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Letter I42 Eric and Nanette Poulsen 
July 19, 2020 

Response I42-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, summarizes benefits of the proposed 
Project, and expresses support for the proposed Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD 
Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I43 Jim Phelan 
July 19, 2020 

Response I43-1 
The comment expresses support for the proposed Project and the analysis in the EIR. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I43-2 
The comment asks why a drive through driveway from Polaris Road to Cedarwood Drive was not considered to 
relieve pressure on Polaris Road during school hours. Two alternatives were considered for the Project that included 
access from Cedarwood Drive: (1) Site D – Alternative Driveway, which would have constructed a driveway to Site D 
from Cedarwood Drive; and (2) Site C – Site at the End of Cedarwood Drive, which would have constructed the lodge 
at the end of Cedarwood Drive. As discussed on page 4-3 in Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” in the Draft EIR for Site D – 
Alternative Driveway:  

With this alternative, the new driveway would cross through the Highlands Subdistrict, which is zoned and 
designated residential. The driveway for this alternative would be longer than the proposed Project driveway 
and would require a bridge across a seasonal drainage, which is considered a stream environment zone. 
Additionally, this alternative would not substantially reduce any environmental impacts as compared to the 
Project, and did not receive any support from commenters during the public scoping process.  

As discussed on page 4-5 of the Draft EIR for Site C – Site at the End of Cedarwood Drive:  

This alternative was rejected from further consideration because it would be located within the Highlands 
Subdistrict, which is zoned and designated residential and the Project would not be consistent with this land 
use designation. Similar to Site D – Alternative Driveway described above, the location of this alternative 
would not be supported by the public. Due to the distance from the school, the location of this alternative 
would be less ideal than the proposed Project for a shared parking agreement with the school for parking 
during special events. 

A pull-through driveway would have similar concerns as the Site D – Alternative Driveway alternative and Site C – Site 
at the End of Cedarwood Drive alternative and would not substantially reduce any environmental impacts as 
compared to the Project. This comment does not provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I43-3 
The comment asks a question about whether or not there is an alternative to skating or skiing back up the trail to the 
Schilling Lodge at Site D if a person ends up at the bottom of the hill. The comment does not raise environmental 
issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the EIR. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I43-4 
The comment expresses the opinion that they think it is wonderful to have a historic building as a ski lodge. The 
comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the 
EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I44 John Gerbino 
July 19, 2020 

Response I44-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, summarizes benefits of the proposed 
Project, expresses support for the proposed Project, and expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR. The 
comment supports locating the Project at Site D, on the basis of elevation and snow melt patterns allowing for a 
longer recreation season. Additionally, the comment expresses concern that Alternative A does not fully address key 
long-term concerns for the viability of the Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge. The comment is noted for consideration by 
the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  
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Letter I45 Tracy Owen Chapman 
July 19, 2020 

Response I45-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, summarizes benefits of the proposed 
Project, expresses support for the proposed Project, and expresses support for the analysis and accuracy of the 
Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I46 Gerald Rockwell 
July 20, 2020 

Response I46-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, expresses support for the proposed Project, 
and expresses support for the analysis and accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I47 Douglas Gourlay  
July 20, 2020 

Response I47-1 
The comment asks if the Tahoe XC Board has any conflicts of interest related to the Project. The comment expresses 
the opinion that there would be horrid optics if any of the TCPUD or Tahoe XC Board members would materially 
benefit from relocation of the Lodge. Conflicts of interest are not an issue that requires analysis or consideration in an 
EIR under the requirements of CEQA and the State CEQA Guidelines. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I47-2 
The comment includes correspondence between the letter’s author and Kim Boyd of TCPUD. Ms. Boyd indicates that 
all TCPUD Board members live within the boundaries of the TCPUD service area and any conflicts of interest would 
be announced and disclosed. The comment also includes a copy of comments that are included in comment 
letter I36, above. See responses to comments I36-1 and I36-2.  
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Letter I48 Tom and Kristen Lane 
July 20, 2020 

Response I48-1 
The comment summarizes project benefits and 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. 
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Letter I49 Roger Huff  
July 21, 2020 

Response I49-1 
The comment asks how many homes are in the Highlands neighborhood and how many of the homeowners in the 
neighborhood were sent the Notice of Availability (NOA) and invited to comment on the Draft EIR. There are 
249 residential accounts for TCPUD in the Highlands neighborhood, all of which were mailed a paper copy NOA. The 
NOA was also emailed to 157 recipients, some of which are Highlands residents.  
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Letter I50 Marguerite Sprague  
July 21, 2020 

Response I50-1 
The comment provides an introduction to the letter. No further response is necessary. 

Response I50-2 
The comment expresses support for Alternative A. The comment also notes a preference for retaining the size of the 
original Schilling residence building. The comment expresses the belief that the Schilling Lodge donor did not donate 
the facility out of a desire for a huge cross-country facility and the Tahoe XC group was not the first group offered 
the structure. See comment letter I75, which is authored by a member of the Schilling family and 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 I50-3 
The comment expresses an opinion that traffic is one of the problems with this proposal and that Polaris Road is 
already stressed by existing traffic and activity levels, traffic traveling at excessive speed, as well as evening events 
that are very audible at the houses on the street. The comment goes on to state that both pets and children have 
been struck by vehicles traveling at excessive rates of speed. Additionally, the comment notes that the proposed 
Project will dramatically change daily life for the residents.  

