Basin and Martis Vallegsidents shad not bear
anyadditionalburden of funding transit in order to support the new

developmendt The FEI RO s-30 tefepsdorthe mitigatiorOnie8sures
for the payment of annual transit fees-8d) and joining and maintain

membership in the TNTMA (10-5b). However, as noted previously, the EIR

does not identify how these measures will actually ensure mitigation. Without this
information, it is impossible to assess what the fair share combmxsitould be.

In addition, we questioned how the iagts from dayuse drivers in the Basin
would be addressed (labeled as comment-8)8The FEIR refers to the
response to O189, which does not evalteor disclose how dayraffic from
MVWPSP would be mitigated by the proposed mitigation measures.

4. Brockway Campground

Numerous comments were made regarding the cumulative impacts of the MVWPSP and
Brockway Campground. In response, the FEIR asserts that the projects are not
connected>t hat fieach of the two projects can be i
that Alf one prohecttapprappalrowed| dtbeeate no
momenwimé respect t 8 Thefaes show btleerwisor oposal . o

83 http://www sierrawatch.org/wszontent/uploads/20:5MW-L etterto-M-Krach-re-Village-at- Squaw
SpecificPlanDEIR-07-16-2015.pdf p. 5:52

“*HThe comment recommends that the EIR address the MV)
Mitigation Measure 1%ba (Paynent of Annual Transit Fees) and Mitigation Measurét{Join and

Maintain Membership in the TNT/TMA) are included in the EIR, which would include a determination of

t he pr o-ghare danidual cohtabution to ongoing operational transit servicesnpnovements, and

woul d require ongoing participation by the projectos
TruckeeNorth Tahoe Transportation Management Association (TNT/TMA) to address and improve transit

and transportation conditions intothef ur e . 0 (-1B&.1 R, p . 3.5

SHFir st , either of these proposals can be construct ec
another way, if the County and the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency do not approve the Brockway
Campground, then that deimn will have no bearing on whether the MVWPSP project is able to proceed.
The reverse is also true; the fate of the MVWPSP project does not affect the viability of the Brockway
Campground.-@8. (FEIR, p. 3

% HThe comment asserts that the MVWPSP andtioekway Campground proposal are connected
notwithstanding the fact that the MVWPSP project will be implemented with or without the Brockway
Campground. However, the fact that each of the two projects can be implemented without the other
demonstrates tha&ach proposal has independent utility, by which each project can be subject to a separate
EIR under CEQA. As stated under Section 15165 of the State CEQA Guidelines, where one project is one
of several similar projects of a public agency, but is not deenpadt of the larger undertaking or a larger
project, the agency may prepare one EIR for all projects, or one for each project, but shall in either case
comment upon the cumulative effect. The two projects are separately proposed. They involve different
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Projects are connected:

Although the MVWPSPnaynot rely upon the Brockway Campgroug@ampgroud)
for approval, the Campground may rely on the MVWPSP for approval.

1. The Brockway Campground application files specifically note sewer facilities
offside (on the MVWPSP project area). If the MVWPSP is not approved, then it
would likely cost the developerof the Campgrounsignificantlymore toinstall a
sewer linethe full distance that ivould need to go to connect to where the
MVWPSP will connect it to. We question whether such a cost would be
undertaken if the infr abBtdditoo,ther e for MVWEF
Campground application states: fASewage wi
amenities and camper sites and will drain by gravity to the low point of the site
where it will be conveyed to a septic system located off site, outside of the Tahoe
Basin.The sewage collection system will contemplate a possible future
connection to sewer infrastructure outside and adjacent to the projecosite{ p. 7))
[emphasis added]Note the figurédrom the Brockway Campground application
belows t at e s : efiaBiegwoesepti system butside the Tahoe Basin ( s e e
closeup image of area under circle following larger magiis clearly suggests
that the Campground aims to connect to MVWPSP faciliNesalternatives are
included in the Campground applicatiéiurther, the EIR lists Brockway
Campground as one of the cumulative projects that would contribute flows to the
TRI.*” Images from the application (p. 7) are included béfdlwis also
reasonable to anticipate that installing energy and natural gas undtastrfor the
MVWPSP would provide | ines forTheonnecti ng
projects are not only connected, but the MVWPSP will develop infrastruceeire
the sewer line connectiothat is likely toinduce growth where the Brockway
Campgraind project is proposed. CEQA requires the grewmtiucing impacts of
the project be fully discloset.

uses. They are located in the same region, but not on the same sites. They would be implemented under
separate timelines. They do not share road networ ks (
utilities. If one project is approved, then that approvallllod cr eat e no fbureaucratic mc
respect to the other proposala(irel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Ca88) 47

Cal.3d 376, 396.) The Brockway Campground proposal and other related projects that may contribute to

cumulatiwe effects were considered throughout the cumulative impact analyses of the Draf&dR.

