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Letter I76 Carol Pollock  
July 24, 2020 

Response I76-1 
The comment includes background about the letter author and contributions TCPUD has made to the community. 
The commenter asserts that the proposed Project presents a significant risk to public safety. The comment expresses 
support for reasonable modifications for the Project at Site A to reduce or eliminate impacts on public safety. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-2 
The comment asserts that residents and other users on Polaris Road and Old Mill Road would be affected by 
increased traffic from the proposed Project. The comment also asserts that pedestrians and bicyclists are already at 
risk from the existing level of traffic on those streets. The comment expresses the opinion that the current 
transportation analysis, upon which a variety of conclusions are based, is inaccurate and requests an accurate traffic 
count of existing traffic on Old Mill Road and Polaris Road. The comment summarizes concerns related to speeding 
on Polaris Road and icy conditions on Old Mill Road. The comment asserts that the transportation analysis identify 
realistic ways to minimize traffic safety concerns.  

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 I76-3 
The comment expresses concern related to alcohol consumption at the proposed Project site. The comment requests 
analysis of the consequences of alcohol consumption at both the proposed Project site and Alternative A site. The 
comment asserts the only mitigation would be no alcohol consumption allowed at either site. The comment asks if 
consumption of alcohol next to a school is legal. See response to comment I10-19, which explains that alcohol would 
not be sold at the Schilling Lodge. All operations at the Schilling Lodge, including during all events, must obey all 
laws related to the provision of alcohol. As detailed in response to comment I50-14 above, the portion of the 
comment related to alcohol consumption addresses social issues rather than specific physical environmental issues 
and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. Enforcement of laws related to the sale or provision of 
alcohol is not a topic subject to CEQA review. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-4 
The comment requests that the EIR analyze how the additional traffic at Site D would impact safe evacuation or 
emergency response by fire or law enforcement and how those impacts would be mitigated. The potential for risks 
related to emergency evacuation are addressed on page 3-12 under Section 3.2.3, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials.” 
See response to comment I10-7, which addresses concerns related to emergency response and evacuation. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-5 
The comment requests that proof be provided for the conclusions of the traffic noise consequences for Site D that no 
mitigation is required. As described on page of 3.8-19 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the Draft 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 any noise standards, ensures that Project-generated traffic noise 
increases would be even less than what was reported in the Draft EIR, and therefore, would also not result in a 
substantial increase in traffic noise that would exceed any applicable standard. Table 3.8-11 on page 3.8-20 in the 
Draft EIR includes the results of the traffic noise modeling for the proposed Project and Appendix F of the Draft EIR 
includes all modeling inputs and outputs. The results of the modeling in conjunction with the traffic data supported 
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by the traffic analysis constitute proof or substantial evidence that support the conclusions. No additional information 
is needed to supplement the analysis. 