Please see Master Response 1: Transportation Safety. The comment addresses enforcement and social issues rather 
than specific physical environmental issues and does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further 
response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits 
of the Project. 

Response I50-4 
The comment asserts that according to the Placer County land use and permit tables “outdoor commercial 
recreation” and “commercial event centers” are not allowed in residential areas. Given this, the comment asks how 
the Project could even be considered. 

The comment is referring to Section 17.06.050 of the Placer County Code of Ordinances.  

As stated in Section 1.03(E) of the Area Plan Implementing Regulations (Placer County and TRPA 2017), “The Placer 
County Code applies to the area within a conforming Area Plan to the extent that a provision is not in conflict with 
the TRPA Code of Ordinances or this document.” Thus, because the Implementing Regulations apply zoning 
designations to all areas of Placer County within the jurisdiction of TRPA, including the proposed Project site and 
Alternative A site, the provisions of the Implementing Regulations supersede the zoning ordinance in the County 
Code. See Section 2.07(F) of the Area Plan Implementing Regulations, which identify the permissible uses in the North 
Tahoe High School Subdistrict, which contains the proposed Project site and Alternative A site. Section 21.3.1.E of the 
TRPA Code describes permissible accessory uses in areas with the recreation designation, which include “related 
commercial sales and services such as ski shops, pro shops… parking lots, maintenance facilities… employee facilities 
other than housing… outdoor recreation concessions, bars and restaurants…” Additionally, as further discussed in 
response to comment I35-6, the proposed Project site and Alternative A site are both zoned for “recreation” use and 
not “residential.” See response to comment I35-6, which addresses the land use and zoning designation on the 
proposed Project site and Alternative A site. 

Response I50-5 
The comment refers to a statement related to advancing year-round recreation activities and providing opportunities 
for additional special events in the “Background and Need for the Project” section in the “Executive Summary” 
chapter of the Draft EIR. The comment summarizes activities at the school and traffic on Polaris Road. 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. 
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Response I50-6 
The comment refers to a statement related to uncertain weather patterns, the poor quality of existing developed 
facilities, and the financial viability of the TCCSEA operation in the “Background and Need for the Project” section in 
the “Executive Summary” chapter of the Draft EIR. The comment provides a general statement related to climate 
change and that a new cross-country ski facility at the elevation in the Highlands neighborhood would not be a good 
idea. The comment provides two additional sources related to the potential effects of anthropogenic climate change 
within the Tahoe region. Each report uses data published within the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change’s 
(IPCC’s) Fourth Climate Change Assessment (IPCC 2007), and downscales data to project future climatic conditions 
within the Tahoe region assuming various emissions scenarios. These reports were submitted as evidence to 
substantiate the commenter’s assertion that the Project would not be suitable for use in future years. These reports, 
among others which are included under in Section 3.7.1, “Regulatory Setting,” in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas 
Emissions and Climate Change,” indicate that due to rising global temperatures, the Tahoe region will experience less 
snowfall as compared to historical averages, making cross-country skiing a less available recreational activity. While 
this assertion may be true, the Project would provide additional community benefits that are not limited to snow-
related recreational activities. For instance, during the summer months, the Existing Lodge provides (and the 
proposed Schilling Lodge would continue to provide) educational programs and access to hiking and mountain 
biking opportunities to visitors. The submission of these reports does not conflict with the evidence cited in Section 
3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” which details the projected climatic change to California and 
the Tahoe region in Section 3.7.2, “Environmental Setting.” Thus, these reports are not considered new material that 
would alter the findings or conclusions of the Draft EIR.  

Furthermore, consistent with direction provided by the California Supreme Court in California Building Industry 
Association v. Bay Area Air Quality Management District (2015) 62 Cal.4th 369 (CBIA v. BAAQMD) “agencies subject to 
CEQA generally are not required to analyze the impact of existing environmental conditions on a project’s future 
users or residents. But when a proposed project risks exacerbating those environmental hazards or conditions that 
already exist, an agency must analyze the potential impact of such hazards on future residents or users.” Given this 
direction from the Court, CEQA does not require that a lead agency evaluate the impact of the environment on the 
project, rather the project’s impact on its environment, except in cases where the project may exacerbate an existing 
adverse environmental condition. As discussed in Section 3.7, “Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change,” the 
Project would generate unmitigated emissions of GHGs above a net zero threshold; however, implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 would be sufficient to minimize amortized construction and operational emissions to a net 
zero level. Thus, the Project would not contribute GHG emissions that could exacerbate the adverse effects of 
human-caused climate change.  

Response I50-7 
The comment expresses an opinion that the expanded Lodge would not improve the residents’ experience and notes 
that outdoor commercial recreation is not allowed in Placer County residential areas. Regarding the comment’s 
assertion related to allowable uses in residential areas, see response to comment I50-4. Comments received from 
residents related to their opposition to the Project are acknowledged and included in this Final EIR. In spite of some 
of the expressed disadvantages of the Project from the residents’ point of view (e.g., traffic), nothing precludes the 
residents from visiting and using the proposed Schilling Lodge for access to cross-country skiing trails, mountain 
biking or hiking on the nearby trails, or reserving the facility for meetings or events. The Existing Lodge (i.e., the 
Highlands Community Center building) would be replaced with a historic building that would be larger, providing 
more space for these different uses. Arguably, the exterior and interior of the Schilling Lodge would provide an 
aesthetic improvement over that of the Existing Lodge. Additionally, the Project provides an opportunity to add a 
historic structure to the Highlands neighborhood. As noted on page 2-7 of the Draft EIR, regarding the Schilling 
residence, which would become the Schilling Lodge:  