Master Response 2 regarding the Brockway Campground. (Response to CommehtFBIR, p. 3.5

426).

*“fcumul ati ve projects that feotthe TRtbelonothefT8Diobtfalt e f | ows t he
include Joerger Ranch, North Highlands Il, Northstar Mountain Master Plan, Martis Camp, Brockway
Campground, Homewood Mountain Master Plan, and projec
(DEIR, p. 1631).

®8 http://www.placer.ca.gov/~/media/cdr/planning/brockwaycampground/project%20description.pdf?la=en

%9 CEQA: 15126.2(d) GrowthInducing Impact of the Propaséroject. Discuss the ways in which the

proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional housing,

either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. Included in this are projects which would

removeobstacles to population growth (a major expansion of a waste water treatment plant might, for

example, allow for more construction in service areas). Increases in the population may tax existing

community service facilities, requiring construction of rfawilities that could cause significant

environmental effects. Also discuss the characteristic of some projects which may encourage and facilitate

other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. it mus
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FIELD LOCATION
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not be assumed that growth in any area is necessarily beneficial, detrimental, or of little significance to the
environment.

Pagel8of 32



FOWS& TASC Comments otMVWPSPFinal Project &FEIR 6/6/2016

2. We also questioned the cumulative scenic impacts of the projects. For example,
when one compares the MVWPSP layout to the Campground latyappears
that the trees that will have to be removed for roadways and development of the
Campground ar e \ewsketweegn Lbke Tabamgteen up 0
MVWPSP structuregesulting in cumulative scenic impacts to views from the
Tahoe BasinThe FEIRfails to respond to this questiglabeled 101839),
instead reasserting that the DEIR evaluated the impacts and referring to Master
Response Avhere these comments are not addre§58dr DEIR comments
included the following rough maj,comparing the MVVPSP layout to the
proposed Campground layofit.

S 2

 BROCKWAY
SuUmMNT

Vicinity of Brockway Campground
to MVWPSP

Brockway Campground: Blue and pink map

U -

Spurce. MYWESP 2015 2 i ; H1A04000T 2 0
Image: General comparison between location of the MVWPSP and Brockway Campground
(Figure C11.2 from the Campground application was merged with the MVWPSP figure).

Bureaucratic Momentum:

Currently, lmth projects are proposed in an undeveloped forested area. They are clearly
not Ainfill o or close to existing infrastruc
policy 1.A.1"° which promotes iffill developmentfrom the Specific Plan language

70

iThe comment states that the cumulative i mpacts of
Valley West Area Plan must bellfuassessed. The Draft EIR includes an assessment of cumulative
i mpacts as outlined in Section 4.2, Cumulative | mpact

effects are included in the separate technical chapters of the Draft EIR. See Mastes&&s@garding

the Brockway Campgrourd).proposal .o (FEIR, p. 3.5
" Image from our DEIR comments, included in the FEIR on p18&

"2 hitp://www.trpa.org/wpcontent/uploads/APPLICATIONHOTOSGRAPHICSPLANS.pdf (Figure

Cli2onp.7)
“The FEIR del et es ThetCeunty will promate effigentuse bfilandyand nétural
resources and will encouraga-filéd evel opment-8)0 ( FEI R, p 2
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reflects thisfactHo we v e r once the MVWPSP is approved,
Afadj acent o devel opment to the Campground si't
easier to justifyas it would no longer represent extensive developmamadéveloped

pristine forest landin fact, Placer County staff have alreademingly downplayed the

significance of the developmentthieMV WP S R@vdorested conditionsy stating

thatiti s fAcl ose t oo (Stady Wedracoohreents tb iheNarghrnTahoe

Regimal Advisory Council [NTRAC] on 5/12/2016n this case, the reference was to

Northstar developmentanNTRAC membepointed out thathis wasconfusingbecause

there are recreatieroned lands that are not developeyond recreatiobetween

Northstar ad the MVSPSP project ar@aeaning it is not correct to say it is near existing
developmentl n response, Placer Coundfthesge af f st at e
contain developmentiwhich fails to address the issuet alone appears to be a

meanngless statement

Therefore, tiis also reasonably foreseeable that once the MVSPSP has been approved,

t he Campground will t hen diherdevelopmentthswels fAnear
making approval of the Campground far more lik&lyis is how uban sprawl happens,

and reflects a clear example of piecemealing developmiith is not allowed by

CEQA

We refer back to our comments, as well as those submitted by numerous other public
organizations and citizens, regarding the need to evaluatetidative impacts ahe
MVWPSP andhe Brockway Campground.