Response I76-6 
The comment provides suggestions for offsetting the higher elevation advantage of the proposed Project site, such 
as a shuttle bus from Site A that could provide safe transportation back and forth between the beginner terrain near 
Site D and the Lodge at Site A. The comment requests evidence that an expanded Lodge at Site D or Site A would 
offset the impacts of low snow and warmer weather. See response to comment I35-5, which addresses the benefit 
associated with proximity to user-friendly terrain at the proposed Project site. See response to comment I50-6, which 
addresses concerns related to the impacts of climate change on the proposed Project. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-7 
The comment asserts that the Project represents a massive increase in the size and coverage of the Existing Lodge, 
which could have significant aesthetic degradation and increased traffic consequences. The comment expresses the 
belief that the increase in size would not provide a community benefit and requests an explanation of how the Project 
would not adversely affect aesthetics. See response to comment I10-5, which addresses the comment’s concern related 
to aesthetic impacts. Also see response to comment I10-4, which discusses community uses provided by the Project. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-8 
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.” The comment asks how will use decisions be made that do not adversely affect 
public safety of the community. See response to comment I41-8, which addresses concerns related to financial aspects 
of the Project. See response to comment I10-4, which discusses community uses provided by the Project. A Draft 
Management Plan prepared by TCCSEA for the Schilling Lodge was included as Appendix B in the Draft EIR. At of the 
time of writing of this Final EIR, the Management Plan has not been finalized and the Management Plan’s policies would 
be included in a future land lease or agreement with TCPUD following construction of the Project. It is possible that 
additional policies could be included in the Management Plan related to the operation of special events. The comment 
expressed is not a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-9 
The comment expresses support for a modified Site A alternative that would retain the size of the Schilling residence 
building, expand the parking lot by 10 spaces, use a shuttle that connects to nearby parking, and provide for paid 
parking at the Lodge to encourage use of public transit and carpools. The comment requests evaluation of this 
alternative in the Draft EIR and asserts that the evaluation of the Site A – Modified Project alternative that was 
rejected in the Draft EIR for the reasons stated are inaccurate. See response to comment A3-6, which addresses 
requirements for the Project to develop a TDM, which may include measures that encourage use of shuttle buses. 
Additionally, as detailed in response to comment A2-6, the specific measures and associated details of a TDM plan, 
such as inclusion of a shuttle bus program, would be analyzed for feasibility and developed by the applicant as part 
of the development review process; and thus, are not included in the Draft EIR. However, as detailed in response to 
comment A2-6, in order to provide a more refined and comprehensive set of potentially feasible measures that could 
be incorporated into the Project TDM plan, a planning level assessment of potentially feasible TDM measures was 
completed. The TDM measure assessment provides general descriptions of the individual TDM measures, addresses 
feasibility and applicability of these measures to Project, and provides general ranges of VMT reductions associated 
with the measures. This assessment is included as Appendix A to this Final EIR. 
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See response to comment I10-18, which explains the analysis of the various alternatives, including the Site A – 
Modified Project alternative, that was included in the Draft EIR. The 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 I76-10 
The comment includes an excerpt from Section 4.1.2, “Environmental Impacts of the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge 
Replacement and Expansion Project,” and Section 4.2, “ Alternatives Considered and Not Evaluated Further,” from 
Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR. The comment states this is excerpted to include only the two sites currently 
under consideration with an emphasis on Site A – Reduced Project alternative. This comment does not raise 
environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR.  

Response I76-11 
The comment excerpted the description of Site A – Reduced Project alternative from the Draft EIR. The comment 
requests data regarding providing utilities since this would not be necessary on an already developed site. On 
page 4-3 of the Draft EIR, the description of utilities for Site A – Reduced Project alternative states, “The cost and 
effort to provide utilities (e.g., power, gas, water, fire line, sewer, telephone, and data) would be similar to 
Alternative A, which would be greater than at the proposed Project site.” See response to comment I10-18, which 
explains why additional alternatives were not analyzed in detail. The State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d) states, 
“The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and 
comparison with the proposed project.” The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-12 
The comment includes an excerpt of Section 4.3, “Alternatives Selected for Further Evaluation,” including a portion of 
Table 4-1, “Site Development Features of Each of the Alternatives.” Related to the footnotes in the table, the 
comment asks why the sizes of the Schilling Lodge and the Existing Lodge are combined. Section 4.5, “Site A – 
Modified Project,” includes a description of the components of this alternative, which would construct the Schilling 
Lodge while also continuing to use the Existing Lodge; thus, the square footage of both of those buildings is 
combined in Table 4-1 (see page 4-10 of the Draft EIR):  

The Site A – Modified Project alternative would be in the same location as Alternative A but would include a 
different site configuration with two buildings—the Schilling residence with a basement addition (totaling 
6,229 sq. ft.) and renovation of the Existing Lodge building (2,432 sq. ft.; see Table 4-1 and Figure 4-3). 

The comment refers to the estimate of trees that would be removed for the Site A – Modified Project alternative and 
Site D – Reduced Project alternative and asks that the number of trees estimated for removal be provided by an 
objective source.  

As explained under Impact 3.3-2, “Tree Removal,” in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” in the Draft EIR (see 
page 3.3-18): 

Removal of trees greater than 14 inches dbh requires review and approval by TRPA. Specifically, applicants 
must obtain a tree removal permit from TRPA prior to removing trees greater than 14 inches dbh, except for 
certain cases exempt by the TRPA Code (for example, trees of any size marked as a fire hazard by a fire 
protection district or fire department that operates under a memorandum of understanding with TRPA can 
be removed without a separate tree permit). A harvest or tree removal plan is required by TRPA where 
implementation of a project would cause substantial tree removal. Substantial tree removal is defined in 
Chapter 61 of the TRPA Code as activities on project areas of 3 acres or more and proposing: (1) removal of 
more than 100 live trees 14 inches dbh or larger, or (2) tree removal that, as determined by TRPA after a joint 
inspection with appropriate state or federal forestry staff, does not meet the minimum acceptable stocking 
standards set forth in Chapter 61. 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