It exemplifies the architecture and lifestyle of early Tahoe development in the modern era. The Schilling 
residence was constructed using local and natural materials as a 4,465-sq. ft., two-story, wood-framed 
structure… Construction of the proposed Schilling Lodge would retain the character defining features that 
contribute to its historic character as identified in the Schilling Residence Targeted Historic Structure Report 
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(Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates 2015) and in compliance with the standards for the rehabilitation of historic 
structures included in The Secretary of Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties with 
Guidelines for Preserving, Rehabilitating, Restoring, and Reconstructing Historic Buildings (National Park 
Service 2017), which include standards for additions to historic buildings. 

The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I50-8 
The comment refers to the Project objective, “Create inviting community areas and public-use spaces,” and expresses 
an opinion regarding what brings most visitors to the Tahoe area, stating that developed areas are not what bring 
visitors and residents. The comment also states that if the Existing Lodge remained as is, the trails would remain 
inviting to visitors. The Project does not propose to change the trails associated with Tahoe XC. See response to 
comment I50-7, that highlights some of the benefits of the Project in the Highlands neighborhood, which would also 
extend to visitors. Also see response to comment I10-4, which explains the types of community use of the Schilling 
Lodge that could occur with implementation of the Project. The Project does not detract from the natural beauty of 
the forests and the lake that draw many visitors to the Tahoe region. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  

Response I50-9 
The comment asserts that the difference in the base elevation at the Lodge site is not significant enough to support 
the need for the Project. See response to comment I35-5 that addresses criticisms of the proposed Project at the 
proposed location related to the increase in elevation compared to the site of the Existing Lodge. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I50-10 
The comment refers to the Project objective, “Improve and maintain educational programs and activities offered to 
adults and youth and create more user-friendly access to the trail system for beginner, disabled, and senior 
recreationists,” and asserts that the difference in user-friendly access is not significant enough to support the need for 
the Project. See response to comment I35-5, which addresses the benefits associated with proximity to user-friendly 
terrain at the proposed Project site. The comment’s opinion does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I50-11 
The comment asserts that a previous director of Tahoe XC had already been given permission to expand the parking 
in the current location. The comment expresses the opinion that because of this, the Project is not needed to address 
the Project objective related to parking. While it is true that the applicant could seek approval for and implement 
parking improvements alone, the applicant is seeking to achieve many objectives that would be met by the proposed 
Project or Alternative A as described in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternative Evaluated in 
Detail,” in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits 
of the Project. 

Response I50-12 
The comment refers to the Project objective, “Provide high quality and professionally maintained recreational 
amenities and facilitate growth and diversity of recreational opportunities by enhancing summer and winter 
activities,” and asks for clarification about what this statement means. This Project objective is an applicant-provided 
objective. See response to comment I10-4, which describes the opportunities for community use of the Schilling 
Lodge, including running, skiing, and biking day camps and a small increase in the number of large special events 
(such as races) that could occur with the proposed Project or Alternative A. 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.  
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Response I50-13 
The comment states that the State CEQA Guidelines require an EIR to include a list of areas of potential controversy 
and issues to be resolved. The comment also expresses concerns related to traffic and public safety.  

A list of potential areas of controversy or issues to be resolved are listed on page ES-4 under the “Areas of Known 
Controversy and Issues to be Resolved” section in the “Executive Summary” chapter of the Draft EIR. 

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

Regarding the concerns noted in the comment related to excessive traffic associated with implementation of the 
proposed Project, Impacts 3.5-1 and 3.5-2 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” of the Draft EIR analyze the potential 
effects of Project-generated traffic within the study area. Finally, the request that homeowners along Polaris Road be 
compensated for the additional traffic that the proposed Project would generate does not raise any CEQA issues or 
address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I50-14 
The comment states that late night festivities around the high school often include hollering and sometimes people 
driving fast down Polaris Road. The comment expresses the opinion that people who have imbibed alcohol can 
become a nuisance and residents have a very strong preference that this situation is not introduced to the residential 
neighborhood. The comment goes on to note that wild animals, pets, and people have all been hit on Polaris Road 
by speeding motorists and that law enforcement does not have the bandwidth to enforce the speed limit on this road 
and the proposed Project would bring in more people and worsen this situation. 