5. Impacts to Emergency Vehicles on 267

The DEIR examines the following two criteria related to wildfire threats and evacuation
(DEIR, p. 1813):

fir [Timpair implementation or physically interfere with an adopted emergency response plan or
emergency evacuation plan;

[ expose people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland
fires, including where wildlands are adjacent to urbanized areas or where residences are
intermi xed with wildlands; o0

The DEIR concludes both impacts are less than significant for the following reasons:

iBecause the project would include two emergency
road, adequate emergency ingress or egresédvibe provided. This impact is less than
significanto (DEIR, p. 1819).

fiBecause the project would develop an emergency evacuation plan as part of the FPP, provide

adequate emergency vehicle access and points of ingress and egress in a mannes tR&Dmeet

requirements (Shadowens, pers. comm., 2015a), and result in operational traffic that, at buildout,

would represent an incremental increase insufficient to interfere with the SR 267 Emergency
Evacuation Plan, the projeoatt@ati omadts delsat it ha nt &
(DEIR, p. 1820).

Page20 of 32



FOWS& TASC Comments otMVWPSPFinal Project &FEIR 6/6/2016

Neither of the DEI RG6s di pawyg sicam sp dimptasc tasc tou
emergency evacuation and access on SR&g@quested in our commeritsThe FEIR

refers toMaster Response 8owerver, the responsgoes not addressow the project

would impact evacuations and emergency acceS&R0R67. This isiot the same issue as

to whether the project will cut offr modifyany evacuation routes (the focus of the
respons€). At 5/12/2016 NTRACre et i ng, the applicantés r
that the projectds evacuati on vwithintad ysi s o
project area leaving the impacts on SR 267 for Caltrans to deal WM#ster Response 9

also refers to a Fire Protemti Plan’® however once again, this only focuses on

emergency access standards, routes, and other fanttre project siteEven where the

latter section discusses the potential to interfere with the Evacuation Plan for SR 267, the
EIR does not explaindw the project can have significant and unavoidable impacts on
transportation, yet have less than significant impacts on emergency evaanatiarcess

on SR 267.

epr e
onl

In addition, a recent court ruling related to the Homewood Mountain Resort reflects the
importance of assessing the impacts of the project on the capacity of emergency
evacuation routes. Although released on 12/22/20th® same day public comments on
the FEIR were dué we include the following information for the recaadd to reiterate
commats we have previously made

The Third District Court of Appeals of California issued a ruling on 12/22/2015 related to
the Clean Energy Committeeds (CECO6s) chall
EIR”/One of the most not akdisienregardingemeeeancyi s t he
evacuation:

en
C

AThere are two componentisevatuatior bly esidents) wibrkersraed ev acuat
visitors, and the impact of that evacuation on access by emergency entities responding to wildfire.
The EIRfailstoeval uate both. o

féevacuation [of people from the project area] co
emergency responders who might otherwise be aljertee vent t he s@read of wil df
i [ T h efailed tdidentify the capacity of SR 89 or emtting roads to accommodate the
evacuation of people, including atidi o n a | people from the project. o
“"ATh& WASP will generate Osignificant and unavoidabl e

to SR 267, including the segment from Brockway Summit to the SR 267/SR 28 intersection in Kings

Beach. The DEIR also notes that even if SR 267 were to be widi¢meould not likely occur before

construction of the MVWPSP project began. This will create additional delays for emergency vehicles on

SR 262 [and] interfere with emergency evacuations, which may involve residents and visitors to North

Lake Tahoe, thaswithin the MVWPSP project area and Northstar, and guests at the proposed Brockway
Campground 0 ( F E I-1R3 anddl04). 3 . 5

SHI m p a4 discuss8s interference with an emergency evacuation plan. As discussed therein, the

project would notcut offorbte r wi se modi fy any existi3@g evacuation r
®aThe i mpact discussion expl a-yasFirg Arodettion Plam(FRPr c or danc e
would be prepared for the project that would identify emergency evacuation routes, reayecess road

standards, standards for signs identifying evacuation routes, and a program for disseminating public safety
i77nformation3.7)(‘) (FEI'R, p. 3
http://www.leagle.com/decision/In%20CAC0%2020151222052/CALIFORNIA%20CLEAN%20ENERG
Y%20COMMITTEE%20v.%20COUNTY%200F%20PLACER
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The CEC noted that analyzing tthetstali mpact mus
number of residents, businesses and tourists that can be safelytedaitam the West