Tahoe City Public Utility District 
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-329 

Because of the number of trees that would be estimated for removal for the Site A – Modified Project alternative and 
Site D – Reduced Project alternative (see Table 4-1), either of these alternatives would also be required to implement 
Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Minimize Tree Removal, Develop and Implement a Tree Removal and Management Plan. 
The amount of tree removal required for these alternatives would require issuance of a tree review permit by TRPA 
and, thus, review and approval of any tree survey submitted by the applicant. As stated on page 3.3-10 under 
Section 3.3.2, “Environmental Setting,” in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR, “Registered professional 
foresters have conducted multiple reconnaissance-level tree surveys of the proposed Project and Alternative A sites, 
which inform the biological effects analysis related to tree removal.” The comment does not provide any specific 
evidence that the tree survey data provided for the Draft EIR is inaccurate. The comment is noted for consideration 
by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I76-13 
The comment is an attachment to letter I76 and includes excerpts of correspondence between members of the 
public, TCPUD staff, and members of the applicant team regarding the Project. The correspondence includes 
responses to questions raised by members of the public; all of the correspondence occurred prior to release of the 
Draft EIR; thus, the correspondence does not pertain specifically to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
Draft EIR. Some of the correspondence includes copies of comment letters that were submitted on the Notice of 
Preparation released for the Project. The topics included in the letter are raised in other comment letters received on 
the Draft EIR. The categories of topics include: 

 Comparison of fees for use of the Community Center by Tahoe XC compared to other users 

 Tax requirements 

 Presence of a commercial activity at a site not zoned for commercial activity 

 Opposition to the Project 

 Zoning requirements 

 Support for a Site A alternative 

 Traffic safety 

 Discontent with TCCSEA 

 Selection of alternatives 

 Effects of climate change on snow 

 Alcohol concerns 

 Traffic study inadequate 

 Increased traffic and traffic safety 

 Concern about increased size of Lodge 

 Name of the Project 

 Wildfire safety 

 Ascent and LSC scope of work 

 Concerns related to the presentation of the Project at TCPUD Board meetings 

 List of questions from the State CEQA Guidelines Appendix G, “Environmental Checklist Form” 

 Disagreement with terms or statements related to the Project title, Project location, Project description, adaptive reuse 

 Suggestions for alternatives 

 Support for Site D 
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 Finances for TCCSEA and the Project  

 Need for the Project 

 Parking 

 Opposition to Site D and Site A 

 Need for a new facility 

 Funding 

 Community use of the Schilling Lodge 

 Opposition to contract amendment for Ascent and LSC 

Copies of the comment letters submitted on the NOP were included in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. 

See responses to comments I26-1, I32-3, and I41-8. The financial aspect of the Project is not a topic that requires 
analysis in the EIR under CEQA.  

See response to comment I35-6, which addresses concerns related to zoning and allowable uses at either the 
proposed Project site or Alternative A site. Commercial use at the Existing Lodge or Schilling Lodge is an accessory 
uses to the primary use on the site. 

See response to comment I10-18, which explains the analysis of alternatives included in the Draft EIR and why the 
inclusion of those alternatives are sufficient to meet the requirements of CEQA to provide a comparative analysis of a 
reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed Project in the Draft EIR. 

See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, which addresses concerns related to traffic from the Project. See 
Response I10-15 for a discussion of the traffic study and TPCUD’s discretionary role as lead agency for the Project. 

See response to comment I50-6, which addresses concerns related to the effects of climate change on the Project. 

See responses to comments I10-19 and I64-15, which address concerns related to the presence of alcohol at the 
Schilling Lodge.  

See response to comment I10-8, which addresses concern related to the wildfire analysis in the Draft EIR. 

See response to comment I71-5, which addresses the parking analysis in the Draft EIR and the need for the parking 
lot proposed as part of the Project. 