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. See response to comment I10-19, 
which addresses concerns related to the presence of alcohol at the Schilling Lodge. Please see Master Response 1: 
Transportation Safety for a response related to speeding. 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 I50-15 
The comment disagrees with the wording of the statement, “construction of a new lodge on an undeveloped site” in 
the “Executive Summary” chapter under the “Areas of Known Controversy and Issues to be Resolved” section on 
page ES-4 of the Draft EIR. The comment asserts that another way to phrase this statement would be “destruction of 
existing forest and habitat to construct new lodge.” 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 I50-16 
The comment summarizes the types and extent of noise and traffic currently experienced in the neighborhood. The 
comment asserts that instances of recreation users in the backyards in the neighborhood would occur more 
frequently than under existing conditions. 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 I50-17 
The comment states that when there is a school event, you will find cars parked all along Polaris between the schools 
and the Old Mill Road intersection, sometimes parking across driveways. A winter weekend would likely bring all this 
and more, with icy roads, if there were a large outdoor recreational facility in our residential neighborhood. See 
Impact 3.5-4, which addresses the potential for the Project to result in inadequate parking conditions beginning on 
page 3.5-24 in Section 3.5, “Transportation,” in the Draft EIR. This analysis takes into account provisions to minimize 
the use of residential parking, such as carpooling, that would be incorporated into event planning and implemented 
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to address parking demand and pursuit of a shared-parking agreement with the Tahoe Truckee Unified School 
district to allow Tahoe XC and North Tahoe High School to share their respective parking areas during high-use 
events. The impact analysis concludes implementation of the Project would result in an improvement to existing 
conditions in the neighborhood as a whole for these reasons and because of the increased size of the parking lot. 
Parking illegally is prohibited by law, and it is presumed that drivers must obey existing parking regulations and laws 
or be ticketed. Enforcement of parking regulations and the risk of violating laws is not a topic subject to CEQA review. 
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 I50-18 
The comment asserts that aesthetics are highly subjective. The comment agrees that the Project would not affect any 
“scenic highway,” but asserts that it would affect the view in the Highlands neighborhood. The comment disagrees 
with statements in Section 3.2.1, “Aesthetics,” in the Draft EIR that there would be limited views of the Schilling Lodge 
through the forest and that it would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site or the 
surroundings. The comment specifically notes concerns related to nighttime views and those related to tree removal. 
The comment notes that aesthetic impacts at the Alternative A site would be less of a visual change because the 
Project would consist of redevelopment.  

The potential impacts from the proposed Project and Alternative A related to light and glare are assessed on page 3-
9 of the Draft EIR. The light and glare impacts would be less than significant because the proposed Project and 
Alternative A would include lighting that would be downward facing and the minimal necessary for safety purposes, 
neither would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area. Additionally, the exterior building materials used for 
the Schilling Lodge would consist of wood siding and a product that best matches the historic character of the 
original wood shake roof but meets local fire code requirements, consistent with the materials used in the historic 
Schilling residence. These materials would not create new sources of glare.  

To clarify the analysis of impacts on the visual character or quality of the site as it relates to tree removal for the 
proposed Project and Alternative A, Section 3.2.1, “Aesthetics,” is revised in this Final EIR. This change is presented 
below and in Chapter 2, “Revisions to the Draft EIR.” This clarification does not alter the conclusions with respect to 
the significance of any environmental impact. 

A new paragraph is added after the third paragraph on page 3-7 as follows:  

The nearest residence to the proposed Project site is located 370 feet south of the Schilling Lodge and parking 
lot. The proposed Project would only remove trees within the footprint of the Schilling Lodge, driveway and 
parking lot, and trees in the surrounding forest (including within the viewing distance between nearby 
residences and the parking lot) that would provide screening would be retained. The number of trees that 
could be removed by either the proposed Project or Alternative A are identified in Table 2-2 on page 2-12 in 
Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives Evaluated in Detail,” in the Draft EIR. Figure 2-5 
on page 2-17 in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR shows an aerial photo of the existing forest, adjacent school, and 
nearby residences along with an overlay of the Schilling Lodge, parking lot, and driveway. As seen in the aerial 
photo, many trees are located between those facilities included in the proposed Project and the nearest 
residences. The presence of these trees between the Schilling Lodge facilities and nearby residences would limit 
and screen views of those facilities. Impacts related specifically to tree removal are detailed under Impact 3.3-2 
beginning on page 3.3-17 in Section 3.3, “Biological Resources,” of the Draft EIR. Although trees would be 
removed to construct the proposed Project, nearby residents would continue to have views of the forest that 
would limit their view of the Schilling Lodge and would retain the visual character of the forested area.  

Response I50-19 
The comment references the less-than-significant impact conclusion related to fire protection, emergency response, 
and police protection services under Section 3.2.7, “Public Services,” in the Draft EIR and asserts that you must plan 
for emergency situations and that the impact on these agencies would be significant. The comment notes that 
conditions along Polaris Road, a cul-de-sac with the schools at the end, residences, and a business would experience 
unnecessary risk associated with the Project.  
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As discussed on page 3-13 of the Draft EIR, the location of the Schilling Lodge next to the schools compared to 
existing conditions with the Existing Lodge located 0.8-mile down the road would essentially result in no change in 
emergency response times compared to existing conditions. This impact analysis is focused on the impacts related to 
fire, police, and emergency response services.  

The potential for risks related to wildfire and emergency evacuation are addressed on page 3-12 under Section 3.2.3, 
“Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” and on pages 3-15 and 3-16 under Section 3.2.9, “Wildfire.” See response to 
comment I10-7, which addresses concerns related to emergency response and evacuation. See response to 
comment I10-8, which addresses concerns related to wildfire from the Project.  

Response I50-20 
The comment refers to a statement in Section 3.2.8, “Recreation,” in the Draft EIR related to potential impacts on the 
quality of recreation experience during special events that use nearby trails. The comment notes that there are times 
when special event participants do harass recreation users and suggests that event organizers could improve 
management of the events. As noted on page 3-14 under Section 3.2.8, “Recreation,” in the Draft EIR: 

Currently, six large special and premier events are held at Tahoe XC each year. The Project proposes a total 
of nine large special events, an increase of three large special events compared to existing conditions. 
Although implementation of the proposed Project or Alternative A would result in an increase in the number 
of trail users participating in the additional special events, this increase would be short-term and temporary, 
as the Project applicant would limit the number of additional races and the trail races last for only a few 
hours on a single day. Because the increase in use of trails and the temporary congestion of some trails 
during special events would be limited and not substantially different than under existing conditions, the 
proposed Project and Alternative A would not result in a substantial adverse effect on the quality of 
recreation users in these areas and would not accelerate the physical deterioration of these trails. 