Shore, without impeding emergency vehicle access, in the event of wildfire, earthquake or

seiche and evaluate the cumulative impact of the project on natural disaster evacuation

and emergency vehi cl elhelCouwtéss mintédeout thdt whileWe st Sho
the EIR concluded significant and unavoidable impacts to congestion on SR 89, the EIR

Ai nexplicabl yo dsacheimadetuate roaustd be d significang s e i
unavoidable impact in the context of a wildfire requiring Eyeacy evacuation’®

The Court directed Placer County to comply with CEQA, which will require addressing

the failure to identify, describe, and analyze the wildfire evacuationwlgk.regards to

the MVWPSP EIR, we requested the FEIR address the gogecti mpact s on t he ¢
of SR 267 to evacuapeeople from the North Tahoe regiand allow for emergency

accessThe FEIRfailst o respond. Al so similar to the Hor
conclusion that there will be significaahd unavoidable trafficnpacts, yethe EIR

Ai nexplicabl y o ggaificant impdotte interfereneesnvith emérgemcy

evacuation. It appears the FEIR skirts the questiathelbgrmining significance based on

a very narrow focus owhether there is an access routegeople within the MVWPSP

project area to exit the project area on to SR 267, thereby ignoring the impacts of those

peopleon SR 267.

In addition to the reasonable conclusion that significant and unavoidable traffic impacts

translate to significant and amoidable impacts on evacuation plans, it is also worth
stepping back and considering the bigger pic
in extremely dangerous locations, where they could lose not only their [yrdpértheir

lives to wildfire.Second, placing more people in fpeone areas takes away resources

from fighting fires elsewhere, and fifghtingresow ces ar e al reamey | ackir
people are building homes in fire prone spots. It changes the way we fight fires, when
weodornei hg to send more resources in to protec

South Lake Tahoe fire wiThirt, devalopingfndorestdadi ons c o
areas also increases the threats to firefighters, as they are now tasked with having to

defend homes from a fire in an area that would have been less dangerous to deal with

when only a forest is burnirij.Fourth, development in this forested area makes it far

more difficult, if not impossible, for land managers to use prescribed ecologidal fire

ensure forest health and reduce the threats of catastrophic witdfitén all, this

devel opment is a dangerous proposal that wi/l
firefightersindangef and per haps 1006s of 1 sitorGr@ffts when p
periods are considered)e request Placer County consider whether this is a desirable

and responsible land planning approach.

Note: fAThis opinion has not been cer esofrilted for publi
8.1115.0

9 http://www.laketahoenews.net/2016/05/threéfire-ignitesconcernin-tahoebasin/

®AFire spread and i nteaprimarily Jue twdSF8nd @TC urbae bt hazard fueh i s a
treat ment s, reduced concentration of houses and safer
http://www.cnpssd.org/fire/angorafireusfsfullreppdf

8.M. P. North, S. L. StephenB. M. Collins J. K. Agee G. Aplet J. F. FranklinP. Z. Fulé. Reform Forest

Fire managemen&ciencel8 Sptembe015. VOL 3491ssue6254, p. 128a.281.
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6.  Water Supply

We are concerned about th@jec s 1 n dcandcumdlatigelimpacts on water supply.
While we refeence comments submitted by Sierra Watch for detailed concerns, we want
to emphasize the following two points:

First, the applicant told the NTRAC members and public (at the 5/12/2016 meeting) that

the project will <creat eWawoildlikewaclanfyahate r suppl vy
this is technically incorrect. The project will not bringh e wader to the area; it will

simply add wells to draw from water alregaiyrt of the ecosystem in the area. Further, as

to implicationst hat t hi s @ewsllwénefifieetigkters, Bematea that the fire

risk and increased danger from adding homes to this area far outweigh any benefits from

having additional wells to draw water from. As it currently stands, if a fire were to occur

on this parcel, firefigters can focus efforts on creating containment lines around the area

and ensuring the highways remain safe and open, instead of having to put themselves in

greater danger by trying to protect homes from raging flames

Second, as noted in our commentstmn DEIR? the water assessment only analyzed

fouryears to represent presumed Al ong termo dr
We presented evidence that droughts have already lasted longer than four years, as well

as references showing that we auerently in the most severe drought recorded in over a

century. Four years does moovide for an adequate analysissof il ong t er mo i mpa
would behoove Placer County to fail to consider how water will be supplied to existing

uses, let alone new uses a true long term drought situation.