The need for the Project is provided in the “Background and Need” section on pages ES-1 and ES-2 in the “Executive 
Summary” chapter with Project objectives identified in Section 2.4, “Project Objectives,” on pages 2-6 and 2-7 in 
Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives Analyzed in Detail.” 

The correspondence includes many opinions related to the Project, including opposition to the proposed Project, 
opposition to Alternative A, support for the Site D location, and discontent with TCCSEA. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter PM1 TCPUD Board of Directors Meeting 
July 17, 2020 

Response PM1-1 
The comment states that TCPUD staff read aloud comment letters provided by Roger and Janet Huff and Carol Pollock. 
See comment letter I25, which was submitted by Roger and Janet Huff, and associated responses to the comments. 
Roger and Janet Huff also submitted comment letter I41. Roger Huff also submitted comment letters I1, I5, I6, I7, I9, I21, 
I49, and I59. See comment letter I32, which was submitted by Carol Pollock, and associated responses to comments. 
Carol Pollock also submitted letters I38 and I76. See responses to the comments included in these letters above. 

Response PM1-2 
The comment provides background about themselves as a Tahoe XC Board member. The comment summarizes the 
role Tahoe XC has played in the community and asserts his belief that the Project would help Tahoe XC overcome 
seasonal difficulties and other benefits of the Project. The comment expresses support for the proposed Project. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-3 
The comment provides background about themselves as a Tahoe XC Board member. The comment acknowledges 
criticisms raised against the Project but hopes that people make an effort to review the document. The comment 
provides background related to the proposed size of the proposed Lodge. The comment expresses support for the 
Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-4 
The comment states that moving the Schilling residence from its original lakefront location is a violation of the 
Department of the Interior’s Standards. Please see response to comment I35-4. 

Response PM1-5 
The comment refers to Section 4.8, “Environmentally Superior Alternative,” on pages 4-20 through 4-22 of the 
Draft EIR and states that the No Project alternative is the environmentally superior alternative. See response to 
comment I35-24, which addresses identification of the environmentally superior alternative in the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-6 
The comment states the analysis favors maintaining the Site A alternative over the Site D alternative. The comment 
also questions if the traffic associated with the Project is worth a 76-foot increase in elevation and closer proximity to 
flatter terrain. See response to comment I10-18, which explains the analysis of alternatives included in the Draft EIR. 
See response to comment I35-5, which addresses concerns related to the need for a higher elevation and closer 
proximity to flatter terrain. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-7 
The comment notes there would be an increased danger to students and pedestrians where speeds were recorded at 
42 mph and in excess of 50 mph by police reports. Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-8 
The comment lists concerns related to increased coverage in a meadow and wooded area, tree removal, 
inconsistencies with zoning and land use, sight distance issues, and traffic safety. See response to comment I35-16, 
which addresses impacts related to increased coverage. See responses to comments I32-4, I35-10, and I41-20, which 
address concerns related to tree removal. See response to comment I35-6, which addresses the land use and zoning 
designation on the proposed Project site and Alternative A site. See response to comment A2-5, which addresses 
requirements for sight distance. See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety, which addresses concern related to 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

Tahoe City Public Utility District 
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-335 

traffic safety, including related to sight distance. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-9 
The comment states that a vote for the Project is a vote against safety for children because sidewalks and speed 
control measures are not present. See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-10 
The comment provides background about the speaker as a TCPUD customer, Tahoe XC passholder, local civil 
engineer, and reviewer of environmental documents. The comment expresses the belief that the document was 
thorough in analyzing impacts from the Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during 
the review of the merits of the Project.  

Response PM1-11 
The comment provides background about herself as a Tahoe XC board member. The comment states that 
accessibility to public open space and recreation spaces is important for public health. The comment acknowledges 
some nuisance factors associated with use of the trails (e.g., traffic, noise, activity, parking) and notes the Project is 
designed to offset some of the nuisance factors by moving the location of the Lodge closer to the high school. The 
comment also notes the traffic pattern in the neighborhood would change with the Project, but it would be relatively 
small. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response PM1-12 
The comment provides background as a part-time resident in the Highlands neighborhood. The comment asks if any 
of the TPCUD Board members or Tahoe XC Board members live in the Highlands neighborhood. The comment 
generally states they acknowledge the benefits of the Project but also the disadvantages of the proposed Lodge to 
the neighborhood. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of 
the Project. 
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