As discussed on page 2-13 in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIR, a Management Plan for operating the Schilling Lodge has 
been drafted by TCCSEA (see Appendix B of the Draft EIR), which includes policies to guide TCCSEA management 
decisions and operational details for the Schilling Lodge and associated recreation activities. At the time of writing of 
this Final EIR, the Management Plan has not been finalized. The Management Plan’s policies would be included in a 
future land lease or agreement with TCPUD following construction of the proposed Project. It is possible that 
additional policies, such as those related to the operation of special events as raised in this comment, could be 
included in the Management Plan. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of 
the merits of the Project. 

Response I50-21 
The comment disagrees with the statement in the recreation analysis in the Draft EIR that the Project would continue 
to provide public access to recreation resources. The comment incorrectly assumes that public access implies free 
access. Use of the Tahoe XC cross-country ski trails is not free, but is available to any member of the public, because 
the fees are used to maintain the winter trail system and operation of Tahoe XC. The comment also asserts that the 
beneficial impact of more events in the Highlands neighborhood is not for the residents. Although comments have 
been received by residents expressing their disapproval of events at the Schilling Lodge, the assertion that residents 
would not benefit is not entirely true because there is nothing that would preclude residents from participating in any 
of the special events hosted at the Schilling Lodge and they would be in close proximity to the events allowing them 
to have easy access if they participated. This comment does not provide any specific evidence that 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 I50-22 
The comment expresses appreciation for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Project. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  
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Letter I51 Donald Fyfe 
July 21, 2020 

Response I51-1 
The comment expresses support for the proposed Project and expresses support for the analysis and mitigation 
measures presented in the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review 
of the merits of the Project. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

Tahoe City Public Utility District 
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-195 

 
  



Responses to Comments  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe City Public Utility District 
3-196 Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 

Letter I52 Heather and John Segale 
July 21, 2020 

Response I52-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, summarizes benefits of the proposed 
Project, expresses support for Site D of the proposed Project, and expresses support for the analysis in the Draft EIR. 
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I52-2 
The comment asserts that traffic impacts related to the Schilling Lodge are small in comparison to the effects of the 
high school and expresses the opinion that the traffic associated with the proposed Project would not measurably 
add to the volume of traffic experienced under existing conditions. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

  



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

Tahoe City Public Utility District 
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-197 

 
  



Responses to Comments  Ascent Environmental 

 Tahoe City Public Utility District 
3-198 Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 

 



Ascent Environmental  Responses to Comments 

Tahoe City Public Utility District 
Tahoe Cross-Country Lodge Replacement and Expansion Project Final EIR 3-199 

Letter I53 Robert (Bob) Duffield 
July 21, 2020 

Response I53-1 
The comment provide an introduction to the letter and background about the letter author’s experience as a former 
employee and director of TCPUD Department of Parks and Recreation, involvement in preparation of the Lakeview 
Cross-Country Ski Area Assessment Report used by TCPUD and TCCSEA in planning for operation and expansion of 
the Tahoe XC facility, and experiences he had visiting the Schilling residence at its original location. The comment is 
noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I53-2 
The comment notes that the proposed Project and Alternative look to address short-term and long-term operational 
needs of the facility and many of the recommendations provided by Nordic Group International in 1999 were 
incorporated into the proposed Project. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the 
review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I53-3 
The comment expresses the opinion that the Draft EIR is thorough and complete. The comment notes that 
appropriate mitigation is recommended where impacts were found. The comment also notes that either the 
proposed Project or Alternative A could be built but the comment expresses support for the proposed Project for a 
number of reasons, such as accessibility to more user-friendly terrain, less sun exposure, better water supply, 
potential for shared parking at the high school, and need for community facilities among other reasons. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I54 Kevin Drake 
July 21, 2020 

Response I54-1 
The comment expresses support for the proposed Project and the analysis and accuracy of the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I55 Dan Haas 
July 22, 2020 

Response I55-1 
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 I55-2 
The comment notes that they did not see any significant and unavoidable impacts from the Project and any 
potentially significant impact can be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I55-3 
The comment acknowledges concerns expressed by the community related to potential traffic impacts in the 
neighborhood, specifically related to school traffic and emergency access and evacuation routes. The comment 
expresses the belief that the Draft EIR thoroughly analyzed these concerns and concluded potential impacts would be 
less than significant. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of 
the Project. 