7. Sceniclmpacts

Our DEIR comments noted the special significance of scenic resources of the Tahoe

Basin providing as evidenaeferences to numerous Tahoe Basin documents, including

the TRPA Compact, GoalsandPati es, and the study behind th
scenic threshold standards (see Comment4@18-EIR, p. 3.5.09 to-110).The FEIR

di smisses this information: A[ The] specific
apply to t HWeprsoajgercete.arCeEaQAd r equionttes t he pr o
environment be disclosed,ahdRPAG6s rul es and standards spec!
Basindbs scenic resources as an i mphertant val
fedges bet ween skThus,dtisdecassany fprete EIR © évaluate and

disclose the impacts to these resources, as defined by documents and regulations

associated with TRPAn addition, we are concerned with new ridgeline development

such as this around the Tahoe Basin, thedapproval of the proposed project will set a
precedent that may all ow further degradati on

The Response to Comment 1048 alsoassertghat the DEIR considered scenic impacts
in the context of each view:

82 80ne glaring problem with the water supply assessmehais he eval uat i impactoi§ 61 ong t e
basedonjudouryearso ( Label ed a-85 RERppn3:S04). | O1 8

BFEIR, p. 3.5171.

8 Environmental Impact Statement for the Establishment of Environmental Threshold Carrying Capacities,

Tahoe Reginal Planning Agency. May 1982. (p.-45). As referenced in our DEIR comments.
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i On p-32¢gtle Draft EIR also explains how the impact analysis considered the context of each
view when determining if visual changes would result in a significant effect, stating that:

Aln determining the extent and i mpdgivem&oti ons of
the following factors for each of the significance criteria listed above:

[] existing visual qualities of the affected environment and specific changes to its visual
character and qualities;

[ the visual context of the affected environment;

[] the extent to which the affected environment contains places or features that provide unique
visual experiences or that have been designated in plans and policies for protection or special
consideration; and

[ the sensitivity of viewers, access of viewers, their activities, and the extent to which these
activities are related to the aedtbejualities affected by the projecte | at ed changes. 0

The Draft EIR analyzes the significance of each impact with consideration given to the context of

the visual changes in the Tahoe Basin, including
scanic vistas from the Tahoe Basin (page3®through 937). Because the Draft EIR

appropriately considers the context of the Lake Tahoe Basin, including the existing visual quality

and the sensitivity of viewers to change, when determining the significéntgual changes that

could be viewed from the Lake Tahoe Basin, the an
Comment |0181, FEIR, pl. 3.5171).

However, the EIR does not include separate significance criteria to evaluate the impacts
to viewerswithin the Lake Tahoe Basthatwill view the project area frorhoth

developed and undeveloped areas (like mountain peaks and the Tahoe Riffi Trail)
Without a significance finding, adequate mitigation cannot be determirseltR/R A 0 s
documents show, seie quality isvaluedespecially high in the Lake Tahoe Basin (and as
a result, includes additional protections through the TRPA Bistate Compaatpted in

our comments regarding night sky impaittsn light pollution(discussedelow), the

FEIR acknowgdges that lights will be viewable from other areas of recreational and
scenic value around the Tahoe Basin, yet still concludes less than significant impacts
without having considered unique criteria for the Lake Tahoe Basin

A. Screening by vegetation:

TheFEIR relies heavily on screening by existing trees to conclude less than
significant impacts to scenic resources from the Tahoe B3siowever, the FEIR is
careful to frequently focus only on tre@ghin the project areaanalyzing only the

8 fiBuildings that are not behind a topographic feature that completely removes them from viewpoints

around the lake will likely be viewable from numerous locations in the Baisththe impacts to night sky

will be even greater as light pollution from the structures, associated streetlights, and vehicle headlights can

be seen from farther distances (noted below) and will contribute térever easi ng sky gl ow in t
gLabebd as Comment 10182, FEIR, p. 3.5.10).

®Hsimilarl y, when discussing potdéoftheDraft (IR ght t i me ef f ¢
explains that lighting from the project would be blocked by the ridge between the West Parcel development
areaad Lake Tahoe and by -Bxisting trees.o (FEIR, p. 3

Page24 of 32