Response I55-4 
The comment states the new location offers better access to beginner terrain, a higher elevation for a longer season, 
better access for student athletes, an improved experience for staff and customers, and additional meeting space for the 
community. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I56 John and Leslie Hyche 
July 22, 2020 

Response I56-1 
The comment expresses support for the proposed Project and lists components of the proposed Project and the 
associated benefits. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of 
the Project.  
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Letter I57 Genevieve Evans 
July 22, 2020 

Response I57-1 
The comment expresses support for the proposed Project, provides background about the letter’s author as a new 
member of the Tahoe XC Board, and believes the Draft EIR adequately addresses all issues. The comment also 
identifies benefits of the Project that include the close community feel and potential for shared parking with the high 
school. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I57-2 
The comment expresses understanding that residents living on Polaris Road would see an increase in traffic on 
weekends but believes this seems like a relatively small increase and asserts that much of the traffic increases could 
be due to Tahoe’s popularity as a travel destination. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board 
during the review of the merits of the Project.  
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Letter I58 Mike Schwartz 
July 22, 2020 

Response I58-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project. The comment suggests spending the money for the 
Project on other things, suggests making an access road that links the Existing Lodge with SR 28, expresses the belief 
that the proposed Project would create problems, and suggests modernizing what already exists. The comment does 
not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I58-2 
The comment expresses opposition to building the proposed Project in a residential neighborhood. See response to 
comment I35-6, which addresses the land use and zoning designation on the proposed Project site and Alternative A 
site. The comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I58-3 
The comment states that huge projects should not be built in residential neighborhoods, especially on a crowded 
dead-end narrow road. The commenter states that they live on Polaris Road and would not dream of driving up or 
down Old Mill Road with any snow and that the Project would add 100 people per day in a hurry to ski when there is 
new snow. The commenter concludes by stating that the kids drive very fast every day going to school and sports 
7 days a week. 

See Master Response 1: Transportation Safety for discussion of transportation safety-related concerns related to 
winter conditions along Old Mill Road. The comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the 
Draft EIR analysis. No further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board 
during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I58-4 
The expresses the opinion that the Project is not needed. The comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I59 Roger Huff  
July 23, 2020 

Response I59-1 
The comment states that correspondence indicates that answers to questions related to a funding plan and economic 
feasibility study posed by members of the community would be in the Draft EIR. The financial aspect of the Project is 
not a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. This comment does not raise environmental issues or 
concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I60 Joy M. Doyle 
July 23, 2020 

Response I60-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, expresses support for the proposed Project, 
and expresses support for the analysis and accuracy of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  
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Letter I61 Rick Wertheim and Lin Winetrub 
July 23, 2020 

Response I61-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author, summarizes benefits of the proposed 
Project, expresses support for Site D for the proposed Project, and expresses support for the analysis and accuracy of 
the EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  
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Letter I62 Renee Koijane 
July 23, 2020 

Response I62-1 
The comment includes background information about the letter’s author and 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. 
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Letter I63 Scott Schroepfer 
July 23, 2020 

Response I63-1 
The comment expresses support for the proposed Project and the analysis of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for 
consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Letter I64 Debbie White and Paul Niwano 
July 23, 2020 

Response I64-1 
The comment expresses opposition to the proposed Project. The comment also notes that the Draft EIR does not 
appear to include an alternative that would construct the Schilling Lodge at Site A with minimal modifications. In 
Chapter 4, “Alternatives,” the Draft EIR considered two alternatives that would include minimal modifications to the 
historic building at Site A: (1) Site A – Reduced Project alternative that is described on page 4-3 of the Draft EIR, and 
(2) Site A – Modified Project alternative that is described on pages 4-10 through 4-14 of the Draft EIR. See response 
to comment I10-16, which addresses consideration of other alternatives and provides reasons why smaller Lodge 
alternatives were dismissed from further consideration or were not selected over the proposed Project. 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 I64-2 
The comment states that mitigation for tree removal for the proposed Project (Mitigation Measure 3.3-2) could 
include realignment and reconfiguration of parking and a reduction in parking requirements, which would negate 
one of the main criteria for a new site; and that effects of tree removal on habitat, wildlife, and plants would not be 
worth the cost. The potential options for minimizing tree removal referenced in the comment apply to both the 
proposed Project and Alternative A. As described in Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 beginning on page 3.3-20 of the 
Draft EIR, the Project (either the proposed Project or Alternative A) will avoid and minimize the removal of trees, 
especially those larger than 30 inches diameter at breast height (dbh). This avoidance and minimization will be 
achieved through Project design to the greatest extent feasible and during the TRPA permitting process. The options 
of realigning and reconfiguring parking, and reducing parking requirements, are provided as examples of some of 
the design features or modifications that could be implemented to protect large trees and that are typically 
considered during the TRPA permitting process for projects. The comment offers no specific information or evidence 
that the analysis presented in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further response can be provided. 

Response I64-3 
The comment questions the conclusion that the proposed Project (Site D) would not alter travel patterns or increase 
traffic volumes to the extent that the capacity of a residential roadway would be exceeded.  
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The comment provides no evidence to support the claim that the Project would result in the exceedance of the 
2,500 vehicles per day threshold for residential streets and cause an exceedance of roadway capacity. Additionally, 
the remainder of the comment does not raise any CEQA issues or address the adequacy of the Draft EIR analysis. No 
further response is necessary. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the 
merits of the Project. 

Response I64-4 
The comment indicates that parking has been one of the stated reasons for moving Tahoe XC from Site A to Site D, 
provides parking comparisons between the two locations, and expresses an opinion opposing Site D.  

As described in comment O1-3, a detailed analysis of parking supply and demand is contained within Section 6, 
“Parking Analysis,” of Append D in the Draft EIR. The aforementioned parking analysis evaluates the current demand 
of the Existing Lodge and determines the capacity needed at the proposed Project. In evaluating the parking needs 
of a specific site, it is usually desirable to use data collected at that site, if available. This is supported by ITE in their 
Parking Generation manual, which states that a survey of a site in a comparable local condition should always be 
considered as one potential means to estimate parking demand. Consistent with the Area Plan Implementing 
Regulations the parking analysis would be submitted for TRPA and County approval during the development review 
process. This comment does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or 
completeness of the parking analysis within Draft EIR. 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 I64-5 
The comment states that it is impossible for Polaris Road to support lane closures and detours during construction 
that are detailed in the Draft EIR.  

As detailed in response to comment I35-11, Impact 3.5-5 starting on page 3.5-28 of the Draft EIR addresses potential 
construction-related traffic impacts resulting from implementation of the Project and includes Mitigation 
Measure 3.5-5, which requires the applicant to prepare and implement a temporary traffic control plan during 
construction activities. Impact 3.5-5 starting on page 3.5-28 describes that the duration of construction, number of 
trucks, truck routing, number of employees, truck idling, lane closures, and a variety of other construction-related 
activities are unknown at this time. Therefore, it is not known whether the Project would require lane closures and 
detours. 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 I64-6 
The comments states that there is a mitigation measure that includes a shuttle bus program and posits the question 
of where cars are going to park for a shuttle bus to pick up and drop off. The comment concludes by expressing a 
lack of understanding as to how this is a feasible solution. 

See response to comment A2-6, which describes that the mitigation measure requiring the TDM plan was removed 
because development of the TDM plan is a required part of the Placer County development review process consistent 
with Area Plan Policy T-P-12. As detailed in response to comment A2-6, the specific measures and associated details of a 
TDM plan, such as 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. No further response is necessary. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I64-7 
The comment states that there are clear safety risks associated with the increase in traffic generated by the proposed 
Project that need to be addressed. The comment notes that Polaris Road has no sidewalks and is not lit; and thus, an 
uptick in traffic volumes will affect pedestrian, resident, and neighborhood safety. The comment concludes that safety 
has not been specifically addressed in the Draft EIR. 

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 I64-8 
The comment asks if the 4-year construction period assumed in the GHG analysis, and associated impacts, 
would actually occur and states that Section 3.8, “Noise,” assumes that construction would occur daily from 
8:00 a.m. to 6:30 p.m. See response to comment I41-41, which explains that the estimated construction 
schedule has been reduced from 4 years to 2 years.  

The comment also raises concerns with the recommendation to install rooftop solar photovoltaic (PV) panels included in 
Mitigation Measure 3.7-1. The language of Mitigation Measure 3.7-1 provides flexibility to the Project applicant by 
providing several onsite GHG-reducing recommendations to lower Project-generated emissions to zero. The applicant 
may use PVs to reduce emissions; however, if PVs are found to be infeasible, the applicant may implement other 
mitigation tools to achieve zero net emissions. No edits to the Draft EIR are required in response to this comment. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I64-9 
The comment states that daily construction over several years would impact living conditions for the community and 
that the analysis did not include residents in the definition of sensitive receptors. As described on page 2-22 of the 
Draft EIR and updated in Chapter 2 of this Final EIR, construction is anticipated to begin in 2022 and end in 2024. 
Second, sensitive receptors are defined generally on page 3.8-10 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR as land uses 
where noise exposure could result in health-related risks to individuals and specifically includes residences. Further, 
the Draft EIR identified residences that would be closest to the proposed construction activities for purposes of 
conducting a worst-case noise analysis, as described under Impact 3.8-1 of Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR.  

Regarding noise impacts, negative health effects tend to occur when people are continually affected by intrusive 
noise during sensitive times (e.g., sleep). For this reason, TRPA and Placer County have adopted ordinances that allow 
construction noise during the less sensitive times of the day. This is because construction noise, while occurring with 
other typical daytime noise-generating activities (e.g., vehicular traffic, music, ambulance sirens), does not stand out 
on its own as a substantial noise source, especially at increasing distances from the source. It is also important to note 
that the analysis in the Draft EIR was conservative and based on worst-case noise levels for the loudest phase of 
construction. Typical construction noise fluctuates during the day over different locations and over the duration of 
the entire phase, not resulting in the same level of noise exposure at the same receptor for extended periods. As 
discussed under Impact 3.8-1 beginning on page 3.8-14 of the Draft EIR, due to the temporary nature of construction 
activity and that construction would comply with daytime noise limits, construction noise would not result in adverse 
health impacts at nearby receptors. No further analysis is needed. 

Response I64-10 
The comment states that the vibration analysis failed to mention impacts to residential buildings, including potential 
damage to structures, and that pre-construction surveys should be conducted as well as compensation for damage 
should be provided. Impact 3.8-2 beginning on page 3.8-16 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” of the Draft EIR evaluated the 
potential for construction vibration to result in human disturbance as well as damage to existing structures. As 
discussed on pages 3.8-16 and 3.8-17 of the Draft EIR, anticipated construction activities would not be located within 
distances where vibration has the potential to result in building damage. Therefore, impacts to existing structures 
were deemed less than significant. Because impacts would be less than significant, no additional mitigation such as a 
pre-construction survey or indemnification plan is required. Further, the comment does not provide any evidence 
that the vibration impact analysis presented in the EIR is inadequate; therefore, no further analysis is required. 
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Response I64-11 
The comment states that the mitigation proposed to reduce impacts from amplified sound will not be adequate and 
that the new noise sources will adversely affect residents in the area. First, noise standards are set by regulatory 
agencies to preserve the nature of a community or neighborhood and intended to protect the health and safety of 
the community. Thus, new noise sources that are kept to below the applicable noise standards would not pose health 
or safety concerns. As required by Mitigation Measure 3.8-3 beginning on page 3.8-18 in Section 3.8, “Noise,” in the 
Draft EIR, amplified sound sources would be required to be designed to minimize noise exposure through the use of 
intervening buildings and speaker location. Further, the mitigation measure requires that any proposed amplified 
sound source also be measured and shown to comply with Placer County noise standards prior to Project approval. 
Thus, the requirements in Mitigation Measure 3.8-3 ensure that any new noise source would not exceed Placer 
County noise standards and thus would not result in excessive noise levels at nearby receptors such that adverse 
health effects would occur. No further analysis is necessary. 

Response I64-12 
The comment notes that the proposed Project site is 76 feet higher in elevation than Site A and disagrees with the 
need to locate the Lodge near flat terrain. The comment also asserts that the higher elevation is more exposed to 
sunshine and, thus, snow quality would be diminished. See response to comment I35-5 that addresses criticisms of 
the proposed Project at the proposed location related to the increase in elevation compared to the site of the 
Existing Lodge. Response to comment I35-5 also addresses the benefit associated with the proximity to user-friendly 
terrain at the proposed Project site. The comment’s opinion does not raise environmental issues or concerns 
regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The comment is noted for consideration by the 
TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I64-13 
The comment states that global warming is driving significant changes in our winters and the benefits of Site D as an 
alternative to Site A could be short lived in light of the effects of climate change. The comment asserts a site at 
8,000 feet elevation would need to be considered to maximize use in the long term. See response to comment I50-6, 
which addresses concerns related to the effects of climate change on the Project. 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 I64-14 
The comment takes issue with use of the terms “adaptive reuse” and “community uses” to describe the proposed 
modifications to a historic structure. The comment expresses concern related to private events, such as weddings, 
which cause concerns related to noise, traffic flow, parking, debris, and alcohol use. The comment also disagrees with 
the need for gyms and storage facilities.  

Regarding the potential for weddings to be hosted at the Schilling Lodge, page 2-14 under “Premier Events and 
Large Special Events,” in Chapter 2, “Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives Evaluated in Detail,” states: 

As part of the TCCSEA Management Plan, TCCSEA does not intend to host weddings. However, TCPUD 
and/or TCCSEA could decide, at a future date, that weddings are appropriate to either supplement revenue 
or for other reasons. For the purposes of this EIR, private weddings are considered a Large Special Event and 
were included in the Large Special Events analysis and would not be considered an addition to those events. 

Table 2-3 on page 2-13 and the “Special Events” section on pages 2-14 and 2-15 of the Draft EIR identify the 
assumptions related to special events that are considered in the impact analysis in the Draft EIR. The potential 
concerns related to noise, traffic, and parking from events that may be held at the Schilling Lodge are addressed in 
Section 3.5, “Transportation,” and Section 3.8, “Noise,” in the Draft EIR. See response to comment I10-3, which 
explains “adaptive reuse” of the Schilling residence. See response to comment I10-4, which explains how the Schilling 
Lodge would serve community uses. The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review 
of the merits of the Project. 
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Response I64-15 
The comment expresses concern with the sale of alcohol near the school and at private events. The comment 
summarizes their understanding of the sale of distilled spirits and wine near a school and states that Site D is likely 
within a distance from the school that would prohibit the sale of alcohol. The comment expresses concern about 
secondary effects of alcohol use. The comment asks if TCPUD would be responsible for any accidents caused by the 
relocation of the Lodge to Site D.  

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. Enforcement of 
laws related to the sale or provision of alcohol is not a topic subject to CEQA review. 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 I64-16 
The comment states that the impact on house prices is not mentioned in the Draft EIR and asserts that relocation of 
the Lodge would have a negative impact on the surrounding homes and their values, and asks if TCPUD is offering 
indemnity to those affected. The comment provides no specific evidence to suggest that the proposed Project would 
result in a decrease in home values. The comment’s concern related to adverse effects on the value of home values 
does not raise environmental issues or concerns regarding the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. 
The comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project. 

Response I64-17 
The comment asks which entity would have control over event bookings. The comment requests an explanation of 
how the Project would preserve the financial responsibility and transparency of TCPUD’s property tax funds. 

See response to comment I10-2, which discusses TCCSEA would have primary control over booking events at the 
Schilling Lodge and TCPUD would have primary control over booking events at the Highlands Community Center. 
See response to comment I41-8, which addresses concerns related to financial aspects of the Project. The comment 
expressed is not related to a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. 

Response I64-18 
The comment notes the 6-year timeframe that has occurred thus far, expresses opposition to the Project, disagrees 
with the benefit associated with moving the Lodge to a higher elevation and additional parking. The comment notes 
the potential effect COVID has and believes there would be reduced revenue for Tahoe XC. The financial aspect of 
the Project is not a topic that requires analysis in the EIR under CEQA. The comment does not raise any issues related 
to CEQA or provide any specific evidence related to the adequacy, accuracy, or completeness of the Draft EIR. The 
comment is noted for consideration by the TCPUD Board during the review of the merits of the Project.  

Response I64-19 
The comment notes that there is no mention of snowmaking plans, climate change is a known threat, and Tahoe has 
suffered poor winters over the years. The comment believes money would be better spent investing in snowmaking 
rather than on the Schilling Lodge. See response to comment I50-6, which addresses concerns related to the effects of 
climate change on the Project. 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. 

 


